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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, September 29, 1993

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

As the Sun lifts high in the sky and
shows its light and warmth to the
whole world, so may Your good spirit,
O God, send its eternal light and its
truth to each person. Fill our hearts
with the bounty of every blessing and
permeate our very souls with the as-
surances that Your word alone can
give. May we go about our responsibil-
ities this day with vigor and energy
knowing that our contributions for jus-
tice and peace can become extraor-
dinary when strengthened by the
brightness of Your presence in our
lives. Bless us this day and every day,
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize 15 Members on each side for 1-
minute requests.

TRIBUTE TO SGT. EUGENE
WILLIAMS: A FALLEN SOLDIER

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, Sgt. Eugene Williams, a 26-year-old
man who grew up in my district in Chi-
cago was one of the three soldiers who
gave their lives to the cause of peace in
Somalia. This young man who was able
to escape the daily violence and reali-
ties of urban life for young African-
Americans, and who was able to sur-
vive a T-month tour of duty in the Per-

sian Gulf war, was unable to escape the
danger in the streets of Mogadishu,
where his U.S. Blackhawk helicopter
was shot down by Somali guerrillas
with a rocket-propelled grenade.

Sergeant Williams was the second
oldest son of Mr. and Mrs. Johnnie Wil-
liams. As a youngster on Chicago’s
West Side, he chose the Boy Scouts
over gangs and joined the Explorer
Scout Troop sponsored by the Chicago
Police Department. He was a graduate
of the Victor Herbert Elementary
School and a football player at Crane
High School.

He joined the military in 1985 and
served in South Korea and Germany.
Earlier this year he reenlisted in the
service of his country. In the words of
his father, ‘‘he died fighting for others.
He was just proud to be a soldier and to
be in the Army. He loved his job." Mr.
Speaker, I pay tribute to Sergeant Wil-
liams and send my heartfelt condo-
lences to his family.

CONGRESS SHOULD NOT BE STAM-
PEDED INTO ONE HEALTH CARE
PLAN

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

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, we need fundamental change
in the health care program in this
country. Everyone agrees with that.
We need to have a basic health care
program that is extended to all citizens
of this country.

But the drive for fundamental change
does not mean we should embrace a
federally controlled system of medical
bureaucracy just to be able to say that
we have made a change. The adminis-
tration says they favor a simple sys-
tem, a system that is free of bureauc-
racy. I wish that were so. Let us take
a look for just a second at the hier-
archy that is being put into place if we
follow that system. A national health
board appointed on a national basis to
oversee health care. State alliances op-
erated under Federal rules and regula-
tions. A global budget enforced by the
Federal Government. Price controls to
be enforced by a national board of
health care, and the Labor Department
to monitor all of these activities, to de-
liver a federally supervised health care
system.

Mr. Speaker, we need reform. But we
need to have a reform that is developed
in the private sector, that maintains
choice, that maintains the best part of

the system that we have, and we can do
this, if we are not stampeded into
going over the cliff for a federally con-
trolled health care program.

LET RUSSIA FINANCE THEIR OWN
DEMOCRACY

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Uncle
Sam wants to send another $2.5 billion
to Russia. I think it is time to check
this out.

Rebels control one of the cities in
Georgia. Armenians and Azeris are in-
volved in a bloody war. The President
of the Ukraine has taken control of the
Ukrainian Parliament. The whole Rus-
sian Confederation they say is falling
apart. And Boris Yeltsin has taken
control and had military troops sur-
round the Russian Parliament.

I say maybe this will be the first
time in history that Uncle Sam gives
foreign aid to a country that has not
one, but two Presidents, ladies and
gentlemen. Russia now has two Presi-
dents.

I say let Uncle Sam step back and let
the Russian people finance democracy
in Russia. Maybe Congress would be
wise to advise the administration in-
stead of sending hard-earned taxpayer
dollars we could use for health care,
maybe we should send over a team of
Dr. Ruth and Dr. Spock. That would be
more helpful for the Russians.

“NO BLOODY WAY" IS SUGGESTED
RESPONSE TO FRENCH ON
TRADE ISSUES

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently an Australian Ambassador
summed up how to best deal with the
French in the Uruguay round world
trade negotiations under the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. Re-
sponding to France's reneging on the
much-heralded Blair House com-
promise on agricultural subsidies, the
ambassador said, ‘““No bloody way" to
France's demands to renegotiate.

Mr. Speaker, “No bloody way,”
should become the rallying cry of the
United States and the unsubsidized ag-
ricultural exporting countries of the
Cairns group. Farmers in these nations
have suffered along with U.S. producers
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from absurd French agricultural poli-
cies. In November last year, these
farmers finally thought the devastat-
ing agricultural subsidy war had ended
and they were excited to concentrate
on earning a decent living. However,
French politicians have nearly de-
stroyed those hopes by caving in to the
terroristic threats of a group of mili-
tant French farmers dependent on
rural French welfare.

Now, the French have blatantly
reneged on a US-EC compromise in a
way that was all too predictable. After
accepting concessions from United
States oilseed and soybean producers,
who had patiently won recognition of
their trade rights following a long dis-
pute, the French agreed to accept that
part of the compromise while clearly
reneging on their written agreement to
adhere to agreed upon cuts in the vol-
ume of subsidized agricultural exports.

Mr. Speaker, the intransigent French
are not only sharing responsibility for
forcing thousands of American and
Australian farmers and millions of
third-world farmers off of the land—
they alone, are holding the world hos-
.tage by blocking, perhaps, the only
international action able to end a
world recession—that is completion of
the Uruguay round of GATT. Con-
sequently, U.S. trade officials should
say, ‘‘No bloody way,”” to the French
while unequivocally rejecting their
completely unacceptable demands.

0O 1010

HEALTH CARE REFORM: KEEP THE
GOOD, FIX THE BAD

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, 1 week
ago President Clinton presented his
plan to reform our Nation's health care
system. People in my district and peo-
ple across the country tuned in on
Wednesday night in record numbers to
hear the President describe the Na-
tional Health Security Act.

As the debate moves to Congress,
public attention will now focus here as
well. It would be a grave disservice to
the American public to allow partisan
bickering or special interest lobbying
to sidetrack the debate on health care
reform. Our mission in designing a
health reform package should be clear:
To preserve what is right with our
health care system and to fix what is
wrong.

Preserving what is right means en-
suring that Americans have access to
the quality care that we have come to
expect. The Health Security Act will
build upon that system and allow our
medical institutions to continue to
flourish.

Preserving what is right in our
health care system also means retain-
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ing the right to choose your own physi-
cian.

The Health Security Act will guaran-
tee every American a comprehensive
benefits package that can never be
taken away. To fix what is wrong with
our health care system means we must
cover the 37 million Americans who are
currently without health insurance and
the millions more who are under-
insured.

To fix what is wrong with our health
care system means a guarantee that no
American family will lose coverage be-
cause of a lost job.

To fix what is wrong with our health
care system means that no American
will ever again be denied health cov-
erage because of a preexisting condi-
tion.

In the coming weeks we will debate
the Health Security Act. Undoubtedly
we will make some changes to the
President's plan. But let us be guided
by two core goals: Preserving what is
right and fixing what is wrong with
health care in America.

THE HEALTH CARE PLAN WILL
DESTROY JOBS

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, perhaps the
Surgeon General should slap a warning
on the President’s health plan: This
proposal may be hazardous to your job.

I say this because the heavy new reg-
ulations the President wants to place
on small businesses across America
will in fact destroy over 3 million jobs.

Last year, the highly respected Em-
ployee Benefits Research Institute con-
ducted a study on the job-loss effect of
an employer health insurance man-
date—a mandate similar to the one the
President is now proposing.

Its conclusion: A small business
health insurance mandate will destroy
1.2 million jobs in America.

Mr. Speaker, there are better ways to
extend insurance to the uninsured that
will not destroy their jobs.

For employees and employers alike,
let us reject this new Federal mandate
on America's small businesses and low-
wage workers.

———

HEALTH CARE IS A RIGHT, NOT A
PRIVILEGE

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

GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to talk about the
American Health Security Act. The
people of my district whom I represent
overwhelmingly asked me to reform
health care and provide coverage for
all of our citizens.

Mr. Speaker,these people work hard
to pay their bills and care for their
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families yet they are unable to meet
the demands of our current health care
system because of skyrocketing cost.

There are those who believe that the
Government should stay out of health
care completely because they believe
that the market should set the cost of
health care. What these people fail to
realize is that market forces break
down when life and death decisions are
made. We simply cannot ask families
to continue to make health care deci-
sions based on the same way they
choose what brand of peanut butter
they buy.

Health care decisions are the most
important ones a family will make
which is why the system we establish
must recognize, that the health and
safety of our citizens is the first duty
of our Government. This is why health
care is a right and not a privilege.

Last year this sign was given to me
by one of my constituents. The Health
Care Security Act is a way to fulfill
our obligation to promote the general
welfare, providing for our citizens a
true health security.

e ———

DISTINGUISHING THE MESSAGE
FROM THE MESSENGER

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, Americans
can distinguish the message from the
messenger—we are now reading the
fine print behind the lofty principles.
And the President’s health care mes-
sage is indeed very mixed: Claiming to
encourage simplicity while creating an
enormous new bureaucracy; claiming
to boost the economy while charting a
dangerous course toward major job loss
from burdensome mandates; and claim-
ing to produce savings while generat-
ing tremendous costs that inevitably
will lead to higher taxes. In a major
southwest Florida newspaper survey
only days after the President made his
pitch, only 2 of 10 people approved the
Clinton plan. Americans see through
slick marketing campaigns, want to fix
what is broken by building on what
works. We must invite the President to
take a look at the Republican leader’s
message on health care. It is a message
more than 2 of 10 Americans respond to
favorably,

VOTE “NO" ON DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION BILL

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, today
we resume debate on the defense au-
thorization bill, which proposes $263
billion in military spending. I will vote
against this bill and urge my col-
leagues to do so.
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Mr. Speaker, the cold war is over,
and our major enemy in the world
today is not Russia, not the Warsaw
Pact, and not communism. Our major
enemy is the hopelessness and despair
felt by tens of millions of American
workers who are either unemployed or
are seeing their standard of living de-
cline; our major enemy is the pain ex-
perienced by senior citizens who are
unable to survive with dignity on their
meager Social Security benefits; and
by young people who are unable to af-
ford the cost of a higher education. Our
enemy today and the threat to our na-
tional security is the rage and the frus-
tration being felt by millions of young
people who may never have a decent
job in their lives and the waste of hav-
ing millions of Americans sleep out on
our streets.

Mr. Speaker, we do not need star
wars, we need educational opportunity
for all. We do not need the D-5 missile
program, we need to put millions of
Americans to work rebuilding our Na-
tion and constructing the affordable
housing we desperately need. We do not
need to spend over $100 billion a year
defending Western Europe and Japan;
we need to make certain that our chil-
dren, our veterans, and our senior citi-
zens live in dignity.

Mr. Speaker, let us vote ‘‘no’ on the
defense budget and ‘‘yes’’ for new prior-
ities in America.

UNNECESSARY TORPEDO IN
HEALTH CARE DEBATE

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

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton came to us claiming two
things: He would lift the ban on gays in
the military, to allow homosexuals to
serve in the armed services; he said, *‘I
will lift the Henry Hyde amendment to
permit Medicaid funds,’ taxpayer dol-
lars, “to finance abortions.”

On these two subjects, the will of the
American people through the Congress
has spoken: The House yesterday
moved off of the Senate initiatives and
codified the ban on gays in the mili-
tary into law. The Senate yesterday
moved on the House initiatives and
overwhelmingly passed the Hyde
amendment to ban the use of taxpayer
dollars to finance abortions.

Despite this signal, President Clinton
in the health care debate wants to fi-
nance abortions through his health
care plan. Wait until the American
people see that a female veteran can
choose a VA health care plan and ob-
tain an abortion from a VA clinic.

Mr. Clinton, that is an unnecessary
torpedo into the health care debate.

INTERMOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE

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

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Speaker, as we
undertake health care reform in the
coming months perhaps we must focus
on achieving savings in the system by
eliminating waste, curtailing fraud,
and improving cost effectiveness. The
experiences of Intermountain Health
Care [THC] in Utah suggest that we can
meet this challenge by making a seri-
ous commitment to improving quality
of care.

By establishing a computerized
database to monitor and analyze
health care outcomes, IHC doctors
have improved their effectiveness while
dramatically reducing costs. In one
stunning example, IHC physicians were
able to reduce their infection rates by
more than 75 percent by moving for-
ward the time antibiotics are adminis-
tered before surgery. This measure
saved $14,000 per avoided infection.

If every U.S. hospital achieved these
standards, nationwide savings could ex-
ceed $1.5 billion. Mr. Speaker, it is
clear that we can achieve great savings
by renewing our commitment to qual-
ity. I urge my colleagues to join me in
working with the President to accom-
plish this critical goal.

TERROR IN WASHINGTON, DC

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, last night in
Washington, DC, I went to sleep again
to the wail of police and ambulance si-
rens. This morning's headlines and
news stories chronicle the pain and suf-
fering of this wounded city. The savage
murders, violence and lawlessness on
the streets of our Nation's Capital
must come to an end.

My God, if it takes bringing out the
National Guard as Mayor Kelly has
suggested, I say act now. Act now be-
fore another night of terror on our
streets. Act now before another inno-
cent child bystander’'s life is snuffed
out, another merchant brutally slain.

I say act now to stop the genocide of
a generation of young male African-
Americans. I say act now to bring out
the National Guard, enact a Federal
crime bill or take whatever measures
necessary to bring this senseless kill-
ing to an end.

o —————
0 1020

NOT ENOUGH TIME FOR NAFTA

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, from
the very beginning I have been against
NAFTA, and I still am, but I have read
some of the agreement and some of the
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arguments for it. I can see where bene-
fits will come forth for the United
States, for Mexico and for Canada, in
about 10 or 12 years; but Mr. Speaker,
the United States does not have the
time, the industry or the jobs to sac-
rifice over 10 to 12 years.

If Mexico is sincere in free trade with
the United States, they must then
prove their mettle and show by exam-
ple, not just agreements, before we
enter into any free-trade agreement;
but for now we should agree on no less
than fair and equal trade that will
phase in free trade when Mexico has
shown her willingness to cooperate.

TIME TO BE DISGUSTED, NOT
AMUSED

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday as I was coming
down the stairway in the Cannon
Building with those great brass rails, I
knocked off the rail a little poster. I
picked it up, and it reads, ‘I used to be
disgusted. Now I try to be amused.”

That reminded me that it was disgust
in large measure with the American
voters which sent me here, and I need-
ed to recommit myself to their trust.

It is tempting to be amused because
of the shameless pork and the tram-
pling of democracy in this body are so
ludicrous.

I now need to recommit myself to not
be amused, but to continue to be dis-
gusted and to work with increasing
Members on both sides of the aisle to
make the necessary changes to elimi-
nate the shameless pork and to restore
democracy to this body.

Thank you. I do not know who put it
there, but thank you for this note.

HEALTH SECURITY

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

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, the
debate on health care reform is now
well underway. But as we proceed with
hearings and consider the issues, and
as we debate regulatory mechanisms
and scoreable savings, let us not forget
why we have undertaken this very im-
portant effort.

Plain and simple, far too many
Americans either have no access to
health care or live with the worry they
may lose the access they have. My own
State of Connecticut has one of the
highest rates of individuals with pri-
vate health insurance. Yet we have
been battered by recession, and have
struggled with layoffs. As we speak,
259,000 people—well over a quarter mil-
lion, have no health insurance in Con-
necticut.
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This is a difficult time for many. We
can no longer feel secure about many
of the things we used to take for grant-
ed. And that applies to health as well.
Too many Americans no longer have
the security of knowing that a serious
illness will not devastate a family. Too
many feel they cannot change jobs be-
cause they will jeopardize their health
coverage. Too many defer important
preventive care for lack of coverage.

Mr. Speaker, one important reason
for tackling health care reform is to
provide this kind of security for Amer-
ican families. The time for health secu-
rity is now.

STRONG MESSAGE ON HEALTH
CARE

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, last Fri-
day evening I had the thrill of address-
ing the commencement of the ITT
Technical Institute in West Covina,
CA. There were nearly 2,000 people in
the audience, and I did not know what
the political makeup of it was, so I de-
cided to spend my time talking about
the fact that I have joined with Presi-
dent Clinton doing everything I pos-
sibly can to try to decrease trade bar-
riers and expand exports to Mexico and
other parts of the world.

I received a favorable response from
that, but I was rather stunned when
the graduates came by, and I shook
each of their hands. While many of
them said to me they supported our ef-
forts to bring about a North American
Free-Trade Agreement, I was very
shocked when an overwhelming major-
ity of those who spoke to me as they
went through the line said—and I had
not spoken about this issue at all—
“‘Please do everything that you can to
insure that this program which will
bring about socialized medicine that
President Clinton has supported is de-
feated.”

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that provides
a very strong message to us here that
we need to find a market-oriented ap-
proach to deal with this issue.

HIGH COPAYMENTS FOR RURAL
AREAS IN PRESIDENT'S HEALTH
CARE PLAN

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

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Speaker, the
President has promised to work with
Congress to pass health care legislation
that will guarantee health security to
all Americans. The principle of univer-
sal access means that regardless of
your income, comprehensive health
benefits will be there for you. I applaud
the President for his commitment to
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this goal and I will work with him to
achieve it.

But I am concerned that many fami-
lies in my district and across this
country would not be able to afford the
high costs they would have to pay
under the President's proposal. The
President proposes low copayments for
people in HMO's and high copayments
for everyone else. In a rural district
like mine, many communities do not
have ready access to HMO's. Residents
living in such remote areas, often the
least able to afford them, would be sad-
dled with high copayments by default.
Under the President’s proposals, they
would have to pay 20 percent of the
cost for all hospital and physician serv-
ices. This copayment could make
health care affordable for many people
in rural areas and undermine the goal
of universal access.

Mr. Speaker, to guarantee every
American health security we must
guarantee that copayments will be af-
fordable. I look forward to working
with the President toward this goal.

ONE MORE SCANDAL

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
was in the White House when I saw rep-
utations ruined, life savings drained,
and yes, pensions threatened, and who
were the victims? They were President
Reagan’'s own staff members and who
were doing little more than trying to
follow out the President’s directive to
try to stop a Soviet takeover of
Central America, but there were Mem-
bers of the Congress who disagreed
with the President and were willing to
ruin reputations, call special prosecu-
tors in to try to get their way.

Well, now with a new Democratic ad-
ministration, what do we see? We see a
scandal at the Presidential Travel Of-
fice, the White House Travel Office
where the President's relatives were
trying to get a job and willing to ruin
the careers of civil servants to do it.

Now we see a Cabinet member ac-
cused of taking $700,000 in order to fa-
cilitate the lifting of the embargo
against Vietnam.

We need a special prosecutor. We
need to stop this hypocrisy and the
double standard. What was totally un-
acceptable for the Republicans and re-
quired the destruction of people's ca-
reers is being whitewashed and ignored
by this administration.

Mr. Speaker, let us end the hypoc-
risy. Let us have a special prosecutor
and let us set things straight.
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LY BINH TO BE IN MY OFFICE
TOMORROW

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, the Clinton administration has
taken two giant steps toward normaliz-
ing relations with Vietnam and lifting
the embargo. One step was taken in
July, and one was taken in September.

Now we find out that a Cabinet offi-

cial, Mr. Ron Brown, the Secretary of
the Department of Commerce, is ac-
cused of taking $700,000 to influence
these decisions. He has said in the past
that he never met with the conduit,
the gentleman who is the conduit from
the Vietnamese Government to our
Government, but now he admits he has
met with him, not once, not twice, but
three times, once at the Department of
Commerce.
* In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman who has made these accusa-
tions has taken an FBI lie detector test
and passed it.

We have demanded an investigation
into this, not unlike the Watergate or
the Iran-Contra investigations, because
it involves our foreign policy and a
Cabinet official who may have influ-
enced these decisions even though
there are 2,200 POW/MIA’s still unac-
counted for in Vietnam.

Now the gentleman who has made
these accusations is going to be in the
Capitol tomorrow in my office. His
name is Mr. Ly Binh. He will be in my
office at 2:30, so any Member of this
House, Democrat or Republican, who
wants to get to the bottom of this al-
leged scam ought to be at my office at
2:30. It is 2411 Cannon Building.

THE IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY
HEALTH CENTERS

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, over
the past 50 years the Federal Govern-
ment has increased the number of pub-
lic health programs that have been de-
signed to try to prevent disease and ill-
ness, particularly among members of
the population who do not have ready
access to health care.

Each time I return to my district I
see evidence of these very important
public health programs. Community
health centers and important outreach
programs provide primary care to im-
poverished children and adults.

The Health Security Act of 1993, in-
troduced last week by President Clin-
ton, promises to improve our public
health system by making community
health centers essential providers of
care. This will provide badly needed se-
curity to people who rely on commu-
nity health centers for their care.
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There should be no closed doors to
people who are ill. Community health
centers have always kept their doors
open wide. I applaud the President's ef-
forts and encourage my colleagues to
make certain that the doors of commu-
nity centers stay open to all who rely
on their care for years to come.

KEEP PAC'S OUT OF HEALTH
CARE REFORM

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, last
week, we heard our President deliver a
call to reform our Nation's health care
system.

We have also heard the President call
for reform of the way we finance our
political campaigns.

As Congress begins to seriously at-
tack both of these issues, I believe it is
important that we do not aggravate
one problem in our attempt to solve
another one,

I have grave concerns about the re-
gional and corporate alliances that
would play such an important role in
the President’s health care plan.

And, if they are formed, I am afraid
they could interject themselves into
partisan politics.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced a resolution which would
bar any national health board estab-
lished to oversee or set Federal stand-
ards regarding elements of the health
care system—from forming a political
action committee and from making
contributions to Federal candidates.

A similar ban would apply to re-
gional or corporate alliances.

This resolution will preserve the nec-
essary neutrality of any new health-
care bureaucrats.

——————

CONGRESS MUST HELP SMALL
BUSINESS TO PROVIDE HEALTH
CARE COVERAGE FOR ITS EM-
PLOYEES

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

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, in his
address to the joint session the Presi-
dent outlined six basic principles upon
which national health care reform
must be based. Of these six principles
the sixth, responsibility, is the most
basic of all. We, in Congress, have a re-
sponsibility to address the concerns of
small business men and women of our
Nation who are the very backbone of
our country. We must ensure that
small business employers will be able
to obtain health insurance for their
company at reasonable rates and will
no longer be denied coverage because
an employee has a sick child or spouse.

Mr. Speaker, small business owners
have been telling me that they are fac-
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ing the decisions between providing
health care coverage for their employ-
ees or closing down their business. It is
an essential feature of the President’s
program that 100 percent of the health
care insurance premium be deductible.
The changes we make to the system
must take these factors into consider-
ation and ensure that these men and
women who provide jobs and make a
significant contribution to our econ-
omy are not faced with the choice of
providing health care or closing their
business.

COST IMPACT LEGISLATION

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, much has
been said about reinventing govern-
ment these days, but, as my colleagues
know, it is not the Federal Govern-
ment that has the most profound im-
pact upon people’s lives, It is State and
local governments that determine how
well their children are educated, how
well their families are protected by
their police and fire departments, how
difficult it is to travel from one place
to another, and yet local and State
governments today spend more money
trying to meet unfunded Federal man-
dates than all the money they try to
spend for those democratically deter-
mined priorities at the local and State
level.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to recognize
that, if we do not have the money in
the appropriations bills to pay for the
legislation that we pass, we ought not
be imposing those costs on local and
State governments.

I urge my colleagues to support the
fair act which requires that legislation,
before it reaches the House floor, con-
tain just what the cost impact will be
on local and State governments, as
well as the private sector.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
cosponsor that legislation and to truly
reinvent government where it really
counts.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
propound a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RICHARDSON). The gentleman will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, what is
the process by which we begin to deal
with the issue raised by my colleague,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON] a few moments ago? The gen-
tleman from Indiana has made a state-
ment which goes to the very heart of
the integrity of governance in this
country, and also it goes to the very
heart of our foreign policy.

By what process can the House of
Representatives begin an investigation
of this very serious matter where we
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can be assured that the investigation
will take place?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair advises the gentleman that com-
mittees of jurisdiction can initiate in-
vestigations on matters such as this.

Mr. WALKER. Well, Mr. Speaker, the
problem is that the gentleman from In-
diana has already written the commit-
tees of jurisdiction and is being
stonewalled. My question is:

By what means can we ensure that, if
the chairmen of those committees
refuse to hold hearings on this matter
of major significance, the House of
Representatives can order such an in-
vestigation to take place?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair cannot respond more fully to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] at this time.

Mr. WALKER. What strikes me as
strange, Mr. Speaker, is when we had
the chief of staff in the previous admin-
istration have a problem with driving a
White House car to New York for some
personal business, that could, in fact,
be investigated almost immediately in
the House of Representatives. Now we
have a matter that goes to the heart of
the governance of our society, and it
does not sound to me as though there is
any means by which we can get it in-
vestigated, and I am seeking to know
whether or not there is a resolution of
some sort that can be brought to the
floor that would force this investiga-
tion to take place.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair cannot respond beyond the fact
that a resolution can be introduced and
referred to the appropriate committee
of jurisdiction.

Mr. WALKER. But there is no privi-
leged resolution that can be brought to
the floor that would force the inves-
tigation to take place, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair cannot comment on such an
issue until seeing such a resolution.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] for his question.

I sent a letter to the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs asking
for an investigation. That appeared to
me to be the committee of jurisdiction.
He has indicated that he did not think
he should do that, and he named a lit-
any of other committees that ought to
be notified, and that is what prompted
the gentleman from Pennsylvania to
ask these questions, and so we just
want to know, if this merits an inves-
tigation, how do we do it?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RICHARDSON). If the gentleman wants
to introduce a resolution, the Chair
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will refer it to the appropirate commit-
tee.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, we will do that.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 267, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
FISCAL YEAR 1994

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the order of the House on Mon-
day, September 27, 1993, I call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 267) making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1994, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. RES. 267

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are hereby appropriated, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
and out of applicable corporate or other rev-
enues, recelpts, and funds, for the several de-
partments, agencles, corporations, and other
organizational unlts of Government for the
fiscal year 1994, and for other purposes,
namely:

SEC. 101. (a) Such amounts as may be nec-
essary under the authority and conditions
provided in applicable appropriations Acts
for the fiscal year 1993 for continuing
projects or actlvities including the costs of
direct loans and loan guarantees (not other-
wise specifically provided for in this joint
resolution) which were conducted in the fis-
cal year 1993 and for which appropriations,
funds, or other authority would be available
in the following appropriations Acts:

The Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cles Appropriations Act, 1994;

The Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agen-
cles Appropriations Act, 1994, notwithstand-
ing section 15 of the State Department Basic
Authorities Act of 1956 and section 701 of the
United States Information and Educational
Exchange Act of 1948;

The Department of Defense Appropriations
Act, 1994, notwithstanding section 504(a)(1) of
the National Security Act of 1947;

The District of Columbia Appropriations
Act, 1994;

The Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act, 1994;

The Department of the Interior and Relat-
ed Agencies Appropriations Act, 19%;

The Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencles Appropriations Act, 1994;

The Military Construction Appropriations
Act, 1994;

The Department of Transportation and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1994;
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The Treasury, Postal Service, and General
Government Appropriations Act, 1994; and

The Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1994:
Provided, That whenever the amount which
would be made available or the authority
which would be granted in these Acts s
greater than that which would be available
or granted under current operations, the per-
tinent project or activity shall be continued
at a rate for operations not exceeding the
current rate.

(b) Whenever the amount which would be
made avallable or the authority which would
be granted under an Act listed in this section
as passed by the House as of October 1, 1993,
is different from that which would be avail-
able or granted under such Act as passed by
the Senate as of October 1, 1993, the perti-
nent project or activity shall be continued at
a rate for operations not exceeding the cur-
rent rate or the rate permitted by the action
of the House or the Senate, whichever is
lower, and under the authority and condi-
tions provided in applicable appropriations
Acts for the fiscal year 1993: Provided, That
where an item is included in only one version
of an Act as passed by both Houses as of Oc-
tober 1, 1993, the pertinent project or activ-
ity shall be continued under the appropria-
tion, fund, or authority granted by the one
House, but at a rate for operations not ex-
ceeding the current rate or the rate per-
mitted by the action of the one House,
whichever is lower, and under the authority
and conditions provided in applicable appro-
priations Acts for the fiscal year 1993.

(c) Whenever an Act listed in this section
has been passed by only the House as of Oc-
tober 1, 1993, the pertinent project or activ-
ity shall be continued under the appropria-
tion, fund, or authority granted by the
House, at a rate for operations not exceeding
the current rate or the rate permitted by the
action of the House, whichever is lower, and
under the authority and conditions provided
in applicable appropriations Acts for the fis-
cal year 1993: Provided, That where an item is
funded in applicable appropriations Acts for
the fiscal year 1993 and not includedin the
version passed by the House as of October 1,
1993, the pertinent project or activity shall
be continued under the appropriation, fund,
or authority granted by applicable appro-
priations Acts for the fiscal year 1993 at a
rate for operations not exceeding the current
rate and under the authority and conditions
provided in applicable appropriations Acts
for the fiscal year 1993.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, the amount which would other-
wise be made available or the authority
which would otherwise be granted under sub-
section (a), (b), or (c¢) for civillan personnel
compensation and benefits in each depart-
ment and agency shall be no higher than the
amount or authority necessary to support
the personnel level resulting from an overall
fiscal year 1993 personnel reduction of 1 per-
cent from each department or agency's base
level of full-time equivalent employment

consistent with 1993 enacted appropriations,

pursuant to Executive Order 12839, issued
February 10, 1993.

SEC. 102. No appropriation or funds made
avallable or authority granted pursuant to
section 101 for the Department of Defense
shall be used for new production of 1tems not
funded for production in fiscal year 1993 or
prior years, for the increase in production
rates above those sustained with fiscal year
1993 funds, or to initiate, resume, or continue
any project, activity, operation, or organiza-
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tion which are defined as any project, sub-
project, activity, budget activity, program
element, and subprogram within a program
element and for investment items are fur-
ther defined as a P-1 line item in a budget
activity within an appropriation account and
an R-1 line item which includes a program
element and subprogram element within an
appropriation account, for which appropria-
tions, funds, or other authority were not
available during the fiscal year 1993: Pro-
vided, That no appropriation or funds made
avallable or authority granted pursuant to
section 101 for the Department of Defense
shall be used to initiate multi-year procure-
ments utilizing advance procurement fund-
ing for economic order quantity procurement
unless specifically appropriated later.

SEC. 103, Appropriations made by section
101 shall be available to the extent and In the
manner which would be provided by the per-
tinent appropriations Act.

SEC. 104. No appropriation or funds made
available or authority granted pursuant to
section 101 shall be used to initiate or re-
sume any project or activity for which ap-
propriations, funds, or other authority were
not available during the fiscal year 1993.

SEC. 105. No provision which is included in
an appropriations Act enumerated in section
101 but which wasnot included in the applica-
ble appropriations Act for fiscal year 1993
and which by its terms in applicable to more
than one appropriation, fund, or authority
shall be applicable to any appropriation,
fund, or authority provided in this joint res-
olution.

SEC. 106. Unless otherwise provided for in
this joint resolution or in the applicable ap-
propriations Act, appropriations and funds
made available and authority granted pursu-
ant to this joint resolution shall be avallable
until (a) enactment into law of an appropria-
tion for any project or activity provided for
in this joint resolution, or (b) the enactment
of the applicable appropriations Act by both
Houses without any provision for such
project or activity, or (c) October 21, 1993,
whichever first occurs.

SEC. 107. Appropriations made and author-
ity granted pursuant to this joint resolution
shall cover all obligations or expenditures
incurred for any program, project, or activ-
ity during the period for which funds or au-
thority for such project or activity are avail-
able under this joint resolution.

SEC. 108. Expenditures made pursuant to
this joint resolution shall be charged to the
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza-
tion whenever a bill in which such applicable
appropriation, fund, or authorization is con-
tained is enacted into law.

SEC. 109. No provision in any appropria-
tions Act for the fiscal year 1994 referred to
in section 101 of this joint resolution that
makes the availability of any appropriation
provided therein dependent upon the enact-
ment of additional authorizing or other leg-
islation shall be effective before the date set
forth in section 106(c) of this joint resolu-
tion.

SEC. 110. Appropriations and funds made
avallable by or authority granted pursuant
to this joint resolution may be used without
regard to the time limitations for submis-
sion and approval of apportionments set
forth in section 1513 of title 31, United States
Code, but nothing herein shall be construed
to walve any other provision of law govern-
ing the apportionment of funds.

SEC. 111. Notwithstanding any other prowvi-
sion of this joint resolution, except section
106, activities funded in the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality and Office of Environ-
mental Quality account shall be maintained

" at the current rate of operations.
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SEC. 112. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this joint resolution, except section
106, activities funded in the Selective Service
System, Salaries and expenses account shall
be maintained at the current rate of oper-
ations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Mon-
day, September 27, 1993, the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER].

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

Mr. Speaker, today we bring to the
House a continuing resolution for fiscal
year 1994 appropriations.

This joint resolution provides tem-
porary, restrictive financing for pro-
grams covered under 11 of the 13 regu-
lar appropriations bills that have not
yet been enacted into law. No extra-
neous issues are included in this reso-
lution. The provisions of this continu-
ing resolution apply until midnight Oc-
tober 21, 1993, or until the regular an-
nual appropriations bills are enacted
into law, whichever comes first.

Mr. Speaker, this continuing resolu-
tion is required because not all 13 regu-
lar appropriations bills that provide for
the operation of the Government will
be signed into law by the beginning of
fiscal year 1994.

While conference action is occurring
on bills after Senate passage, there is
insufficient time to complete congres-
sional action prior to the beginning of
the fiscal year, and this resolution is
therefore needed.

The Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act of 1994 has been enacted into
law and, accordingly, no provisions for
programs funded in this act have been
included in this resolution. The For-
eign Operations Appropriations Act of
1994 is expected to be enacted into law
prior to the beginning of the fiscal year
and is not included in this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the Appropriations
Committee continues to be dedicated
to the traditional appropriations proc-
ess which means individual appropria-
tions bills. Therefore, it will continue
its efforts to get regular bills enacted
as soon as possible. Based on current
activities, the committee sees no need
for any extension of this resolution be-
yond October 21 to get all regular ap-
propriations bills enacted into law.

Section 101 of the resolution provides
restrictive funding for 11 appropria-
tions measures. Generally, projects or
activities are continued at the lesser
amount of either the House bill, the
Senate bill or the current rate.

Mr. Speaker, this section also pro-
vides that the rate of operations for ci-
vilian personnel compensation cannot
exceed the amount necessary to sup-
port the overall fiscal year 1993 person-
nel reduction level. This locks in the
1993 personnel savings called for in the
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President’'s reinventing government
proposal started in an Executive order
dated February 10, 1993.

Section 106 of the resolution provides
that funds made available by this reso-
lution continue to be available until
midnight October 21, 1993, or until the
enactment of the regular appropria-
tions acts, whichever comes first. I em-
phasize that when regular bills are
signed into law, the provisions of the
continuing resolution automatically
disengage and the regular appropria-
tions bills then become the funding de-
vice.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is clean
of extraneous matter. This approach
offers the best hope of achieving speedy
congressional and executive branch ap-
proval and avoiding unnecessary Gov-
ernment disruptions, payless paydays,
suspension of activities, and needless
expense to the Nation.

In summary, this continuing resolu-
tion provides funding for 11 of the 13
regular appropriations bills at restric-
tive rates of operation for an interim
period to allow for the smooth and con-
tinuous operation of the Government
until final appropriations decisions are
agreed upon by the Congress and the
administration.

I urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I want to
thank all of the Members of the House
on both sides of the aisle for helping us
with our appropriation bills. They have
all helped us.

Mr. Speaker, last year the House
passed all 13 of these bills and sent
them to the other side in short order.
We had a short term continuing resolu-
tion that only went for a brief period
so that we could complete conference
action.

Mr, Speaker, this year we only want
one short term continuing resolution
too. We want all 13 of these bills to go
to the White House. We want the Presi-
dent to examine each one of them. If he
wants to sign them, he can sign them.
If he wants to veto them, he can veto
them.

Mr. Speaker, as far as the continuing
resolution is concerned, as I said, it is
a clean resolution. There is nothing in
there except the continuation of cur-
rent year, ongoing programs and ac-
tivities that will continue in fiscal
year 1994 in these bills.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
and every member of our committee on
his side, including the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE], one of the
ablest Members of this House, the
ranking member, for working with us
on all of these bills. We would not have
progressed this far without that co-
operation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
resolution.

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I am a substitute today,
as the chairman has stated. Our rank-
ing Republican member, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE], is
unable to be here today, so I will at-
tempt to fill his shoes in some capac-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman has
stated, we once again find ourselves in
a predicament, not an unfamiliar one
on this Committee on Appropriations.
It is one that has been forced upon us,
where we must ask for a continuing
resolution to fund every agency, to
fund every department in the executive
branch. As of midnight tomorrow,
every one of the executive agencies
runs out of money.

Mr. Speaker, that has not been the
fault of the House of Representatives,
nor the Committee on Appropriations,
for most of these. In fact, by the Au-
gust recess we in this House had com-
pleted 11 of the 13 major appropriations
bills and sent them to the Senate. Un-
fortunately, we have been unable to get
the Senate to act with the expeditious-
ness with which we acted. So we find
ourselves in a situation today, through
no fault of the Committee on Appro-
priations nor the House of Representa-
tives, that we must ask for a continu-
ing resolution.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman has
said, this is as clean as it can be. To
make it very simple, this resolution
provides that the agencies of govern-
ment shall continue operating at last
year's level, the Senate-passed version,
or the House-passed version, or by
their Committees on Appropriations,
whichever of those three is the lowest.

Mr. Speaker, it is very simple, and I
think very important. Every agency is
required to continue the programs at
no higher a level than last year and no
greater extent covering any of the pro-
grams that may have been in the ap-
propriations. They cannot, even though
we may in some instances have pro-
grams in either the Senate or House-
passed versions for the 1994 appropria-
tions, they cannot expand those or de-
velop new programs until there is an
appropriation bill passed for that agen-
cy.

Mr. Speaker, at the suggestion of our
ranking member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE], there is a
provision on page 5 of this legislation
providing that under the executive
order signed by President Clinton,
there is an agreement that Federal
agencies shall be reduced in the next 3
years by 4 percent.
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In order to accomplish this, we have
put a provision in here that they must
start 1994 by having achieved a reduc-
tion in these agencies of at least by 1
percent. So we are trying to make
every maximum effort to hold down
spending, to make sure that we con-
serve every dollar, that we save the
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American taxpayers dollars. And we
cannot wait for 1997 or 1998 to do that.

Our Committee on Appropriations re-
alizes this. We are making every effort
to accomplish just that.

Mr. Speaker, I completely support
this effort to continue our Govern-
ment. We just cannot put the country
in chaos by not passing this continuing
resolution. We hope that every Member
can support it, but we understand some
Members may find it necessary not to
vote for this. But, if we do not pass this
resolution today, there would be many
agencies of the Federal Government
that would be put into a very severe
situation.

That has happened in the past, but
nothing would be gained by that. We
must keep the Government running.
We have more Government maybe than
we need, but at least we cannot afford
at this point not to have it function
and to continue.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that we all sup-
port this.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE].

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

I would like to state full praise for
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations and for all those who have
worked on that process in the House of
Representatives and, indeed, the lead-
ership of the House of Representatives.

This is a very difficult process of
handling 13 different budgets that we
go through, very unique for me, as a
freshman, to be able to handle this.

But I have to rise today to say that
a continuing resolution today is an ad-
mission of failure of the budget process
of the United States of America, and
we should not forget that. Across this
country, States and local governments
have passed various measures to help
them in their budgeting processes, a
line-item veto, balanced budget amend-
ments, capital budgets separate from
their ongoing budgets, and it has
worked. Practically in every State and
local government and probably in
every household and in every business
across the United States of America,
budgets are adopted on time because
everybody understands the repercus-
sions if they are not adopted on time.

Here in Congress, we have developed
the most Byzantine process I have ever
seen to get through the budget process,
going through authorizations, appro-
priations, going from the House to the
Senate. And the Senate is where the
problems are right now. And then back
through conference into the House and
the Senate again and, finally, over to
the President who will then sign it.

This continuing resolution, which
gives us some extra days, basically,
does not give the executive branch any
time to consider the repercussions of
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what may be in those various budget
measures that will go through.

So we have a tremendous problem in
doing all this. It is very difficult, I
think, for a lot of particularly new
Members of this Congress to under-
stand this process. It is even more dif-
ficult, I believe, for the press to be able
to explain it properly, and I do not be-
lieve that the public, the people who
really count in the United States of
America, who are tired of tax in-
creases, who are tired of a Congress
which has overspent, to have any input
whatsoever, and that is a tremendous
problem in terms of what we are doing
today.

The time has come to end this proe-
ess. The time has come to simplify it,
to put in the constitutional limitations
as Members of Congress to speak to
this, to let it never happen again, to
make sure that the Senate understands
what this message is loud and clear.

My final thought is that, and it is a
warning, I have understood that in past
years in the continuing resolution, a
lot of different amendments have been
attached to it, which have obtained
things that might not otherwise be
able to be done. I hope we do not see
that this year, and I hope we never see
that again.

I congratulate the chairman. He has
done a wonderful job of this. But I
would point out that this is not the
way to do business. Hopefully, Con-
gress can change its way in the future.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1 minute.

The gentleman frem Delaware [Mr.
CASTLE] seemed to be defending the ac-
tion of the executive branch and we are
putting them in a bind. Actually, they
put us in a bind. We did not get the
President’'s budget until the middle of
April. So one of the reasons this com-
mittee has been a long time getting
here is the fact we did not have all the
information coming out of the execu-
tive branch so we could not write legis-
lation.

I share the gentleman’s concerns
that we need to change the budget sys-
tem around here. In fact, I have got
probably more radical changes I would
recommend to change the budget sys-
tem than maybe the gentleman would
even recommend.

Nevertheless, this is not to say that
the executive branch is entirely free of
blame. We can only do what we can
with what we have to work with.
Again, we did not get the budget until
April.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

One of the big concerns that I have
had since I came to Congress is every
single year we continue to pass what is
known as short-term CR’s to keep Gov-
ernment running. That is a heck of a

September 29, 1993

way to run a railroad, let alone a gov-
ernment.

We have 13 appropriations bills, and I
want to commend the chairman and
the ranking Republican and the mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropria-
tions for doing their dead-level best to
get those 13 appropriations bills passed
and sent to the Senate, passed by the
Senate and then sent on to the Presi-
dent.

But the fact of the matter is, here we
are again with a 3-week short-term CR,
and it is something this Government
should not be doing.

In addition to that, I would like to
raise an issue. My colleague from
Pennsylvania is going to ask a ques-
tion here in a minute about the White
House cutting 25 percent of their staff,
as they said that they were going to do,
I think by October.

This resolution, I understand, takes
steps toward cutting overall executive
branch Government by 4 percent over 4
years, 1 percent a year. But that is a
far cry from the 25 percent cut that the
President said he was going to insti-
tute at the White House in the past. I
have problems with a continuing CR. I
would like to question the White House
on whethr or not they are going to live
up to their commitment to cut their
staff by 25 percent, as they promised.

If they do not do that, then we must
question whether or not they are going
to follow through on cutting the over-
all staff in the Government and the bu-
reaucracy.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

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

I would like to raise a couple of ques-
tions, as I go through this particular
bill. I look at section 101 on page 5, re-
garding the l-percent reduction in per-
sonnel.

I see that we are implementing that
particular authority in the bill. And
then I also look over at section 112, and
I find that there we say, ‘‘notwith-
standing any other provision of this
joint resolution, salaries and expenses
account shall be maintained at the cur-
rent rate of operations.”

My first question is, which is it? Is
section 101 the governing section with
regard to salaries and expenses with a
1-percent reduction, or is section 112
the governing chapter of this particu-
lar bill?

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
vision in section 101 dealing with the
rate for civilian personnel compensa-
tion has been included because of an
agreement worked out between the
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chairman of our committee and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE], the ranking member. That is
the reason it is in there. It should be in
there.

As far as the section that the gen-
tleman called attention to, 112, that
deals only with the rate of operations
for the Selective Service System.

I say to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], the 1 percent
civilian personnel reduction rate is the
controlling factor of this resolution.

Mr. WALKER. So the Selective Serv-
ice is not included in section 1017

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, the
Executive order that causes the 1 per-
cent personnel reduction applies to the
Selective Service System, therefore
that agency’s rate for operation for ci-
vilian personnel is reduced by 1 per-
cent.

Mr. WALKER. Then it seems to me it
is a little confusing. On one hand we
are saying that is there to reduce it 1
percent. On the other hand, the gen-
tleman is saying “‘Keep it as it is.”

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, the Ex-
ecutive order, as the gentleman knows,
would pertain to the entire Govern-
ment except for a few small independ-
ent agencies and we have included a 1-
percent rate reduction to account for
this.

Mr. WALKER. So section 112 is not
operative here. Section 101 is the gov-
erning section?

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, the Se-
lective Service System rate for oper-
ation for personnel compensation is
only the amount needed consistent
with the overall provision of the 1 per-
cent reduction.

Mr. WALKER. The other question I
have is with regard to the White House.
As the gentleman from Indiana pointed
out, as I understand it, this resolution
says that the lower of the figures of ei-
ther the Senate resolution, the House
resolution or last year’'s spending will
govern.

Do any of those resolutions contain
the 25 percent reduction that the Presi-
dent has promised in the White House
staff?

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, that
will be in the Treasury, Postal Service
appropriation bill, which will be on the
House floor tomorrow. That will be in
that conference report. It will be in
that conference report tomorrow.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is the
gentleman saying that in the con-
ference report tomorrow, the figures in
there are a 25-percent reduction in the
White House staff?
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Mr. NATCHER. I think the gen-
tleman will find that is correct.

Mr. WALKER. I will be happy to
yield to the gentleman, but I just want
to clarify my point. So in other words,
because it is in the conference report,
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will that be the standard as of October
1 under the continuing resolution? In
other words, we will have cut the
White House staff 25 percent by passing
this continuing resolution?

Mr. NATCHER. I would advise the
gentleman as soon as the President
signs the Treasury-Postal bill, that is
it. It is in there.

Mr. WALKER. What about the con-
tinuing resolution, because the con-
tinuing resolution is going to govern us
for at least a few days there probably?
Does that include the 25 percent as
well?

Mr. NATCHER. The continuing reso-
lution provides that as each bill is
signed that bill then drops out of the
continuing resolution. It disengages.

Mr. WALKER. So it is the gentle-
man’s intention and the committee’s
intention, as of October 1 the White
House staff will be reduced 25 percent?

Mr. NATCHER. That is correct.

Mr. WALKER. And as far as you
know, the administration is going to
comply with that and, in fact, on Octo-
ber 1 will have a staff 25 percent less
than it was when they took office?

Mr. NATCHER. That is correct.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen-
tleman. That is very helpful. I appre-
ciate the information.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PORTER], a member
of the committee.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I do not
rise in opposition to this resolution but
I do rise in opposition to the events
which have led to it.

Once again, this body is forced to
pass a resolution to continue the func-
tions of Government because the Con-
gress and the President have failed to
enact the 13 regular appropriations
bills on time and within budget.

I do not find fault with the chairman
of our Committee on Appropriations on
this matter. Indeed it has always been
his intent to avoid this occurrence.

And I am sure that the chairman is
anguished by it. He has done every-
thing he can to avoid having a CR.

Rather, this body has been repeat-
edly forced to wait to act. We had to
wait for the President’s budget,
which—in violation of the Budget Act
timetable—was very very late. Then,
once we received that budget, and
learned that the numbers contained
within it did not meet the constraints
of the budget resolution—we had to
wait again for the administration to
tell us what to keep and what to dis-
card. In many cases, we made those de-
cisions for the administration, exercis-
ing as we should our power of the
purse. We also had to wait for the au-
thorizing committees, who in turn in
many circumstances had to wait for
the administration.

Mr. Speaker, considering these im-
pediments, I think it is a credit to the
committee that we are only 2 weeks be-
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hind schedule. And I understand that a
new administration may need some
time to get its feet under it, and move
forward in a timely manner.

But, 2 weeks—only 2 weeks—is still
not acceptable. And it is not encourag-
ing that the new administration is get-
ting started with a CR, the same device
that was relied on all too often in the
past two administrations.

Continuing resolutions, Mr. Speaker,
are not an appropriate way to govern.
They are an admission of failure, a con-
fession of irresponsibility.

This continuing resolution is a clean
CR, and that is a good thing. But we
cannot control the other body, and ex-
perience counsels that they will be
tempted to muddy this document with
pet projects and initiatives irrelevant
to its central purpose.

CR's do not help Federal managers
plan an annual budget. They are a
major impediment to long range plan-
ning, to responsible budgeting, to re-
inventing Government. They promote
waste because they force the bureauc-
racy to think in extremely short-range
terms.

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago I col-
lected 147 signatures on a letter to
Ronald Reagan. The signers pledged to
vote to uphold a veto of any continuing
resolution. We also asked the President
to pledge not to sign one if Congress
sent it to him. This strategy worked:
The President announced in his State
of the Union address that he would not
sign a CR. The result was that this
body passed 13 bills on time and within
budget. And indeed, the Congress
passed all 13 bills on time, within budg-
et, for the first time in almost 40 years.

I urge President Clinton to take seri-
ously the importance of abiding by
budget timetables. I urge the President
to do everything in his power to ensure
that not one more CR clouds the record
of his administration. And I encourage
this body—Members on both sides of
the aisle—to do all we can to make
sure that there are simply no more
CR's.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I had requests for time but the
requestee is not here. So I yield myself
1 minute to summarize here some of
the remarks made.

First, last year at this time, as the
chairman stated, we only had one ap-
propriation bill that had been sent to
the White House. That was the agri-
culture bill.

This year, through no fault of ours,
the scenario is the same. Only the leg-
islative branch bill has been sent down-
town. By not enacting this continuing
resolution, we are sending a signal that
we will fund ourselves, but not keep
other Federal workers going.

I also want to emphasize that this
year the action of this continuing reso-
lution would be 89 billion in budget au-
thority under the 1994 total 602(b) allo-
cation. For those who are not familiar
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with what a 602(b) is, that is the projec-
tion from the Budget Committee of
how much we should be spending in
these various categories. And on out-
lays where we are actually spending
the money, we would be $8 billion
below the 1994 total 602(b) allocation.

So this continuing resolution is mak-
ing an effort to cut Federal spending.
Maybe not as much as some of us
would like to see. Ideally, if I were
writing the bill, I would make much
larger cuts than this. But we are a
body where we have to cooperate, we
have to compromise with not only our-
selves in this body, but with the other
body, the Senate across the Capitol.

So this is a good continuing resolu-
tion, as good as you can have. It is as
clean as it possibly can be.

I urge that all Members to support
this legislation.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, | find it unfortu-
nate that 2 days before the beginning of the
new fiscal year, we are faced with a continu-
ing resolution because only 1 of the 13 regular
appropriations bills has been signed into law.

he failure to complete the 13 regular ap-
propriations bills by October 1, is one of the
reasons that | recommended a 2-year budget
cycle when | testified before the Joint Commit-
tee on the Organization of Congress earlier
this year.

The only time in recent history that all requ-
lar appropriations bills were completed by Oc-
tober 1, was in 1988—the second year of the
2-year budget agreement of 1987,

The positive aspect of the continuing resolu-
tion before us today is that the basic bill pro-
vides spending at the lower level of the
House-passed, Senate-passed, or last year's
level, for each program through October 21.

It also goes further in an attempt to initiate
some of the personnel savings envisioned in
Vice President GORE's National Performance
Review by reducing personnel levels percent
below 1993 levels.

Last spring, President Clinton called for a 4-
percent reduction in Federal personnel by fis-
cal year 1995. Subsequently, the Vice Presi-
dent's National Performance Review, issued
September 7, recommended a larger, 12-per-
cent reduction in Federal personnel by fiscal
year 1999.

| strongly support at least a 1-percent reduc-
tion from 1993 levels provided in this continu-
ing resolution which is the exact downpayment
on the personnel reductions that was rec-
ommended by the President.

This action signals that we are willing to
work with the President to implement Govern-
ment savings and reforms. | pledge to con-
tinue to work toward implementing the total 5-
year savings of $108 billion recommended in
the Vice President’'s National Performance Re-
view.

| will support the continuing resolution today
because it is a clean bill that initiates some
National Performance Review personnel sav-
ings.

%n addition, to totally disrupt the Federal
Government would place undue hardship on
many individuals that rely on services from the
Federal Government.

But, | would hope that there is serious con-
sideration given to congressional reform pro-

posals that improve the efficiency of Congress
so that work can be completed in a timely
fashion in the future.

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting for
this clean, continuing resolution today.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, here we go
again.

Congress is required to pass 13 appropria-
tions bills before the start of the new fiscal
year. Since 1974, we have only succeeded in
meeting that deadline twice—1977 and 1989.
Once again, we will fail to meet this important
deadline and have to pass another continuing
resolution.

What many people do not realize, however,
is that funds for Congress’ own operations
were approved in June and July by the House
and Senate. In other words, while the budget
for Congress is settled and approved—the rest
of the Federal programs that people depend
on are in financial limbo.

| believe that the funding requirements of
Congress should only be considered after the
needs of all other Americans are met to the
best of our ability. | have introduced legisla-
tion, H.R. 1922, which would force Members
of Congress to earn their own paychecks. Like
every other wage earner and the salaried em-
ployee, | propose that Congress only be paid
when it has completed its most basic work—
to approve the general budget for the Federal
Government, to discharge fully its responsibil-
ity over the Nation’s pursestrings.

To accomplish this end, | would withhold our
own paychecks and the money to run our of-
fices until action is completed—on time—on all
other general appropriations bills for the next
fiscal year. Thus, instead of securing its own
funding well in advance, Congress would be
dead last in line for Federal spending.

My bill would effectively outlaw continuing
resolutions, the huge spending bills that have
been subject to widespread abuse. The pro-
posal would also help to prevent the possibility
of Government grinding to a halt, Social Secu-
rity checks being threatened, and other pro-
grams held in limbo until appropriation bills are
finally approved in the dead of night.

This proposal would not cure all institutional
flaws or tackle broader ethical concerns, but |
believe it would be a step in the right direction.
| believe it would represent a change in think-
ing and attitude. | think people would prefer to
see Congress step to the back of the line for
a change.

If Congress was faced with the prospect of
being shut down, then perhaps it would more
seriously weigh the results of its inaction.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RICHARDSON). Pursuant to the order of
the House of Monday, September 27,
1993, the previous question is ordered
on the joint resolution.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the joint resolution.

The
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and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Evi-

dently a quorum is not present.
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 274, nays
156, not voting 3, as follows:

Abercromble
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Barca
Barcia
Barlow
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Betlenson
Bentley
Berman
Bevill
Bllbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bliley
Bonior
Borskl
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin

Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Cooper
Coppersmith
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazlo
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshco

Evans

Farr

Fazlo

Flelds (LA)

[Roll No. 464]
YEAS—274

Fllner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B,
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreldler
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinskl
Livingston
Lioyd
Long

Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Michel
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Peterson (FL)
Pickle
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Schenk
Schiff
Schumer
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Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox

Crane

Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreter
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gekas
Gilchrest

Conyers

Swift
Synar
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Traflcant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento

NAYS—156

Gillmor
Gllman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Herger
Hoekstra
Hoke
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kyl

Lazio
Leach
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Linder
Machtley
Manzullo
MeCandless
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Melnnis
McKeon
MecMillan
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinart
Moorhead

NOT VOTING—3

McDade
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Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Willlams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

Nussle

Oxley
Packard
Paxon

Penny
Peterson (MN)
Petri

Plckett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Ridge
Roberts
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sundquist
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Torkildsen
Upton
Walker
Walsh
Weldon
Young (AK)
Zellfr
Zimmer

Smith (MI)

Ms. LAMBERT changed her vote
from “nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2520, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the bill (H.R. 2520) making
appropriations for the Department of
the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1994, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. REGULA

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruet.

The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. REGULA moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill H.R. 2520, be instructed to insist on
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 123,

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask whether the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, is opposed to the
motion to instruct conferees?

Mr. YATES. I am not opposed, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to the motion to instruct, and
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXVIII,
I request that one-third of the debate
time be allotted to me on the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KoLBE] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES] will be recognized for 20
minutes.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]
for the purpose of engaging in a col-
loguy.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
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First, I want to commend the gen-
tleman on his motion and his efforts on
the issue of grazing fees. This is sen-
sitive and complicated issue, and the
gentleman and the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] are to
be commended.

The House passed on July 15, by a
vote of 240 to 184, an $8.7 million cut in
the National Endowment of Arts. The
House made a small but significant
step toward controlling spending by
this vote.

This vote was about fiscally respon-
sibility. At a time when government’s
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spending is out of control this was a
welcome victory in the House.

It is my hope that the House con-
ferees would insist on the House posi-
tion in this matter. In past con-
ferences, the House position has not
been protected.

I realize that because of the rules of
the House I am prevented from amend-
ing this motion to instruct conferees,
but I seek the gentleman's assurances
that the conferees will be empathic to
the declared position of the House.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, as he knows, I
voted with him on the amendment to
reduce the spending, and I want to as-
sure him that I, on this side, will do all
I can to preserve the will of the House
in this matter, particularly in view of
the large vote in support of the gentle-
man's amendment.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
for his remarks.

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

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, the con-
flict over the fate and future of grazing
on the public lands continues to rage
on. Some in the other body have lik-
ened the battle to the Civil War that
tore our Nation apart in 1861. I would
note, that far more significant war
lasted only 4 years. This conflict has
endured for almost two decades.

As a veteran of the grazing battles, I
have come to three conclusions. For
the opponents, there is no right time to
increase grazing fees. There is no right
method by which to increase grazing
fees. And, there is no level of fee in-
crease which is fair and reasonable,

I followed with great interest the re-
cent debate in the other body on this
issue and was pleased, if not somewhat
surprised, to hear my Senate col-
leagues say they ‘“‘want finality to the
controversy.”” They said they ‘‘don't
want to be dealing with this again next
year.” They even claimed to support
reform. I couldn’t agree more, unfortu-
nately, their actions belie their words.

The 1l-year moratorium adopted by
the other body is merely a further de-
laying tactic. It will take the issue of
grazing fees and range management off
the table for 1 more year. For those of
us who support the concept of charging
fair market value for the use of public
lands and who want to see a range pro-
gram that is fair for the ranchers, the
taxpayers and the environment, there
is no time like the present.

I have read with interest, and some
chagrin, the misinformation that has
been spread about my motion to in-
struct. It has been said that my motion
would ‘“‘have the effect of raising graz-
ing fees on public lands 130 percent.”
That is patently false—the motion to
instruct takes no position on the level
of fee increase or the reforms embodied
in the Secretary's proposal. The con-
ferees could consider a range of options
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and do not necessarily have to endorse
the Secretary’s proposal. I personally
endorse every part of it.

This issue has been debated on and
off since 1976. This body has on four
separate occasions in the past 3 years
voted overwhelmingly for grazing fee
increases in excess of the Secretary'’s
proposal. This is the easiest of the
votes because it is not a vote on a spe-
cific fee increase, not a vote on specific
reform proposals, but simply a vote for
change. A vote against the status quo.

If you take those who argued during
the recent debate at their word, that
is, “*it is up to Congress to find the bal-
ance among these proposed changes,”
(Gorton) and that they are ‘‘not seek-
ing to stonewall change but simply to
be part of that process,” (Bryan) then
you should support my motion. My mo-
tion gives opponents of the administra-
tion’s proposal a seat at the table. It
effectively reopens the negotiations.
The moratorium forecloses any near
term resolution of this longstanding
conflict.

Four times since 1990 the House has
voted overwhelmingly to increase graz-
ing fees and four times the response
from the other body has been the same.
Not the right vehicle, not the right
time, not the right fee increase. The re-
sult of inaction: The fee, under the cur-
rent flawed formula, continues to de-
cline. In fact, the fee today is 24 per-
cent lower than it was in 1980.

By virtually any measure the Federal
fee is the lowest around. For example,
fees collected by State land boards in
1991 ranged from $1.92 to $7.92 or an av-
erage of $3.90. Private lease rates in
these same western States range from
$17.96 to $8, or an average of $12.25.
Simply put, the Federal Government is
charging and receiving bargain base-
ment rates.

Moreover, when you look at the cost
of administering this program from a
purely fiscal point of view, the Govern-
ment would be better off eliminating
the grazing program completely. Total
costs in 1990 of administering the graz-
ing program for both BLM and the For-
est Service were $73.8 million. In fair-
ness I would point out that some of
this cost results from multiple use
needs including wildlife enhancement.
Total receipts were $27 million of
which $5.5 million was returned to the
western States and counties for a net
loss to the Federal Treasury of $52 mil-
lion. To remedy this deficit is why this
motion is endorsed by the taxpayers
union. The failure of the other body to
address the numerous reform initia-
tives approved by this body is why the
administration chose to act through a
perfectly legal, perfectly deliberative
and open rulemaking procedure which
will not result in a fee increase before
the end of fiscal year 1994 at the very
earliest. For those who object to the
Secretary’s initiative I challenge them
to offer a proposal. They have not.
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They have offered more of the same old
bromides which when translated means
do nothing.

Opponents of reform argue that there
has not been adequate public input on
this proposal. It is simply being put in
place by executive fiat. I would point
out, however, that there is precedent
for addressing this issue administra-
tively. President Reagan, in 1986, with
no benefit of public hearings and no
public comment period, literally with
one stroke of the pen, extended indefi-
nitely the current formula.

The process Secretary Babbitt has
laid out is & much more open and pub-
lic rulemaking procedure which has,
and will continue to, involve extensive
input from all interested parties. Five
public hearings were held in the West
before announcing a grazing reform
package. An estimated 2,000 people at-
tended those hearings and over 10,000
comments have already been received
and are still coming in. Additional pub-
lic hearings are also planned.

The only proposal on the table that
would exclude the public and derail the
opportunity for public input is the
moratorium. The language in the Sen-
ate amendment specifically prohibits
the use of any funds to continue any
action involving the proposed rule-
making.

My colleagues also argue that the un-
certainty surrounding this issue is in
and of itself damaging to the lifestyle
of western ranchers. I can understand
that argument and stand ready to help
end that uncertainty. Throughout the
debate in the other body the pro-
ponents of the moratorium recognized
that fees would ultimately go up.

Supporting the position embodied in
the Senate amendment only further ex-
acerbates the problem in the western
communities caused by uncertainty.
We can act today to end the uncer-
tainty. A vote for my motion is a vote
to end gridlock; a vote to provide sta-
bility and certainty to the western
ranchers; a vote to end the conflict
over the rangelands.

One other misconception that has
surrounded this debate is the notion
that this is a partisan issue. I find that
argument particularly troublesome.

This is not a partisan issue. If it can
be categorized it is a regional issue,
but even that ignores the fact that
these lands are publicly owned. They
do not belong, as many in the West
would have you believe, to the western
ranchers. We have a duty to the own-
ers, the American taxpayers, to see
that these lands are managed properly
and that the taxpayer receives a fair
return for the use of these lands. That
has not happened to date. Reform is
critical if we are to right that injus-
tice.

Sound fiscal policy as well as good
stewardship demand that we begin
phasing in a fairer, more market-based
grazing fee, both for its economic bene-
fits and its environmental ones. i
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Finally, this issue is not just about
grazing fees. It is about whether or not
we are going to address the broader
issue of public lands reform, including
reform of the antiquated 1872 mining
law and reform of our timber policies.

Grazing fees is the easier of these
public lands issues. If we put this issue
effectively off the table for 1 more
year, it will sound the death knell for
this Congress, for any public lands re-
forms, whether it be grazing, mining,
or timber harvesting.

Reform must start somewhere. It is
time to put the taxpayers' interests
ahead of the narrow special interests of
the 2 percent of America's livestock
producers who use the public range-
lands for grazing.

There is ample room for compromise.
The fee proposed by the administration
can go down. It can be phased in over a
longer period of time. The reform pro-
posals can be revised or even elimi-
nated. But none of these things are
possible if the moratorium prevails.

Congress is by its nature a delibera-
tive body, but we have many years fto
deliberate on this issue. The time for
change is now. The time for action is
now. It is high time to end the nearly
two decades of gridlock on grazing fees.
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Mr. Speaker, supporting this motion
simply says that the conference com-
mittee on the Interior appropriations
bill shall look at the grazing fee issue.
The conferees can take any position
they choose. They can deal with it
however they might in the cost of graz-
ing or any reforms. It does not lock the
conference committee into anything.
But if this fails, nothing can happen.

So I think it is vitally important
that we address this issue as a matter
of equity to the taxpayers of America
that own this land, and, as a matter of
equity to the ranchers who graze on
these lands, so we can get a degree of
certainty in what the future is in the
grazing program of America.

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
endorse the views of my good friend,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA],
and associate myself with his remarks.
On this issue, the gentleman is right.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIiL-
LER], the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Natural Resources,

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
REGULA] has properly framed the issue.
The issue is, once again do we continue
subsidizing the privileged class of peo-
ple in this country who seek not only
to have grazing fees at levels that they
desire, but who now seek to postpone
and prevent any review of those fees by
this administration. They did not seek
to postpone a review of those fees by a
previous administration when they
locked them into the current low rate.
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This country has just gone through
an agonizing process of budget rec-
onciliation during which these fees
were taken off the table by the Senate.
We are about to enter into another
budget reconciliation again next
month, and the Senate’s proposal is to
take these fees off the table again.

What the Secretary of the Interior
has done is set out a proposal over a 3-
year period to raise these fees to $4.28
per cow—over a 3-year period, to gradu-
ally get to that price.

Mind you, the State of Montana is al-
ready at $4.24; Nebraska is at $7.53;
North Dakota is at $8.50; Wyoming just
voted to double their fees to $5; Colo-
rado is $4.70 today. And where is the
Federal Government? $1.86. $1.86 is
what the Senate is trying to preserve.

Here is what is going on in private
lands all across the country: §$12 in
South Dakota; $14 in Nebraska; $10 in
Kansas; $9.49 in Idaho.

Everybody else is dealing with this in
a businesslike fashion, except the Con-
gress of the United States, especially
the Senate, which time and again has
rejected any effort to negotiate this, to
consider legislation.
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This body has voted overwhelmingly
to raise these fees almost double the
amount that the Secretary of the Inte-
rior is now proposing on an immediate
basis, and the Secretary will string
that out over 3 years.

The question is, Should we allow that
process to go forward? The proposals
have been made. They are out for pub-
lic comment, something that was never
provided when they locked in the fees.
There was no public comment, as the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
pointed out.

We must vote for this motion to in-
struct by the gentleman from Ohio so
that the conference committee can
deal with this issue and we can get it
over and done with.

If Members listen to the Senate, a
handful of Senators want to suggest to
Members that it is never the right
time, it is never the right amount, it is
never the right issue.

We now have the ability to do this in
the public light, in the public interest,
in the interest of the taxpayers.

My colleagues, I urge support for the
motion to instruct the conferees and to
join the National Taxpayers Union, the
League of Conservation Voters and al-
most every environmental group in
this country. The minimum we can do
for our constituents, who are paying
the way, paying the subsidies for this
program, is to allow this administra-
tion to bring it to some kind of com-
mon decency in terms of return for the
taxpayers and the protection of the
land.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Regula motion to instruct
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conferees. Members who are concerned
about jobs, fairness and protecting the
environment and U.S. taxpayers ought
to reject this motion, too.

This motion will kill jobs. Lots of
them. Raising grazing fees 130 percent,
as this motion would do, will destroy
jobs that support tens of thousands of
rural ranching families. Board up the
windows; close down the schools; put-
up the *“‘for sale' signs because the
‘“‘out of touch" Washington beltway
bandits who know not the slightest
thing about public land grazing have
issued their edict: No ranchers allowed
on public lands. That is the message
this motion sends and that is the atti-
tude that has caused so much hostility
toward government.

What business could withstand an in-
crease over two times its current oper-
ating costs? Certainly not the families
that make a modest living—an average
of $28,000 annually—by providing low-
cost beef to a hungry America and a
growing export market.

Not only will this motion devastate
the families who depend on ranching
for their livelihood, but entire rural
communities, consumers of beef and
the environment will all be worse-off
without the contributions of public
ranchers.

In Arizona, there is a $302 million an-
nual positive impact from ranching.
This includes $30 million in taxes and
$18.5 million in range improvements
and results in the production of enough
beef to feed 4.6 million Americans an-
nually.

Those who are against family ranch-
ers make two arguments, both of which
contain holes large enough to drive 100
head of cattle through.

The first argument is that grazing
fees on Federal lands amount to a sub-
sidy. Nothing could be further from the
truth. These proponents of misinforma-
tion compare private lease rates with
public leases as if they are one and the
same. Any serious evaluation of the
two reveals significant differences.

Federal rangeland is not lush mead-
ows, but mostly sparse desert or moun-
tainous terrain. Federal permittees
bear additional costs of transportation,
herding, and predator and death losses.
These permittees must pay for and
maintain water systems on public
lands that benefit grazing livestock as
well as wildlife. The Federal permittee
has the right to the grass only, yet
must pay for all maintenance and im-
provements. Ranchers invest an aver-
age of $11,000 annually in money and
labor to improve Federal rangeland.
When these costs are included, the dif-
ferences between Federal and private
lease rates—not  surprisingly—dis-
appear. In many cases, final costs to
Federal permittees actually surpass
private lease rates.

When one considers the inferior qual-
ity of range forage, fewer services,
shared access with other users, it is no
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surprise that 20 percent of grazing al-
lotments go unused on Forest Service
lands. If this is such a great deal for
ranchers, why isn't the percentage of
leased allotments much higher?

The current grazing fee is not a sub-
sidy—it actually saves money for U.S.
taxpayers. The costs of managing Fed-
eral rangelands would have to be in-
curred no matter what the level of
grazing. Moreover, the public and wild-
life would not enjoy the benefits—like
building and maintaining fences and
roads—that are now provided by ranch-
ers. Former BLM Director, Cy
Jamison, predicts that removing
ranchers from Federal lands would re-
sult in an increase of up to 50 percent
in the cost of managing public lands.

The value of rancher improvements
is not small change. According to the
BLM, in just one grazing district in
Wyoming, BLM would be required to
build 13,222 miles of fencing at a cost of
almost $98 million if ranchers were re-
moved from those lands! Estimates of
the total cost to the Federal Govern-
ment of fencing alone go into the sev-
eral billion dollar range.

Mr. Speaker, very bluntly: Public
lands ranchers do not receive a sub-
sidy.

But what of the second argument of
the opponents of family ranching: that
the environment will be better off
without—or with less—Federal graz-
ing? Like the subsidy argument, closer
scrutiny shows this argument to be un-
founded. In fact, without public ranch-
ing, the environment would suffer.

Properly managed livestock grazing
is good for rangelands. It reduces the
risk of forest fires; it improves the con-
dition of the land; and it promotes the
growth of young trees. The thousands
of watering facilities built by ranchers
this century have improved the lands
and wildlife populations. Since 1960, for
instance, elk populations on Federal
lands have increased 782 percent and
moose populations have ballooned 476
percent. The result, according to BLM,
is that Federal rangelands are in better
forage condition than at any time this
century.

One does not need to be a range ex-
pert to understand why the lands are
doing so well. All one needs is a basic
understanding of market economics.
Ranchers are good stewards of public
land because it is their best financial
interest to do so—and because they
know environmental protection reaps
economic benefits. They carve out a
living based on the condition of the
rangeland. Unlike the Members in this
chamber, theirs is more than an aca-
demic pursuit; their livelihoods depend
on good healthy rangeland.

Proponents of this motion claim that
voting for it is a vote to end gridlock.
Don't be fooled. A vote for this motion
is a vote to abdicate our congressional
responsibility to set national policy on
the administration of Federal lands. A
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vote against this motion is also a vote
for a fair, thorough, and open public
process—something that has not oc-
curred to date.

After all the bogus arguments are
stripped away, the simple truth is re-
vealed: the fight to increase grazing
fees is about removing ranchers from
Federal rangeland for purely political
reasons.

Stop this charade. The current graz-
ing fee formula is fair. It works, and
it's in the public interest. Vote for
jobs, vote for the environment, vote for
hard-working American ranchers—vote
against the motion to instruct.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, it is time
that the 24,000 cattlemen who feed
their livestock on 270 million acres of
public land pay a fairer rate for graz-
ing. Not a year from now, not some-
time in the future, now.

These ranchers represent only 2 per-
cent of the cattlemen in the United
States and produce less than 2 percent
of the country’s beef. Yet, they pay
only $1.86 per animal per month to
graze on public lands, while the rest of
the ranching industry pays an average
of $10 per animal per month to graze on
comparable private lands.

The loss to the taxpayers is in the
millions. Mr. Speaker, these ranchers
do not need a government subsidy. In
fact at least four of them have made it
to the Forbes magazine list of 96 bil-
lionaires in the United States.

In a time of fiscal problems, subsidies
to special groups, subsidies to those
who do not have a real need simply
cannot be afforded.

We should be embarrassed that we
cannot have the courage to cut out
these indefensible subsidies. Repub-
licans believe, Mr. Speaker, in market
mechanisms. We believe in market
pricing. It is interesting that we are for
the market unless it gores our ox, and
then somehow our philosophy goes out
the window.

Mr. Speaker, if we cannot cut this
one reasonably and over a period of
time, where can we cut?

It is argued that this is apples and
oranges, but the Domenici amendment
prevents us even looking at those ap-
ples and oranges for yet another year.
Enough is enough.

Support the Regula motion to in-
struct. It is right for taxpayers. It is
right for America.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee of the Committee
on Natural Resources, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Regula motion to
instruct. Hopefully, the House will not
be cowed, like the Senate was, in terms
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of voting for the special interests on
this policy.

Mr. Speaker, the existing policy with
regard to the grazing on our public
lands and those permitted to graze cat-
tle makes a mockery of sound policy.
That is why this proposal that the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] is of-
fering and the effort to work in good
faith with the Secretary of the Interior
on this has received support of the Tax-
payers Union, has received the support
of Citizens Against Government Waste
and has received, of course, the very
strong support of virtually every con-
servation and environmental group in
this country.

Those who are opposed to it are those
that benefit from it. Who are they?
They are big companies. They are spe-
cial interests. It is not just the little
individual—the small rancher. In fact,
Secretary Babbitt, by going out West
and trying to develop a process in
terms of input and hearing has, in fact,
done yeoman's work in terms of trying
to place this issue in an open public
forum.

This policy was yielded upon and re-
moved from the reconciliation bill and
the administration stated they ‘‘were
going to deal with it in the normal
course—the regular administrative
process or through changes in law.”

Now we have the Senate attempting
to slam dunk through the appropria-
tions process a failed policy and con-
tinue the denial that they have made
with regard to what the solution
should be, what the policy should be
with regards to the cost of grazing and
using public lands.

It is not just that this freezes the
process for 1 year. The fact is, the ef-
fect of this is there will be no change in
grazing policy in 1993, no change in
1994, and probably no change in even
1995.

Even under the best of cir-
cumstances, going through the envi-
ronmental impact statements and the
other procedures, the earliest that this
policy, if this were permitted to pro-
ceed in an administrative vein would
be in July 1994.
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That is when the policy could be put
into effect. If you freeze this through a
moratorium and say that the Secretary
of the Interior and the administration
cannot even study the problem until
next October, and this particular pro-
posal, what is going to happen? We are
not going to have then another 10
months, another year. It is going to be
1995, if ever, to see a policy change.

Of course, I think something could
shake up the other body over there, the
Senate, and something miraculous
could descend on them and they all of
a sudden could come out for good pub-
lic policy in terms of managing the
range. But we have problems on the
range today, and that has not happened
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in the past decade regarding public
grazing issues.

In fact, the House has repeatedly
sent bills over there trying to engage
the Senate in dealing with this issue in
a legislative manner. They have re-
jected that. They have been in a state
of denial. The last administration sym-
pathized with the special interests, in
terms of management of public land
and specifically regarding grazing per-
mit charges. They gave in to political
concerns and the taxpayer and the
range ecosystem have paid the price.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the House will
vote for the Regula motion and vote
for sound public policy on the range
today and tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, our conferees on the Interior
appropriation bill definitely should reject the ill-
conceived Senate attempt to kill public land
range reform.

The Senate amendment is simply yet an-
other attempt to block effective steps toward
reform of grazing and rangeland management,
just as the Senate has blocked such steps for
the past decade.

Home on the western range, reform is long
overdue. The taxpayers are being short-
changed because the current system keeps
grazing fees far below fair market value—not
only below the price of private forage, but
below what most Western States themselves
charge for grazing on their State lands, lands
which are intermingled with the national range-
lands and are similar to the national lands in
character and value. These State lands are
often the mirror image of national range lands
that are being leased on the cheap.

The House has repeatedly voted to scrap
this obsolete system and to establish grazing
fees that would more closely reflect market
value. The new administration’s proposals
would finally move in that same direction, but
the Senate amendment would actually block
the administration from even developing those
proposals.

Range reform involves more than grazing
fees. In fact, while grazing fee increases are
certainly justified and needed, they are less
significant than other proposed changes in
range management.

These changes—including greater public in-
volvement, greater protection for the range-
land riparian areas that are so valuable for
wildlife and the environment, less pressure on
arid public rangeland, and using grazing-fee
receipts for better land management—have
also been supported by the House, and are
addressed in the administration’s preliminary
reform proposals.

The Senate amendment would block all ad-
ministrative steps toward these much needed
reforms. It would prohibit the administration
from “taking any action involved” in connec-
tion with developing its grazing reform initia-
tive. While the dollars are important, the ra-
tional land management of these hundreds of
millions of acres of public land is imperative.

The Senate proposal not only means that
present policies could not be changed, it
means that no proposals for change could be
developed—and, in fact, that nobody in the
administration could even review and consider
the comments of the livestock industry or any



September 29, 1993

other public comments related to development
of a final proposal for rangeland reform. This
type of narrow special interest control of
America’s public lands is repugnant and a slap
in the face to the Secretary of the Interior's
good faith effort to provide deliberate consider-
ation of revisions to the grazing policies.

The House should surely reject this amend-
ment. We should expect and encourage Sec-
retaries Babbitt and Espy to consider public
comments that are submitted over the next
month, to develop a draft environmental im-
pact statement—one that itself will be subject
to further public comments—and to complete
development of a complete reform proposal.
Let us not hogtie the new Secretary of the In-
terior, who is trying to end gridlock and
change public land policies through an open,
fair process.

Congress can participate in this process and
also can address grazing reform through legis-
lation if there is a sincere desire to do so.

Several House grazing reform bills are
pending, including one | introduced along with
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DARDEN] on
which hearings already have been held. Also
pending is a bill for a 4-year reauthorization of
the Bureau of Land Management. It also
would be an appropriate measure for address-
ing grazing fees and rangeland reform.

Comparable bills are pending in the Senate,
including the 2-year BLM reauthorization bill
just passed by the House.

So, despite what some have said, the Sen-
ate amendment is not needed to preserve
Congress’ options. The Senate, in fact, has re-
peatedly rejected positive initiatives to engage
in constructive grazing policy reform. Rather it
has been satisfied to permit special interest to
bully past administrations into maintaining
faulty grazing fees.

In my opinion, it would be better for Con-
gress to enact rangeland reform, rather than
for needed changes to be made solely by the
administration. And the House has been—and,
| think, still is—ready to act on grazing reform.

The problem has been in the Senate. The
problem clearly still is in the Senate as dem-
onstrated by the amendment that is the sub-
ject of this motion to instruct House conferees.

Some supporters of the Senate amendment
claimed that the amendment was not intended
to stall rangeland reform. They said that they
intended to seek the passage of legislation. |
hope that is true. | hope that this time, finally,
they will succeed in having the Senate pass a
range reform bill. | am sure the House is
ready to act. But if we fail to instruct conferees
and serve notice about our opposition to this
Senate attempt to kill range reform, both the
House and the positive new administration
policies of reform could be slam dunked
through the appropriation process and aveid
for a full year any administrative reform. In
fact, it takes 10 months to fully, properly im-
plement the change in grazing fees. If all goes
well, the Senate freeze would mean that the
administration could not take action for 2
years: No action in 1993, no action in 1994,
and no action untl maybe 1995. A big
“maybe”.

Mr. Speaker, the administration should be
allowed to go forward with development of its
own reform proposals. We should not prevent
that—in fact, we should be encouraging Sec-
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retary Babbitt and the rest of the administra-
tion to continue with their efforts.

The Senate amendment would bring to an
absolute stop this administration initiative. It is
certainly unwise and premature. The House
should instruct our conferees to soundly reject
it.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). Under the rule, Mem-
bers should not characterize the Senate
on this matter.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the Regula-Synar motion
to instruct. The increase in grazing
fees that the Clinton administration
would like to enact without congres-
sional approval will destroy the entire
Western livestock industry and the
rural communities it supports.

The livestock industry is the key to
rural development throughout much of
the West. Every dollar a rancher
spends yields another $5 in economic
activity. The vast majority of ranch
families are small businesses which
earn less than $28,000 a year. The huge
increase in the Federal grazing fee will
force thousands of family ranchers out
of business. The last thing Congress
needs to do is support a policy which
will damage small businesses.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote against this motion.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I hope the House will
support the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] to in-
struct the House's conferees on H.R.
2520, Interior appropriations for fiscal
year 1994, to have them reject the Sen-
ate’s amendment blocking Secretary
Babbitt's efforts to reform grazing and
rangeland management practices.

There are sound environmental and
fiscal reasons to support these reforms.
Large expanses of public lands in the
West are used for grazing, and large
parts of those lands are actively erod-
ing because they have lost much of
their plant cover. The Bureau of Land
Management states that two-thirds of
the public lands it manages are in less
than satisfactory condition.

Over the past decade, Colorado has
been a model state for improvement of
range conditions. In fact, Colorado is
one of the few states in which BLM
claims that its management efforts
have resulted in improved range condi-
tions in specific, identified areas. But
even in this best case, the improve-
ment has been minimal—involving a
small fraction of BLM's rangelands in
Colorado.

Overall, Colorado’s rangelands are in
trouble. According to the available,
site-specific published data, 82 percent
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of BLM’s rangelands in Colorado are in
unsatisfactory condition. More than
one-third—36 percent—are rated in the
lowest category,or in poor condition.
Poor condition means that these lands
are ‘“‘producing only a fraction of the
vegetative ¢over compared to similar
lands because they have lost so much
plant cover and soil.” That also means
that these lands are actively eroding,
and their condition is deteriorating.

Long-term range conditions are im-
portant to the ranching community.
But, as Secretary Babbitt's proposal
recognizes, rangelands also support ex-
tensive areas of critical habitat for
wildlife, influence the water quality of
virtually every river and stream, and
provide recreational opportunities for
millions of visitors. The deterioration
of these lands—which the BLM attrib-
uted substantially to over-grazing—
damages all of these important uses.

Given this situation, it is clear that
we need to do more to restore the envi-
ronmental condition of public range-
lands. But, with a growing Federal def-
icit, where are the funds going to come
from? The obvious and the equitable
answer is that they should come from
an increase in grazing fees. By statute,
over 60 percent of the Federal grazing
fee—62.5 percent to be exact—must be
returned to the area involved for in-
vestments in improving rangeland con-
ditions.

An increase in fees not only is needed
but is justifiable. Today, the grazing
fees charged by the BLM and Forest
Service cover less than half of the cost
of the agencies’ rangeland management
programs—programs which have not
been able to halt deterioration on these
lands at current funding levels.

For years, BLM has resisted making
the connection between range condi-
tions and grazing fees. I think that it is
time for the BLM to acknowledge that
grazing is a for-profit commercial ac-
tivity, and its fees should recover at
lease grazing’s fair share of the cost of
maintaining the underlying service—in
this case maintaining the environment
which supports grazing.

With people demanding deficit reduc-
tion, with the public pressing for more
action to protect the environment, the
proposals which Secretary Babbitt has
made make sense. Increasing grazing
fees, opening the range management
process to other users of the public
lands, and increasing investments in
rangeland improvements are all needed
steps—and are all responsive to the
public.

While ranching families have raised
legitimate concerns about some as-
pects of the Secretary’s proposals, his
direction is the right direction—and we
should not let the Senate block him
from proceeding. The process the De-
partment intends to follow will provide
the public, including the ranching com-
munity, with several more opportuni-
ties to critique future versions of the
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proposal. Further, under the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act, the Depart-
ment will be required to respond, on
the record, to all substantive concerns
and criticism which are expressed.
Moreover, Secretary Babbitt certainly
recognizes that grazing is and should
be a continued use of the public lands.

The bottom line is that range reform
makes fiscal and environmental sense.
The Senate amendment would just per-
petuate gridlock and ignore the con-
tinuing deterioration of western range-
lands. The Senate amendment should
be rejected. I urge my colleagues to
vote in support of the motion to in-
struct.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to speak in support of the Regula mo-
tion to instruct conferees to reject the
Senate amendment to the Interior De-
partment appropriations bill, which
would impose a l-year moratorium on
raising the grazing fees on Federal
land.

The administration’s reforms related
to grazing fees and public lands man-
agement are overdue. Why should the
Federal Government continue to sub-
sidize grazing on public lands?

For 3 years, I and a large number of
my colleagues in the House have voted
to increase Federal grazing fees. Yet,
each year this House vote is dis-
regarded in conference.

Secretary Babbitt plans to issue pro-
posed rules to increase grazing fees.
These regulations will go through a
comment period and only after that
will final rules be written. The Sec-
retary has proposed a 3 year phase-in of
fees. Let us give the Secretary time to
issue these proposals.

Mr. Speaker, the league of conserva-
tion voters, the National Wildlife Fed-
eration and every environmental orga-
nization supports the Regula motion, I
ask my colleagues to support a reform
of Federal grazing fees and vote yes on
the Regula motion to instruct.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. HANSEN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, as this
country developed, most of the States
took all of their public land, every
square inch of it. In the West we really
did not do that. It turned into the Bu-
reau of Land Management, the Forest
Service, and State lands.

We have been managing that land in
a process we call multiple use: campers
use it, hunters use it, birdwatchers,
backpackers, fishermen, and also graz-
ing uses it. How do we care for that?
We have various tools. A lot of people
do not understand this, but hunting is
a tool. We keep down herds with hunt-
ing. Controlled burning is a tool. Cut-
ting trees is a tool, and grazing is a
tool.

One of the foremost experts that we
have in America on public land is Dr.
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Jim Bounds. Dr. Jim Bounds has made
the statement that if we take cattle
and sheep off the range, watch it burn,
just count on it. We will burn the range
from one area to the other.

Mr. Speaker, I find it very interest-
ing, an article that came from Canada.
Our folks in Canada went through the
same exercise as the Regula thing:
Take the sheep and cattle off the
range. Now what are they doing? ‘“‘Rent
a sheep, save a forest.” Now someone
came up with the brilliant idea of put-
ting sheep on the range and paying $5 a
month for sheep and cattle to go on the
public range.

Ten years from now we will be stand-
ing here and someone will have a great
idea, saying, How are we going to keep
the burning in the West down? Put
sheep or cattle on it, and let us take it
out of the public funds to take care of
that particular area.

What this is, it is an attack on the
multiple use of the ground. I would
urge Members to keep three things in
mind. If we pass this Regula instruc-
tion, we will ruin the environment, we
will hurt the industry, and it will cost
the United States money. I would urge
a no vote, Let us use some common
sense on use of the public ground.

Maybe the people in the West should
have been as smart as they were in
Ohio and Oklahoma and other States,
and should have taken over all of the
public ground, which should be under
the administration of the States any-

way.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
against the amendment and for the
moratorium. I am not interested in
stonewalling, I am not interested in de-
laying. I believe Congress, preferably
this year, should deal with this matter
of changing policy and some increase
in grazing fees. The grazers in America
are also supportive of some increase in
grazing fees.

I say the Congress should do it, not a
bureaucrat by executive fiat down-
town, but the Congress, because there
is a great deal more in Secretary
Babbitt's proposal than a simple in-
crease in grazing fees. He has subleas-
ing, which is a change in that policy; a
change in grazing advisory boards; a
change in the very important matter of
tenure; that is, how long a grazer can
have the right to lease.

Then there is the critically impor-
tant matter which Secretary Babbit
would change with regard to water
rights. Mr. Speaker, these are policy is-
sues. These are matters which the Con-
gress of the United States, if it is going
to change, should codify the changes.

I urge my colleagues to support the
right of the Congress to make policy
changes, and not have it done down-
town by executive fiat.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH].
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the motion offered
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REG-
ULA]. Once again, my colleague from a
State with no public rangelands, and
few beef cattle, is attempting to make
policy that affects my constituents
greatly, and his own not at all—except
perhaps for a few Midwestern feedlot
operators who stand to gain from di-
minished competition from Western
ranchers.

Mr. Speaker, I remind my colleagues
that the other body recently placed a
moratorium on the expenditure of
funds by the Interior Department to
implement rangeland reforms by ad-
ministrative fiat. They did this so that
Congress might have proper oppor-
tunity to address legislative reform.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio, seeks to instruct our conferees
not to accept such language. Yet, Mr.
REGULA, himself, is the author of a

" moratorium, in this same bill, on min-

eral patent processing by the Depart-
ment. He did this in order to freeze the
status quo while Congress considers re-
form of the mining laws governing the
public lands. Now, it seems to me the
Congress ought to be consistent in the
use of spending moratoria as a tool to
effect public policy.

So which is it to be? My constituents
are impacted by both Mr. REGULA’s
mining patent moratorium and the
Senate-passed rangeland reform mora-
torium. The House could take a stand,
on principle, against this legislative
tactic, in any and all forms—mining,
grazing, offshore oil-drilling, you
name it.

On the other hand we can acknowl-
edge the utility of moratoria to effect
the will of Congress. If so, let us dry
our hypocritical tears shed over the ac-
tions of the other body and defeat this
motion. But, my colleagues, you can-
not have it both ways.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a no vote on this
motion.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. HAMBURG].

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Speaker, I want
to associate myself with the very fine
amendment by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA], and also with the
remarks made by the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER], the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], and the
support of Chairman YATES.

I believe that the Secretary of the In-
terior, Mr. Babbitt, has demonstrated
important leadership on this issue to
create a direct relationship between
grazing permits, the grazing market,
and the impact on public lands.

Senator DOMENICI's amendment I be-
lieve is an attempt to freeze reform.
We need to move forward with this
issue, and I want my freshman col-
leagues to know and to understand
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that the House of Representatives has
been trying to deal with this issue
since 1976. We need that push from the
administration and the leadership that
has been shown by Secretary Babbitt.

Secretary Babbitt has put into place
a very strong public process. He has
held hearings all over the West. He has
published a rule. He has taken public
comment. He is committed to a fair
and open process which balances the
interests that are concerned here.

Please join me in voting to instruct
our representatives at the conference
to oppose the Domenici amendment, to
create open space so that our Secretary
of the Interior can lead the way to re-
form in this very important area.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure Members are
confused about why the Senate voted
so heavily for a moratorium. The obvi-
ous answer is this: This issue has been
before the authorizing committees in
this Congress for the last 11 years that
I have been here, and the people who
know most about it, the members of
those committees, have never brought
a bill to the floor.

We have tried to compromise this
issue and cannot do it. The people who
know most about it did not bring a bill
to the floor. So that is why we end run
this program through the Rules Com-
mittee, we end run it with this kind of
an idea of an instruction to conferees.

The facts are that the people who
know understand that there is no sub-
sidy for grazing fees. There is none, be-
cause the fee now covers the cost of
management of grazing on public
lands. And the facts are that it costs
more to run cattle on public lands than
it does to run on private lands. Think
of it with this fee between $1.86 and $10.
It costs more to run on Federal lands,
proven by economists throughout the
country.

Now why do States demand higher
prices? They have better land. Why
does private enterprise, private land,
command higher fees? Better land. It is
that simple. The worst land in the
country to graze on is Federal land.

If you think there is deprivation be-
cause of livestock, you are wrong,
Look at this chart. The range after 6
yvears of drought, 36 percent is in fair
condition, 31 percent in good condition,
5 percent excellent, unclassified 13, and
poor 15 percent. Now that is the classi-
fication of the land by the Bureau of
Land Management.

If there is such a deprivation to pub-
lic lands, why have wild game, big
game, competitors some say with live-
stock, increased dramatically? Look at
the antelope, bighorn sheep, deer, elk,
moose, all up, huge, in huge numbers in
the West for all the benefit from, graz-
ing alongside with cattle.
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I ask Members not to impose this tax
on people. We have just choked down
the Clinton tax increase. This is the
next one. Vote ‘‘no."”

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
SON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I do
not support the Secretary of the Interi-
or's grazing-fee increases. I bhelieve
they would be a serious problem for
many small ranchers throughout the
West, especially the smallest ranchers.

However, I will be supporting the
Regula motion, because I believe this
issue has been debated to death for
years, and it is time to bite the bullet.

I am concerned about an administra-
tion proposal perhaps a year from now
that may be more damaging. I am con-
cerned that if we put this issue off one
more year, where are we going to be in
that year? My concern is those small
ranchers with 50 to 300 head of cattle
that would be severely impacted by the
administration's proposal.

I believe that if we can negotiate the
difference now that we will be better
off. I have been promised a seat at the
table with Secretary Babbitt, with Mr.
SYNAR, with Mr. MILLER, with my col-
leagues who I have long supported on
this issue.

I think the current grazing formula
is reasonably fair. But if we put it off,
we are not getting anywhere. The time
has come to negotiate the best possible
deal. The time has come to deal with
this issue now. The time has come to
put this issue behind us so that we can
deal with other land issues that are im-
portant on the national agenda.

Mr. Speaker, once again, to my col-
leagues who have been very sincere and
positive on this issue, I do not support
the Secretary’s proposal. I believe we
are going to have to compromise it. I
believe we are going to, unfortunately,
draw lines between big and small
ranchers, because the smaller ranchers
are going to be more severely im-
pacted. That is political reality.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I urge
support for the Regula motion.

Mr. Speaker, today | rise to express my
concerns with the way in which the administra-
tion’s grazing reform seems to be headed. |
do not support the administration's proposal
as it is currently structured. | believe that sig-
nificant changes are needed to make this re-
form acceptable.

| recently requested a study from Texas
A&M University to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed 230-percent increase in the public
land grazing fee. From this study, | have con-
cluded that the small ranchers—ranchers
grazing less than 300 head of cattle—will be
significantly hurt by the proposed increase in
grazing fees. | am especially concerned with
the impacts that the proposed reform could
have on the small ranchers in New Mexico.
We need to ensure that the limits and timing
of fee increases are reasonable and allow for
a viable grazing industry that is dependent of
public lands.
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Despite my reservations about the grazing
plan, | believe strongly that this issue needs to
be settled now. We cannot afford to have de-
bate on these grazing issues prolonged by a
1-year moratorium. What will 1 year buy us?
It will merely prolong the debate, harden posi-
tions on both sides, and result with a reform
package that is even worse than what we
have to work with today.

| have talked with both proponents and op-
ponents to the proposed grazing reform. | be-
lieve we can reach agreement on what is
needed to reform grazing. | have talked with
Representative SYNAR and other colleagues in
the House, and | have personal assurances
from Secretary Babbitt that | will be at the
table with the administration in negotiating
changes to make this a workable reform pack-
age.

Now is the time for Congress to negotiate
with the administration on the grazing reform
package. | will work directly with the adminis-
tration and Secretary Babbitt to modify and im-
prove the provisions in the grazing reform pro-
posal. | encourage you to work with me and
take advantage of this opportunity. We need
to cooperatively arrive at grazing regulations
that we can all live with. Let's not delay this
any further. Let's get on with resolving the
grazing issues now.

| urge my colleagues to support the Regula
motion and move forward now negotiating with
the administration. We need a grazing reform
package that will work, not prolonged debate
for another year.

Mr. KOK.BE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. PACKARD], a mem-
ber of the subcommittee.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express opposition to the motion to in-
struct conferees on the Interior appro-
priations bill. This motion would in-
struct conferees to disagree with the
Senate language in the Interior appro-
priations bill, that places a 1 year mor-
atorium on the issue of grazing fees on
public lands.

Whether you agree or disagree with
raising the grazing fees, the bottom
line is that this motion would cut law-
makers out of this debate. Clearly, this
is an issue which demands congres-
sional action, and we should not be pre-
cluded from input.

I believe that Secretary Babbitt
should not be able to unilaterally raise
grazing fees of public lands without
congressional approval. The people
elected Members of Congress to serve
them as Government debates issues of
great importance—such as the use of
our public lands. If my colleagues sup-
port the motion to instruct, they sanc-
tion removing themselves from this de-
bate.

The Senate language will ensure that
we have a voice in the process, and we
do not turn the entire decisionmaking
process over to Secretary Babbitt and
the Interior Department. I urge my
colleagues to vote against this motion
to instruct the Interior conferees.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. DARDEN].
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Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
to instruct the conferees. And I want
to commend him for taking this very,
very bold action.

For the past 7 years, I have joined
several of our colleagues in introducing
legislation to increase Federal grazing
fees to fair market value and to reform
public rangeland management. This
body has approved rangeland manage-
ment reform measures at least four
times in the last 3 years.

Mr. Speaker, reform of the current
rangelands management system is
badly needed. The BLM and the U.S.
Forest Service rangeland programs,
which manage over 260 million acres of
public land, operate at a combined defi-
cit of approximately $50 million per
year. In addition to this operating loss,
the American taxpayer is losing mil-
lions of dollars in grazing fee revenues
every year as the result of the current
Federal grazing fee that is 20 percent of
the market value in some locations and
one-third of the average market value
in the Western United States.

Mr. Speaker, in a time when the Fed-
eral deficit is a critical concern to the
American people and this body, respon-
sible management of public resources
alone is reason enough to support this
motion to instruct the conferees. But
there are other reasons to support pub-
lic rangeland management reforms.

The current program is fundamen-
tally unfair to the vast majority of our
Nation's livestock ranchers. Nation-
ally, only 3 percent of all ranchers have
access to this federally subsidized graz-
ing land. In the Western States, only 10
percent of the ranchers have access to
this below-cost service. The majority
of ranchers, large and small, who do
not have access to Federal grazing land
are placed at a competitive disadvan-
tage by the current policy. The Federal
Government should not penalize the
vast majority of this Nation’s ranchers
by subsidizing their competition.

Mr. Speaker, the rangeland reforms
contemplated by Secretary Babbitt
would also help restore thousands of
acres of rangeland damaged by over-
grazing and poor management by offer-
ing better permit terms to those ranch-
ers who manage their allotments in a
sound environmental manner. Allot-
ments for conservation-related use
would also be made available under the
new proposal. In a number of reports
issued over the past several years, the
GAO has described the environmental
risks created by declining allotment
conditions, insufficient monitoring,
and generally inadequate management
of large sections of BLM and Forest
Service rangeland. The management
changes proposed by the administra-
tion are not only environmentally re-
sponsible, but also protect the wvalue
and utility of an important public re-
source.
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Mr. Speaker, many of those receiving
the grazing fee subsidy are large ranch-
ing businesses, not the small ranchers
that some would have us believe. In
fact, last year's combined report issued
by BLM and the Forest Service showed
that almost one-half—47 percent—of
the total available grazing forage man-
aged by the BLM was controlled by
only 10 percent of the total permittees.
One permittee controls over 5 million
acres of grazing land, an area larger
than six of our Nation’s States.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Secretary
Babbitt for addressing this issue and I
urge the members of this body to cast
a vote for fair and responsible manage-
ment of taxpayers’' property by sup-
porting Mr. REGULA's motion.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, Colorado is the home of
13,000 of the Nation's approximately
27,000 permittees; almost half of all the
people we are talking about are in Col-
orado. These increases could devastate
the ranching industry in Colorado. It
could cripple Colorado’s agricultural
industry, which historically has been
one of the most stable segments of our
sometimes boom-and-bust economy out
there.

The projected increases could rise
more than 130 percent over the next 5
years, and we think that is a great way
to bring in money for the Federal Gov-
ernment, it is a little like the boat
buyers act tax we put in a few years
ago. We are not going to bring in more
money, we are going to force permit-
tees, many of them, into leaving ranch-
ing altogether.

It is not fair to see grazing fees as a
windfall for ranchers. We need to real-
ize that the rangeland we are talking
about is a rangeland that, when we
were homesteading this country, no
one wanted; the worst land, the highest
land, the least productive land. This is
a land no one wanted. That is why the
Federal Government still has it. And
the rancher must bear both the grazing
fee and the cost of improvements, such
as water and fencing.

Total costs using Federal lands often,
already, cost ranchers in excess of $9.
By comparison, private leases cost
around $8.50 per animal unit month,
and the landlord provides the improve-
ments.

I encourage you to vote against this
motion to instruct.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. MCINNIS].

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, there are
a couple of points I wish to make. First
of all, the issue here is not the pluses
or the minuses of grazing, the issue is
whether or not we should issue a mora-
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torium. Why do we need a moratorium?
Because we have not gotten a fair hear-
ing.

I missed my only votes out of the
Natural Resources Subcommittee be-
cause I went to one of those hearings.
They were nothing but a courtesy. You
can nod your head or shake it in dis-
gust, but let me read you an internal
memo that came out of the Interior
Department and then you tell me if
this is a fair hearing. This is to the
Secretary of Interior, Mr. Babbitt,
from his director of communications:

DEAR SBECRETARY: We realize you want to
use price increases as a strawman to draw
attention from management issues. But
there are other ways this might be done.

We've not yet done enough to sell the pub-
lic and media on what will be coming out in
the regs. Let us manage, manage the first
public comments, manage them so the regs
are perceived to be fair and in the long-term
interest of the region.

For those with concern of the environ-
ment, the riparian zone, our own statistics
can be used to show the range is in better
shape than at any point in this century.
With that in mind, we must make deliberate
and public attempts to prove how bad the
conditions are in many riparian zones.

Those public hearings were nothing
but a joke.

I urge a “no” vote.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. CRAPO].

Mr. CRAPO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I too rise in opposition
to this motion. It has been argued here
that we should support this motion be-
cause we need to better manage the
rangeland. But let us recognize that ar-
guing about proper price for the use of
our rangelands should not be used as a
tool to manipulate agendas on the
range issues.

It has been argued here that the price
being paid for the use of our rangeland
is not high enough. Some said it is only
20 percent of the market value. They
do not point out that the impact of
this could be devastating on the agri-
cultural industry in Idaho, or range-
land utilized throughout this country,
because users pay those additional
costs for management and handling of
the Federal lands that they are able to
use. But the most important point to
make here is that we should oppose
this motion to make sure that Con-
gress remains a part of making this de-
cision.

The amendment that was just talked
about indicates there is a very care-
fully managed and carefully calculated

- effort on the way to impose these new

increases by Executive fiat, taking
Congress out of the system. That is
why the Senate acted, and that is why
we must take the same course and
allow Congress to work this issue rath-
er than to continue to let it be man-
aged by Executive fiat.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. THOMAS].
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, 1 minute is hardly enough
time to cover it, but I am opposed to
the bill. I have a book I just got on
Western wisdom the book is called
“Don’t Squat With Your Spurs On."”
That is good advice. But it also says in
there in other little bits, and one of
them is, “Don’t ask your barber if you
need a haircut.” I sort of think about
that when everyone who has spoken
here in support of this comes from
somewhere else other than the States
dedicated to public lands. We have 50
percent in our State, some go as high
as 80 percent. These are not parks;
these are not wilderness; these are
lands that were left after the home-
steads took place.

These are not high-productive areas.
We are talking about multiple use
here, the opportunity to use multiply
these lands that are in public owner-
ship. The rest of your States, the lands
went to private ownership or went to
the State.

I have a suggestion: Why do you not
deed it to the States? Why do you not
do that in a fairness mood? We will
take care of it, and you will not have
the cost of dealing with it.

We have talked about the condition
of the range. The condition of the
range is good. The wildlife is up; that is
good for hunters. We have talked about
multiple use. We have talked about the
price, comparing apples and oranges.
We need to have a chance to do some-
thing with this besides moving forward
with the Secretary’s plan that will put
people off the ground.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr, ORTON].

Mr. ORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the Regula motion. Most agree that
public land use policy should be exam-
ined and updated. However, the admin-
istration rangeland plan goes too far
and totally ignores the role of Congress
in managing our Federal lands.

Congress has a role, as it should be,
since we represent districts which in
many cases are 50 percent, 70 percent,
or 90 percent owned by the Federal
Government. The people who are im-
pacted by the proposed 130 percent fee
increase must have a voice in the proc-
ess.

The administration has just begun
public hearings gathering facts and
data on grazing. Recent studies con-
clude that there is no Federal sub-
sidy—that grazing on public lands is
actually more costly than grazing pri-
vate land. However, when the Federal
Government owns 70 percent to 90 per-
cent of the land, as in most Western
States, there is little choice: Either
you graze livestock on public land or
you go out of business.

I urge my colleagues not to short cir-
cuit the process—allow the morato-
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rium to extend time to gather the facts
and make a reasoned decision. Oppose
the Regula motion.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DOOLITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I
think the reasons for opposing the Reg-
ula motion to instruct have all been
given. I rise to oppose the motion be-
fore us.

I am glad that we have the morato-
rium language from the Senate on
grazing fees.

I view this effort to remove the mor-
atorium as part of a series of attacks
on the resource-based industries,
whether to limit the public lands for
grazing, whether to limit the use of
water for agriculture, the use of lands
for mining or for timber harvesting. I
think enough is enough.

If we want to get back to having peo-
ple employed and to becoming competi-
tive again and having a higher quality
of life, we have got to be able to allow
these lands to be used by ranchers who
live in the area.

As many know, there is not much
other use that these public lands can
be put to. The fees are reasonable. We
are not giving a subsidy here, consider-
ing that the users have to build their
own fences, provide their own water,
plus buy their grazing permits.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to
this motion.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. SYNAR].

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, in the few
minutes we have remaining in this de-
bate, I hope that we can move away
from the hyperbole by some of the
speakers and return to the calm recita-
tion of the facts.

Fact No. 1. The taxpayers of this
country lost $1 billion coming to the
Treasury during the decade of the
eighties, subsidizing 2 percent of the
cattle industry of this country.

Fact No. 2. Of that 2 percent of the
cattle industry that has enjoyed this
subsidy for literally decades, 2 percent
of it control almost half the grazing
lands in our country. They do not rep-
resent the Ma and Pa operations that
have been portrayed here today. Some
of the major benefactors of the grazing
permits are companies like Getty Oil,
Union Oil, Texaco, Zenchiku Land &
Livestock Co, out of Japan, Metropoli-
tan and John Hancock Mutual Life In-
surance Cos., some the largest compa-
nies in our country.

Fact No. 3. Sixty percent of the graz-
ing land in this country well into the
next century will be in poor or unsatis-
factory condition.

Fact No. 4, and probably the most
important: In 10 years of debate on this
floor and in the committees of this
Congress, there has not been one pres-
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entation of one shred of verifiable evi-
dence to support any accusations and
objections that have been presented
today. It will not kill jobs; it will not
raise cattle prices, hurt the environ-
ment, destroy western communities,
kill small business, or run ranchers off
the land.

To the contrary, the evidence after 10
years is overwhelming and indisputable
that this is the proper thing to do for
the management of our range lands.

Mr. Speaker and my fellow col-
leagues and fellow Americans, it is
time to run our public range lands
more like a business. It is time to give
our western ranchers a good dose of
free enterprise.

This administration, under the lead-
ership of Bruce Babbitt, has given us a
wise and workable solution to a long-
standing dispute that very frankly we
in Congress simply cannot resolve.

The Secretaries of Interior and Agri-
culture went out to five public meet-
ings and heard from literally thousands
of citizens who participated in these
hearings and will participate in the
process as we move forward.

It is very simply time for Congress to
get out of the way and let the process
move forward.

The bottom line for those who sup-
port the Senate position is that there
is never going to be a right time to in-
crease the grazing fees and there is
never going to be an increase that is
acceptable.

For those of us who support the con-
cept of fair market value for the use of
our public lands and for a range pro-
gram that works for both the taxpayers
and the environment, the only solution
is to support the Regula motion to in-
struct.

Finally, let us be honest with our-
selves. Let us be honest with our con-
stituents. If we cannot do this small
thing for the taxpayers, we will never
convince the public that we are serious
about reducing the Federal deficit or
public land reform.

Mr. Speaker, support the Regula mo-
tion to instruct.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEH-
MAN].

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I rise in opposition to the motion.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to the Reg-
ula amendment. | believe strongly that we
must promote proper stewardship of our Fed-
eral lands, make all reasonable efforts to bal-
ance the budget, and always strive to
strengthen our economy. As far as | can tell,
though, the administration's proposal will ac-
complish none of these objectives. Some re-
form of Federal grazing policy is, indeed, nec-
essary, but it must recognize distinct dif-
ferences between public and private lands.

Ranchers already have a built-in incentive to
properly manage Federal lands on which their
cattle graze—they need to continue grazing on
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that land for years into the future. If there are
problems, conditions can be built into permits
to encourage better stewardship. As well, per-
mits can be extended beyond 10 years for es-
pecially good land stewards.

Doubling grazing fees and drastically in-
creasing Federal burdens will only serve to
drive ranchers from public lands. Without
ranchers sustainably utilizing Federal lands,
less money will go to the Treasury and the
budget will be worse off, not better.

There can be no question that cattle ranch-
ing families play a significant role in regional
economies, both directly through the product
they bring to market and indirectly through
other businesses such as automobile and
equipment dealers, feedstores and grocery
stores, doctors and dentists, that rely on the
broader ranching economy. Already hard hit
by our lingering recession, many rural areas
will be dealt a knockout blow. This will espe-
cially be the case in many parts of California,
which is having a particularly difficult time dur-
ing this recession.

But the recession has been forgotten by
those who would propose the current version
of reform of Federal grazing policies. | believe
some reform is necessary but believe it should
recognize differences between public and pri-
vate lands. Public land reserved for multiple
use was not placed in wilderness for a reason.
These lands are of lower grade and cost more
to use and maintain.

Protect proper stewardship of Federal lands,
the budget, and the economy. Oppose the
Regula amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
PoMmBO].

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the Regula motion to in-
struct.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the Regula tax in-
crease.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
DooLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to the Reg-
ula motion to instruct conferees on H.R. 2520,
the Interior appropriations bill for fiscal year
1994.

Mr. Speaker, | do not oppose an increase in
the Federal grazing fee. However, | do object
to the continuing efforts to circumvent the leg-
islative process in an effort to achieve a large
increase in the fee. Most ranchers who lease
Federal land understand the need for an ad-
justment in the fee, but understandably op-
pose huge increases, like the 130-percent in-
crease proposed by the administration, be-
cause it would be devastating to their busi-
ness.

| think that the administration’s proposal de-
serves some study. | believe that Secretary
Babbitt has made his best effort to propose a
solution. However, | object to having his solu-
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tion implemented without congressional input
and oversight. The House and Senate commit-
tees with jurisdiction over Bureau of Land
Management and Forest Service land have
the responsibility to ensure that any changes
made to the Federal grazing program be fair,
sensible, and just. Clearly, the administration
needs to play a role in this process, but shut-
ting out Congress is not acceptable.

We have debated the issue of grazing fees
many times in this Chamber, and | won't take
a lot of time reiterating these arguments, but
| would like to point out one important issue.
It is clear to anyone who has taken the time
to study grazing in the Western States that
grazing on Federal land is vastly different from
grazing on private land. Each time we debate
this issue, proponents of an increased fee
compare the private fee with the Federal fee.
Unfortunately, this is comparing apples and or-
anges. Ranchers who use Federal grazing
permits are required to make many range im-
provements that private permit holders are
not. A report prepared by the Departments of
Interior and Agriculture found that the 23,600
ranchers who hold Federal permits have re-
ceipts that are 17 percent below the industry
average. It is clear that a Federal grazing per-
mit does not give a rancher a competitive ad-
vantage. Any change in the grazing formula
must take into account the investment that a
rancher must make on public lands.

Mr. Speaker, Congress cannot continue to
shirk its responsibility to make decisions on
how our public lands and other natural re-
sources are to be managed. While | know
firsthand that we won't always agree on these
issues, | strongly believe that we owe it to our
constituents to fulfill this important responsibil-

ity.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield our
remaining time to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
apologize to the gun control lobby for
plagiarism, but it illustrates the Shoot
Out at the O.K. Corral that we have
done time and time again.

With the utmost respect for the pro-
ponents of this measure, for whom I do
have a great deal of love and respect,
at least for a few of them, we have met
again and I will dispute facts one, two,
three, four and five, and you can shake
that packet of GAO studies that have
been done. They even contradict them-
selves. It is totally refutable.

How many of you in here have ever
had a grazing permit? Hold your hands
up. One, two, three, four.

How many of you wish that you did
not have them? One, two, three, four. I
do not. I bought mine off because I
knew one day that we were going to
face this kind of a problem with people
who have no attachment to the real
problem of land management under a
grazing permit system, who are going
to object to the system as it is, when it
was imposed on the ranching commu-
nities in Western States, not like other
States that. own all their land. This
was put upon us as a method of having
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somebody steward the land from the
1800’s on up to the 1900's.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a subsidy to
ranchers under any circumstances.

How in the world do you think that
you can compare private leasing sys-
tems with a public land system is falla-
cious, has no bearing whatever, none,
and will never have because they are
totally two different things.

Market value, how do you establish
market value when there is no market?
You cannot sell a permit. You cannot
buy a permit. You have to conform to
the method of leasing this land by own-
ing adjacent land, putting in the cap-
ital improvements, control the water
base and all the rest.

Environmentally, let me say this, the
greatest managers in the environment
that you have are those grazing
permitees you have today because they
manage that land day in and day out.

The BLM, you never see them and
never will.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
remaining time to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA].
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I think
we should take one more step. In hold-
ing up our hands, asking everybody in
this room who owns these lands to hold
up their hands; well, of course, it is ev-
eryone in this room because these
lands belong to all the people of these
United States. What we are seeking to
do is have fairness in the administra-
tion of these lands in terms of the fees
that are charged.

Now this is supported by the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union. It is supported
by practically every environmental
group in this country. The reason that
it is equitable, Mr. Speaker, is it
makes sense, and of course we have
heard how ranchers will go out of busi-
ness.

Well, what I do not understand is how
the 98 percent of the ranchers that do
not graze on public lands stay in busi-
ness. They seem to manage somehow,
as opposed to the 2 percent that get the
subsidies in the form of lower grazing
fees, lower by 20 percent now than in
1980. I would like to know what else we
can buy that is 20 percent cheaper
today than it was in 1980. That speaks
eloquently to the fact that there is
something inequitable about the
present standard.

I would point out, too, that we have
had a lot of concern about budget defi-
cits. We are subsidizing these fees to
the tune of $52 million.

Now let me in fairness say that that
also helps the multiple use of these
lands, and I am all for the multiple use,
and I have no quarrel with leasing of
these lands. I think it makes good
sense to have the ranchers use them. It
is simply a matter of getting what is
fair.

And let me point out what my mo-
tion does not do. It does not, and I em-
phasize it does not, endorse Secretary
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Babbitt’s plan. It does not increase
grazing fees.

What does it do? It allows the House
and Senate conferees, the elected rep-
resentatives of the people, the elected
representatives of the owners of the
land, to establish a fair and equitable
grazing fee, fair to the ranchers, fair to
the taxpayers, fair to the Treasury, a
program that will be fair to all that
will recognize the realities of today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this motion so that
the conferees from the House and the
Senate, and, as my colleagues heard,
the gentleman from New Mexico, oth-
ers, will have an opportunity to par-
ticipate. Let us get rid of this problem
that has been around. However the con-
ferees decide, along with input from
the Members of this body, let us
achieve a fair and equitable program
for the taxpayers, for the ranchers and
all concerned. I urge this body to sup-
port this motion.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the Synar-Regula motion to instruct conferees.
The Senate rightly denied funds for implemen-
tation of the Clinton administration’s Range-
land Reform 1994 Program. Given the impact
it will undoubtedly have—it will devastate
many already struggling Western commu-
nities—Congress ought to have an opportunity
to fully review and assess its impact, and vote
on it, before it is implemented. The Senate
amendment will allow that time to act.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton's 130-per-
cent increase in Federal grazing fees is a job-
killer. It is unreasonable. It appears to be an
effort to eliminate livestock grazing as an ac-
ceptable use of public lands, and it ought to
be rejected.

If the concern is about environmental dam-
age resulting from overgrazing, there are ways
to address that. Those who are abusing public
lands and causing significant damage can be
identified and either brought into compliance
or be denied a grazing permit. However, the
vast majority of ranchers are good stewards of
the land. They need to be. Their livelihoods
depend on it.

If the concern is about wildlife, managed
grazing can be an asset. Livestock producers
have built—with their own funds—tens of thou-
sands of watering sites on Federal lands.

If the concern is about the comparability of
fees with those charged on State or private
lands, let's compare apples to apples. A
rancher on Federal land, unlike his counterpart
on private land, must build his own erosion
control measures, stockponds and watering
holes, and fencing. That ought to be taken into
account when setting fees.

If the concern is about fair return to the
Treasury, a more modest increase could be
considered. Most ranching families earn less
than $28,000 per year, and an increase of the
magnitude proposed here today will simply put
them over the edge. Once bankrupt and un-
employed, they won't be paying grazing fees,
or income taxes. Revenues to the Treasury
will fall.

Mr. Chairman, legitimate concerns can be
addressed. The Clinton program is not about
resolving concerns. It is about eliminating
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grazing from public lands. | urge the defeat of
the Synar-Regula motion to instruct, and sup-
port for the Senate amendment to block imple-
mentation of the Clinton policy.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, the
motion to instruct conferees on the fiscal year
1994 Interior Appropriations bill to raise graz-
ing fees could devastate rural communities in
the West and set a very bad precedent. We
should not raise grazing fees 130 percent: It is
not justified because of environmental rea-
sons. The Bureau of Land Management found
that public rangelands are in better condition
than any time this century. It is not for budget
reasons a recent Heritage Foundation study
found what westerners have known for some
time—that public lands grazing is not priced
below market value and that higher grazing
fees could actually result in less Federal reve-
nue, with millions of additional dollars having
to be spent on fencing and other improve-
ments to the land. If bids were taken the graz-
ing fees would probably be less. Indeed, the
former Director of the BLM predicts that if
ranchers were eliminated from Federal lands,
costs to the Federal Government for range-
land management would increase by as much
as 50 percent. | urge this body to let the Sen-
ate language prevdil and that in the next year
we examine the possibility of bidding or other-
wise assuring a fair market value.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, this is not gridiock,
this is a total roadblock.

Despite overwhelming public support for
raising Federal fees charged for grazing live-
stock on public lands, the other body has
voted to preclude the Clinton administration
from implementing this necessary reform. | be-
lieve that we should approve the Regula mo-
tion to instruct conferees, and reject the Sen-
ate amendment extending the freeze on graz-
ing fees. We must allow the President to act.

For decades, a small group of ranchers rep-
resenting only 2 percent of all livestock pro-
ducers, has enjoyed the benefits of an out-
dated and unfair grazing fee policy that is both
financially and environmentally unsound. By
effectively limiting Federal grazing fees to only
one-fifth of the those charged by private land-
owners, this program inflicts a double wham-
my on the taxpayer: costing the Government
in lost revenue and preventing the collection of
sufficient fees to administering the program or
to cover the cost of restoring habitats dam-
aged by grazing.

By supporting the Regula motion, the Mem-
bers of this House can take an important first
step in bringing about the long overdue end to
Federal subsidies of livestock grazing on pub-
lic lands. | intend to take this unique oppor-
tunity to protect the American taxpayer and
our environment, and | urge my colleagues to
join me in my support of this motion.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, the House of
Representatives has approved legislation in
each of the past several years to increase the
fees for grazing on land administered by the
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest
Service. In every instance, the House-passed
language has been removed from the final
measure by Senate conferees.

Recently, the Secretary of the Interior took
the initiative by proposing increased grazing
fees over the next 3 years within the context
of overall rangeland reform. This action is in
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the proposed rulemaking stage, and public
comment is being received. An amendment to
H.R. 2520, however, could derail this process
by prohibiting spending any funds to continue
any action involving the proposed rulemaking.
This language, offered by Senator DOMENICI of
New Mexico places a 1-year moratorium on
the reform process. Even though | do not en-
dorse the broad scope of the Secretary’s pro-
posal, | cannot support the intent of the Do-
menici amendment to delay these reforms. We
have avoided real reform in the area of graz-
ing fees for far too long.

| recognize that fair value grazing is not a
realistic alternative for many Western ranch-
ers. Some reform, however, is necessary in
order to bring this subsidy into line with the
costs to the Federal Government. | favor a fair
resolution to ensure that the fee increases are
reasonable. But if the Domenici amendment is
retained, then there will be no compromise on
grazing fees for at least another year.

In 1992, | voted with 244 of my colleagues
to reform this program, which effectively sub-
sidizes ranchers at a cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment of more than $50 million a year.
Today, we are considering a motion to permit
the process of reform to proceed. | believe
that it is important that we move toward a res-
olution of this issue. Therefore, | intend to vote
for the motion to instruct the House conferees
to reject the Domenici amendment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to support
the administration's efforts to comprehensively
reform grazing practices on our public lands. |
want to stress the word “reform."”

| have consistently opposed attempts in this
body to levy punitive grazing fee increases on
ranchers in the West. | said that any fee in-
crease should be part of a comprehensive
proposal to grazing practices. The administra-
tion's proposal passes that test.

| don't necessarily support every detail of
Secretary Babbitt's proposal. But | flat-out op-
pose the Senate's effort to stifle debate on
long overdue rangeland management reforms.
The Senate's position would prevent the ad-
ministration from even reviewing comments
from the public on its proposal, including con-
structive suggestions from the ranching com-
munity. It would prevent any meaningful re-
forms for the next year. This debate has noth-
ing to do with protecting congressional prerog-
atives; it has everything to do with protecting
a system that no longer serves the public in-
terest.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition
to the Regula motion and do so as a sup-
porter of rangeland reform.

Let me state at the outset that the current
grazing fee formula needs to be reformed and
a grazing fee increase is warranted. Unfortu-
nately, there is the appearance that the ad-
ministration has already set a new grazing fee
target and is now in the process of justifying
the proposed increase. It appears as though a
decision has been made on the new grazing
fee level before the rulemaking process has
been completed. Before embracing a pro-
posed fee increase, there must be an open
and fair process that entertains the concerns
and interests of all parties, including industry.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the practical ef-
fect of the moratorium will be minimal. Under
the current rulemaking process, a final rule on
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rangeland reform will not likely be imple-
mented until the fall of next year, about the
time the proposed moratorium would expire.
The process can continue to move forward
unimpeded during this time.

| support rangeland reform, but | want a
constructive, open and fair process to achieve
it. Therefore, | will oppose the Regula amend-
ment. Simply let the administration know that
| want an inclusive process, free from pre-
determined outcomes.

Ms. LOWEY, Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio to instruct the House con-
ferees to reject the Senate amendment to the
bill imposing a 1-year moratorium on adminis-
tration actions to establish market-rate grazing
fees and enact other rangeland reforms.

We have an opportunity to begin reinventing
Government today by telling the House con-
ferees that we will wait no longer to end the
senseless waste of taxpayer dollars and sen-
sitive rangelands caused by Federal grazing
subsidies.

The Vice President's reinventing Govern-
ment task force recently issued its report
which called on the Federal Government to
charge market-rate prices for the use of Fed-
eral property. Undercharging for grazing rights
encourages environmentally harmful overgraz-
ing and provides ranchers on Federal lands an
unfair advantage over their competitors who
must pay market rates for grazing privileges.

Year after year, Members of this body have
struggled to reform Federal rangeland policies
only to lose to the special interests. | have
supported those efforts and this year | intro-
duced legislation of my own to direct the De-
partment of Interior to charge market rates for
grazing privileges on Federal lands. This
measure would save an estimated $80 million
over the next 5 years.

The Department of Interior, headed by Sec-
retary Babbitt, has signaled its intention to
move forward with grazing policy reforms that
include charging market rates for grazing privi-
leges. The proponents of the Senate morato-
rium want to block the Interior Department's
efforts to end this wasteful subsidy. They want
to prolong the gridlock and preserve a sweet-
heart deal that the Federal Government has
been giving to some cattle rangers all these
years.

It is time to take a stand for the national in-
terest. It is time to tell the privileged few, who
have been enjoying special treatment at the
expense of the American taxpayer, to pay
their way like everyone else.

Mr. Speaker, | can think of better ways to
spend the estimated $80 million that Federal
grazing subsidies will cost the American peo-
ple over the next 5 years—by reducing the
Federal deficit, by enhancing our commitment
to education, by investing in our neglected in-
frastructure.

These are the choices that the American
people sent us here to make. | urge my col-
leagues who have expressed support for re-
inventing Government to vote for reinventing
Government today. Support the Regula motion
to instruct the conferees.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, today the House
spoke on an issue of great importance to our
Nation’s ranching and livestock industry. By a
majority vote, the House instructed its con-
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ferees for the fiscal year 1994 Department of
the Interior and related agencies appropria-
tions bill to insist disagreement to Senate
amendment No. 123, which would place a
moratorium on the Clinton administration's ef-
forts to reform the Federal Government’s pol-
icy for livestock grazing on public lands.

As a supporter of this motion to instruct con-
ferees, | would like to state that | am firmly
committed to a healthy and productive live-
stock industry in the United States. | do be-
lieve however, that the time has come for de-
finitive action on the question of grazing fees
and rangeland management reform. It is in
this spirit that | cast my vote in favor of the
motion to instruct the House conferees.

| would like to state, Mr. Speaker, that my
vote for the motion does not necessarily con-
stitute support for any specific recommenda-
tion or provision contained in Secretary Bruce
Babbitt's proposed reforms. Rather, my vote
indicates my strong desire to continue the re-
form dialog. To date, the administration has
held five public meetings in the West and has
heard from thousands of people. In December,
when a draft environmental impact statement
and draft regulations on the proposed reforms
will be released, there will be additional oppor-
tunities for input from the public. My vote
today was for the continuation of this process.

For years now, Congress has attempted to
bring stability to the manner in which the Fed-
eral Government manages its rangelands. And
for years, Congress has been unable to agree
on a solution. What is needed today is not a
continuation of this gridlock, but an end to the
grazing fees debate that has produced so
much uncertainly for ranchers and others
throughout the country.

With this said, Mr. Speaker, | want to high-
light the important fact that by its action today,
the House is not relinquishing its ability to leg-
islatively change any administration plan for
reform or to develop its own reform measures.
As a Member of Congress and an Arizonan
committed to a productive livestock industry, |
will be closely watching the continued devel-
opment of the administration’s proposed re-
forms for the management of Federal range-
lands and the grazing fees system.

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Regula motion. Most agree that
public land use policy should be examined
and updated. However, the administration
rangeland plan goes too far and totally ignores
the role of Congress in managing our federal
lands.

Congress has a role, which is as it should
be, since we represent districts which in many
cases are 50 percent, 70 percent or 90 per-
cent owned by the Federal Government. The
people who are impacted by the proposed 130
percent fee increase must have a voice in the
process.

Such a massive increase in the grazing fee
would have a devastating impact on many
livestock producers in my district and across
the west. The Federal Government owns al-
most 70 percent of the land in Utah. In most
of the rural counties in my district, the Federal
Government owns over 90 percent of the land;
in several, it owns 98 percent. This high level
of federal ownership presents economic and
other challenges which my colleagues from
the East cannot even imagine. In my district,
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as in most western states, there is little
choice. Either you graze public land or you go
out of business.

My colleagues should make no mistake
about it. The increase in the grazing fee which
the administration is proposing would put
many livestock producers in my district and
across the West out-of-business. A wide range
of unanticipated costs would result. The most
serious are the social and human costs in
small rural communities. But since the pro-
ponents of an increase in grazing fees insist
on trying to frame the debate in purely dollar
terms, let me briefly mention a couple of the
direct dollars costs to the Federal Govern-
ment.

A direct, but hidden cost would be the in-
creased expenditures for entitlement programs
as we destroy the ability of many of our citi-
zens in the rural West to earn a living. Before
we allow any increase in grazing fees in the
guise of providing a fair return to the treasury,
it would seem wise to me to determine wheth-
er such a change would result in net gain or
loss to the treasury. This has not been done.

Another hidden impact would be upon
banks. Banks in rural communities which have
in the past accepted a grazing permit as loan
collateral would be increasingly stressed by
the bankruptcies which would result by this ac-
tion by the administration. The value of graz-
ing permits has plummeted in the face of
these proposed increases significantly reduc-
ing the collateral value of the permit securing
these loans. Some banks could fail. Others
could be so badly hurt that they would not be
able to provide the money needed by the pri-
vate sector to enhance the economies and
quality of life in these rural areas. This unfortu-
nate chain of events, in turn, could slow the
growth of the national economy with con-
seqguences for the nation as a whole.

Let me cite just one other impact. As the
base of rural counties erodes, so does their
ability to provide the basic services to the mil-
lions of visitors to the federal lands. Most of
my colleagues are not aware that the counties
provide landfills for garbage, pay for search
and rescue activities, provide police protection
and law enforcement on most public lands and
a wide range of other services with no or very
little compensation by the Federal Govern-
ment. The cost to the Federal Government to
provide these services in my district would far
exceed the relatively small amount of money
the increased grazing fees would return to the
treasury.

If the evidence were clear that grazing fees
were indeed below the fair market value, |
could understand the desire of some in this
body and in the administration to raise fees
quickly. But the data from a number of studies
suggest that even at the current rate, it actu-
ally costs more to graze on public land than to
graze on comparable private land. There cer-
tainly is no subsidy to livestock producers and
grazing fees in the west are certainly not
below fair market value.

It is particularly disturbing to me that the de-
cision by the administration to increase graz-
ing fees ignores this evidence. Equity de-
mands that the burden of proving the insuffi-
ciency of the current grazing fees should rest
with those who would seek to raise them.
There has yet to be a thorough and in depth
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public discussion of these studies and analy-
ses by the administration. Indeed, as the fa-
mous leaked Sweeney/Wyman memo so fre-
quently referred to here today and in recent
debate in the other body makes abundantly
clear, the Interior Department apparently had
its mind made up to raise grazing fees long
ago, regardless of the facts of the situation. |
hope that the leak of that memo proves suffi-
ciently embarrassing that the Department will
now seriously and honestly look at all the facts
and engage in good faith in a public debate on
this issue.

That is all the moratorium language in the
conference report seeks to accomplish. By
postponing the implementation of any in-
creased grazing fees for a year, all of us, Con-
gress, the public, livestock producers and oth-
ers will have the time to fully debate this
issue. | am confident that this review will show
that what the administration proposes is not
only unwise but unjustified.

The economic impact upon thousands of
good, hard working people across the West
could be devastating if this proposed action by
the administration is undertaken precipitously.
There is no harm or damage which would re-
sult from waiting. The only prudent course is
to support the moratorium and provide both
the time and the incentive for all parties to
gather and debate the facts and make a rea-
soned decision.

| urge my colleagues to oppose the Regula
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MONTGOMERY). The question is on the
motion to instruct offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

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

order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-

sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 314, nays

109, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 465]
YEAS—314

Abercrombie Borskl Coppersmith
Ackerman Boucher Costello
Andrews (ME) Brooks Coyne
Andrews (NJ) Browder Cramer
Andrews (TX) Brown (CA) Danner
Applegate Brown (FL) Darden
Archer Brown (OH) de la Garza
Bacchus (FL) Bryant Deal
Bachus (AL) Byrne DeFazio
Baesler Cantwell DeLauro
Barca Cardin Dellums
Barlow Carr Derrick
Barrett (WI) Castle Deutsch
Bartlett Chapman Diaz-Balart
Becerra Clay Dickey
Bellenson Clayton Dicks
Bereuter Clement Dixon
Berman Clinger Duncan
Bevill Clyburn Durbin
Bilirakis Coble Edwards (CA)
Bishop Coleman Engel
Blackwell Collins (GA) English (OK)
Blute Collins (IL) Eshoo
Boehlert Collins (MI) Evans
Bonior Cooper Everett

Evi-

Farr
Fawell
Flelds (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Fogllstta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (N.J)
Furse
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gllchrest
Gillmor
Gllman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss

Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings
Hefner
Hilltard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn

Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kleczka
Klein

Klug
Knollenberg
Kreldler
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
Laughlin
Lazlo
Leach

Allard
Armey
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcla
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bilbray
Bllley
Boehner

Levin
Levy
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinskil
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCloskey
MecCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McKinney
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Mtller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelos!
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge

NAYS—109

Bontilla
Brewster
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Combest
Condit
Cox
Crane

Roemer
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowsk!
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sawyer
Saxton
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw

Shays
Shepherd
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stark
Stearns
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreter

Dunn
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
English (AZ)
Ewing

Fazio
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Fields (TX) Kyl Rogers
Frost LaRocco Roth
Gallegly Lehman Sarpalius
Gekas Lewls (CA) Schaefer
Geren Lewls (FL) Schiff
Gingrich Lightfoot Skeen
Grams Livingston Smith (OR)
Hall (TX) Manzullo Smith (TX)
Hancock McCandless Stenholm
Hansen MeCollum Stump
Hastert McCrery Sundquist
Hayes Mcinnis Talent
Hefley McKeon Tauzin
Herger Montgomery Taylor (NC)
Houghton Moorhead Thomas (CA)
Huffington Myers Thomas (WY)
Hunter Nussle Vucanovich
Hutchinson Orton Walker
Inhofe Packard Walsh
Johnson (SD) Paterson (MN) Willlams
Johnson, Sam Pombo Wolf
Kingston Pomeroy Young (AK)
Kolbe Quillen
Kopetski Roberts

NOT VOTING—10
Conyers Lloyd Smith (MI)
Dingell McDade Spratt
Grandy Michel
Klink Serrano
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Mr. LIVINGSTON changed his vote
from “‘yea’ to ‘‘nay."”
Messrs. LEVY, COBLE, BACHUS of
Alabama, and EVERETT changed their

vote from “‘nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the motion to instruct was agreed

to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

PENNY). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees on
H.R. 2520, Department of the Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriations

Act, 1994: Messrs. YATES, MURTHA,
Dicks, BEVILL, SKAGGS, COLEMAN,
NATCHER, REGULA, MCDADE, KOLBE,

and PACKARD.
There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
motion just agreed to. :

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

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1734

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn as a cosponsor of H.R. 1734.

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

There was no objection.
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2519, DEPARTMENTS OF
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1994

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2519)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1994, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ROGERS moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 2519, be instructed to agree to
the first proviso of the Senate amendment
numbered 147, with an amendment that reads
as follows:

In leu of the first proviso in Senate
amendment numbered 147, insert the follow-
ing:

“Provided, That none of the funds appro-
priated in this paragraph shall be available
for arrearage payments to the United Na-
tions until the Secretary of State certifies to
the Congress that the United Nations has es-
tablished an independent office with respon-
sibilities and powers substantially similar to
offices of Inspectors General authorized by
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed”

Mr. ROGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, my mo-
tion would instruct the House con-
ferees to agree to a Senate provision,
authored by Senator DOMENICI, requir-
ing the United Nations to create an in-
spector general's office before receiving
any more U.S. arrearage payments in
fiscal 1994.

The United Nations must be re-
formed. That has been Congress’ ery so
often in the last 10 years that we are
beginning to sound like a broken
record. The American people, who pay
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25 percent of the United Nations gen-
eral budget and 31.7 percent, Mr.
Speaker, of the international peace-
keeping budget of the United Nations,
people will be charged almost $1.5 bil-
lion in assessed contributions to the
United Nations in 1994.

This does not include the hundreds of
millions of dollars our constituents
will give in voluntary contributions to
the United Nations not contained in
this bill. That is a huge investment,
and we are entitled to know how our
money is being spent. And we do not.

Almost 80 percent of the general
budget of the United Nations is being
used to pay for 14,000 employees of the
U.N. Secretariat alone, workers who
enjoy some of the most generous em-
ployment benefits around, including
salaries which are guaranteed at rates
15 to 20 percent higher than the highest
comparable private sector, salaries
which, I might add, are tax free, Mr.
Speaker.

They have additional payments of
$1,270 per year per dependent child.
They are guaranteed 100 percent cost-
of-living increases. These 14,000 em-
ployees at the Secretariat alone enjoy
vacations of up to 2 months per year,
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They have payments to cover three-
fourths of all education costs including
college, for each of their children, and
they have one of the world’s best re-
tirement systems.

No wonder U.N. programs are forced
to scrounge for other sources of fund-
ing—including coming back to Uncle
Sam for voluntary contributions.

And, would you believe, the Sec-
retary-General has called for higher
pay for U.N. staff members.

With personnel policies like these, no
wonder Richard Thornburgh, during his
tenure as head of management at the
United Nations found:

Too many deadwood staff members
doing too little work and too few good
staff members doing too much.

Featherbedding to preserve unneces-
sary U.N. jobs at all costs.

In one instance, management sabo-
taged attempts to eliminate 500
unneeded jobs, a move costing the
United Nations $20 million per year.

Lucrative consulting contracts given
to retired and even dismissed employ-
eea.

In addition we are treated to all too
frequent press accounts of questionable
U.N. spending, including:

$110,000 to refurbish the home of the
head of the U.N. peacekeeping mission
in Cambodia,;

Millions spent to generate thousands
of U.N. publications on such worth-
while topics as ‘““Imperialism: The Last
Stage of Capitalism.”

And the list goes on, and on, and on.

Obviously, no one at the United Na-
tions is minding the store.

At a time when the United Nations is
reported to face tremendous financial
crisis, how can this be?
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According to the Richard
Thornburgh’s review of the United Na-
tions—the United Nations is almost to-
tally lacking in any effective mecha-
nism to deal with waste, fraud, and
abuse.

To bring about much needed reform,
Thornburgh recommended to the Unit-
ed Nations that it immediately estab-
lish an inspector general’s office.

He is not alone in his cry:

President Clinton called for an IG in
his speech at the United Nations ear-
lier this week.

Vice President GORE recommended
the immediate creation of a U.N. IG in
his national performance review.

Unbelievable, their calls for an in-
spector general face stiff opposition at
the United Nations—even from some of
our traditional allies.

It is beyond me as to how anyone
could oppose an inspector general
whose function would be to:

Evaluate and recommend policies to
promote economy, efficiency, and ef-
fectiveness;

Prevent and detect fraud and abuse;

Keep the U.N. Secretary General and
the member States fully informed
about problems in the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, an inspector general is
our chance to get true reforms at the
United Nations.

It is time this Congress put some
muscle behind the President's call for
reform. The vote on my motion is a
vote for U.N. reform. it is a vote for ac-
countability.

The American public, which, let me
once again remind my colleagues, will
provide over $1 billion to the United
Nations this year, demands no less of
its government, and we must demand
no less of the United Nations.

As the Vice President said in his na-
tional performance review, we must
‘‘prove to the American people that
their tax dollars will be treated with
respect for the hard work that earned
them.”’

My colleagues, I do not believe the
United Nations has treated the Amer-
ican taxpayer with respect.

Prove to your constituents that you
want the U.N. waste to stop.

Support my motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for my
motion to instruct, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
former Attorney General Thornburgh
was appointed in the last administra-
tion as the Under Secretary General
for Management at the United Nations,

- and he made the recommendation that

they have an inspector general. Our
present Ambassador to the United Na-
tions, Albright, has recommended they
have an inspector general, and they are
moving in that direction. The Presi-
dent has called for them to have an in-
spector general.

The Senate bill has about two pages
of wording in it referring to this sub-
ject matter. Then the gentleman from
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Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] has an im-
proved version, I think, but the gist of
what we are talking about is, they need
an inspector general, and they need to
move that way as fast as possible, I do
not think there is any disagreement
about the objectives.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote for
the gentleman’s motion. There is a dif-
ference in the wording, obviously, be-
tween what the gentleman has in his
motion and what they have in the Sen-
ate bill, but I think whatever it is, we
can work the wording out. The gist of
it is that we want them to have an in-
spector general.

Mr. Speaker, I was a sponsor of the
first inspector general in the Govern-
ment here in the United States. It was
for the Department of Agriculture. The
idea is that they should have someone
working at all times, looking for
things that ought to be corrected and
reporting back to the people who can
do something about it, and exposing it.

That is the whole idea here. I do not
disagree with the idea, and I am going
to vote for the gentleman's motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
there further requests for time?

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

Mr. Speaker, I do not expect we will
consume anywhere near the time that
has been allotted. I plan to close very
briefly here if the gentleman from Iowa
[(Mr. SMITH] wishes to do the same. We
should have a vote very soon, so those
who are watching the debate can be
thus advised.

Let me take just a few minutes. I
will be brief, Mr. Speaker. This is a
proposal that, although fresh on the
floor today, has been pushed for so
many years in a variety of forms. The
U.S. Congress and other institutions
have been requesting of the United Na-
tions some accountability for years
with no avail. It is a part of the bu-
reaucracy of the United Nations to re-
gist this kind of request. I understand
that. There are at least two schools of
thought within the United Nations
about whether or not this is a good
idea.

Most of the industrialized nations
have been requesting this for a long
time, and agree upon it. Many of the
Third World countries do not want it.
That is understandable. That is part of
the history of the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, we will
not see the needed reforms until we
take this action of withholding arrear-
age payment funds until our Secretary
of State certifies the United Nations
has complied with this request. It is
not unreasonable. In fact, it is very
sensible, and will make a better United
Nations, and of course, better account-
ability of the funds that our taxpayers
and all others around the world give to
the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, the founders in 1945 did
not mean for the United Nations to end

Are

up as it is now, in this bureaucratic
maze. 1 am quoting from a story in the
press recently: ‘‘The whole U.N. civil
service got hijacked by the Cold War
and decolonization,”” said Donald
McHenry, the former U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations

‘‘As many experts point out, the U.N.
grew as it did because its members
wanted it to. For the Third World
countries, the United Nations offered
jobs for politicians’ brothers-in-law and
gave them a world platform for their
problems. The major powers went
along.

“Hiring for U.N. offices was rather
like patronage hiring in the old Chi-
cago Streets and Sanitation Depart-
ment—except that Streets and Sanita-
tion actually picked up garbage, while
the United Nations only complained
about it,”’ Charles Lipson, a University
of Chicago Professor of International
Politics, recently told a U.S. panel
studying the United Nations

So it has developed over the years,
into the bureaucracy that needs to be
reformed. The only way to do it is as
we have done in the past. The Kasse-
baum-Solomon amendment, which
began these arrearages 4 years ago, the
money was withheld for the purposes of
extracting some reforms in the United
Nations.
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Now we need to take the next step.

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope we can have
a very positive vote on this motion to
instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENNY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS].

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0,
not voting 13, as follows:

Evi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Archer
Armey
Bacchus (FL)
Bachus (AL)
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger

Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WD)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Betlenson
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blackwell
Bllley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Byrne
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Cardin
Carr

Castle
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley

[Roll No. 466)
YEAS—420

Doollittle
Dornan
Dreler
Dunean
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fawell
Fazto
Fields (LA)
Flelds (TX)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
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Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein

Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetskl
Kretdler

Kyl

LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos

LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolles-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
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Oberstar Roybal-Allard Synar
Obey Royce Talent
Olver Rush Tanner
Ortiz Sabo Tauzin
Orton Sanders Taylor (MS)
Owens Sangmelster Taylor (NC)
Oxley Santorum Tejeda
Packard Sarpalius Thomas (CA)
Pallone Sawyer Thomas (WY)
Parker Saxton Thompson
Pastor Schaefer Thornton
Paxon Schenk Thurman
Payne (NJ) Schiff Torkildsen
Payne (VA) Schroeder Torres
Pelost Schumer Torricell
Penny Scott Towns
Peterson (FL) Sensenbrenner Traficant
Peterson (MN) Serrano Tucker
Petrl Sharp Unsoeld
Plckle Shaw Upton
Pombo Shays Valentine
Pomeroy Shepherd Velazquez
Porter Shuster Vento
Portman Sisisky Visclosky
Poshard Skaggs Volkmer
Price (NC) Skeen Vucanovich
Pryce (OH) Skelton Walker
Quillen Slattery Walsh
Quinn Slaughter Washington
Rahall Smith (IA) Waters
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Watt
Rangel Smith (OR) Waxman
Ravenel Smith (TX) Weldon
Reed Snowe Wheat
Regula Solomon Whitten
Reynolds Spence Willlams
Richardson Spratt Wise
Ridge Stark Wolf
Roberts Stearns Woolsey
R Stenhol Wyden
Rogers Stokes Wynn
Rohrabacher Strickland Yates
Ros-Lehtinen Studds Young (AK)
Rose Stump Young (FL)
Rostenkowskl Stupak Zeliff
Roth Sundqulst Zimmer
Roukema Swett
Rowland Swift
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—13
Becerra Dingell Pickett
Brewster Gephardt Smith (MI)
Clement McCurdy Wilson
Collins (IL) McDade
Conyers Miller (CA)
01342

Mr. LAZIO changed his vote from
“nay' to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 466 on H.R. 2519 | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include therein extraneous
material on the motion to instruct
conferees on H.R. 2519 which was just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
PENNY]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Iowa?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. SMITH of
Iowa, CARR of Michigan, MOLLOHAN,
MORAN, SKAGGS, PRICE of North Caro-
lina, NATCHER, ROGERS, KOLBE, TAYLOR
of North Carolina, and MCDADE.

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2295,
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1994, AND SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE NEW
INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE
FORMER SOVIET UNION ACT, 1993

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 259 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 259

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2295) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1994, and making supplemental appro-
priations for such programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1993, and for other
purposes. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are walved. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLoMON], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 259
waives all points of order against the
conference report on H.R. 2295, the For-
eign Operations Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 1994 and against its consid-
eration. The rule further provides that
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment on the Foreign Operations Appro-
priations Act provides $13 billion in
new budget authority for fiscal year
1994. This amount is $1.6 billion below
the President’s request and is within
the 602(b) allocation.

The agreement displays a new policy
emphasis on emerging democracies and
provides a total of $2.5 billion in tech-
nical and humanitarian assistance for
the new Independent States of the
former Soviet Union and $390 million
for Eastern Europe and the Baltics.

The conference agreement provides
$5 billion for Israel and Egypt as well
as increased funding for the economic
support fund to accommodate assist-
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ance for the West Bank and Gaza. In
addition, the agreement provides $800
million for refugee and disaster assist-
ance to meet the current situation in
Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, as
well as other areas around the world.

The conference agreement provides
$784 million in development assistance
for Africa as well as $1 billion to assist
United States business to export Unit-
ed States goods abroad.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 259
will expedite consideration of this im-
portant conference agreement. I urge
my colleagues to support the rule and
the agreement, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding this side half the time.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
South Carolina has just indicated, we
have before us a rule that provides for
the timely consideration of the con-
ference report on the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1994,

This rule is typical of those that are
usually provided for conference reports
in that all points of order are waived.

There is a twofold reason for the
waivers.

First, the conference report contains
$1.6 billion in fiscal year 1993 assistance
for Russia.

In order for these funds to be made
available, the President must sign this
legislation into law before midnight to-
morrow night.

Thus, the 3-day layover has been
waived.

The second reason for waivers is sim-
ply the fact that Congress has not en-
acted a foreign aid authorization bill
into law since 1985. That was 8 years
ago.

Hence, virtually everything in this
conference report is unauthorized.

I must say that Members should ap-
preciate the work of the Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee in stepping into
the breach each year and, in effect,
writing the annual foreign aid bill.
They do a good job, even though I have
some problems in supporting foreign
aid in general.

Turning now to the substance of the
conference report itself, Mr. Speaker, I
am compelled to oppose this legislation
on final passage. I will do so because of
my continuing reservations about aid
for Russia, aid that might take the
form of direct assistance to the Gov-
ernment or to the central bank of Rus-
sia.

1 have opposed this kind of assistance
in the past, and I will continue to op-
pose it in the future until a fully demo-
cratic government is in place in Mos-
cow and Soviet troops are completely
and once and for all out of the Baltic
nations.

In Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia,
those Soviet troops are still there.
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My further concern is simply the
question of where this assistance is
going.

The situation in Russia is so chaotic,
and we all are watching it on TV by the
hour, I remain unconvinced that we
can tell with any certainty exactly
who is getting this assistance and how
effectively they are using it.

Given the track record of so many
foreign aid programs in so many coun-
tries in which, by hook or by crook,
the government itself or government-
controlled entities get their hands on
it, I am not convinced the situation in
Russia will turn out to be any dif-
ferent. It rarely does.

I must also say that the amount of
money involved strikes me as being too
much for a token, but not enough to
really make a difference—even if it
were to be used with maximum effec-
tiveness which it will not be. Too many
former Communists still are in the
government and they still have their
fingers in this foreign aid pie.
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When one considers just how much it
is costing today to stabilize and rebuild
the former East Germany, a country
only one-tenth the size of Russia, we
can get an idea of just how much it will
cost eventually to repair Russia after
T4 years of communism. All of the
money in the world would not be
enough to do it, Mr. Speaker. The Rus-
sians themselves will have to pull it all
together by a sincere, all-out effort to
completely democratize their country,
including a free market system. They
are vacillating back and forth, not
really doing it. The only way they can
establish a free market system is by
attracting private capital and private
investment from outside the country
itself. They cannot do that without en-
acting property rights laws, without
enacting commercial laws to protect
investments from American businesses
and industry that might want to do
business there. They must absolutely
establish a judiciary system that is
free of political interference, like we
have in this country, to guarantee pro-
tection under the law. Otherwise their
laws are not worth 2 cents, and nobody
in their right mind is going to put
money into Russia from our private
sector.

Mr. Speaker, we should not be giving
the Russian Government, or their
central bank, American tax dollars. It
ought to be going from the private sec-
tor here to the private sector there in
the form of loans or investments so
that we can get a return on that in-
vestment in this country.

Mr. Speaker, there is an old philoso-
phy that says, “Do not give them fish,
do not give them money to buy fish.
Teach them how to fish, and they will
feed themselves."" This philosophy is
not represented in this foreign aid ap-
propriations legislation. This is the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

philosophy we ought to be living by be-
cause of the failure of foreign aid in the
past. I will vote no when this con-
ference report comes up for a vote later
on, after this rule has been passed.

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

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the provisions of House Resolution 259,
I call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2295) making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 1994, and
making supplemental appropriations
for such programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1993, and for
other purposes. .

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRYANT). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 259, the conference report is con-
sidered as read. (For conference report
and statement, see proceedings of the
House of September 28, 1993, at page
HT159.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 8 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, before I begin to de-
scribe what is in this conference re-
port, I would like to pay special tribute
to a group of people who are often ma-
ligned in the popular press and in the
court of public opinion, namely the
congressional staffers who helped put
together this bill: Terry Peel, Bill
Schuerch, Mark Murray, Mike Marek,
Laurie Maes, Karen Brown, Dean
Sackett, Jim Kulikowski, and the two
people who gave us tremendous tech-
nical assistance from the agencies
themselves, Bob Lester and Carol
Schwab and a number of others. I sim-
ply want to say that, if we take into
account the hundreds of witnesses our
committee has before it each year, if
we take into account the hundreds of
staff who accompany each and every
one of those witnesses, if we take into
account the hundreds of public groups
and the hundreds of interest groups
who are constantly inquiring of the
committee about one or another of the
madtters in this package, and if we real-
ize that all of the staff work to respond
to all of those problems is done by
roughly seven people, I think it is an
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amazing accomplishment, and I am
very grateful to all of them on both
sides of the aisle, as I am to the associ-
ate staff members who have also as-
sisted the subcommittee membership.

I also want to say that this is, very
largely, a new subcommittee this year.
We have on the Democratic side my-
self, and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. WiLsoN], and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. YATES] who have served on
the subcommittee in the past, but then
we have the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. OLVER], the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PELOSI], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES],
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO], and the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. LOWEY] who have
served on the subcommittee but a
short time. On the Republican side we
have the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER], and the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. LicHTFoOT], the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] and the rank-
ing Republican, the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] who have
performed yeoman's service on the bill
and who have at all times conducted
themselves in an absolutely bipartisan
fashion.

I would dare to say, Mr. Speaker,
that I cannot recall a single partisan
comment made by any Member on ei-
ther side of the aisle during the hear-
ings, markups or conference, and I
really believe that the way members of
this subcommittee, and the way the
staff on this subcommittee, conduct
themselves is really a case study in the
way Congress ought to perform. I very
much appreciate the help that we have
gotten from each and every one of
them.

Let me simply say that this bill is
$1.1 billion below last year's spending
level. It is $1.4 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request. It is $373,000 below the
bill as it left the House. It is $461 mil-
lion below our subcommittee alloca-
tion under the 602(b) section of the
budget. We have seen a lot of writing in
the popular press, and elsewhere, lately
about the need to reform foreign assist-
ance and the need to reduce military
aid now that the cold war has ended. I
want to simply point out that in the
years since I have become chairman of
this committee this bill has dropped
from $16.5 billion total to $12.5 billion
today, and that would not have hap-
pened without the bipartisan coopera-
tion of each and every member of the
subcommittee.

I would also point out that the mili-
tary aid, as a share of this bill, has
dropped from 40 percent as a share of
the bill in 1985 to 24.6 percent today,
which is a very large reduction, and I
think it reflects the new realities in
the world.

I also want to make the point that
this bill, in spite of those overall budg-
et reductions, provides $2'% billion to
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meet our highest new priority, assist-
ance to the former republics in the So-
viet Union. There is also room in the
bill for the beginning of the $500 mil-
lion aid proposition that the adminis-
tration has been discussing with re-
spect to the Middle East to assist the
Palestinians as we move toward peace
in that region. This committee has al-
ways made refugees our No. 1 priority,
and we did again this year despite the
fact that we had very deep cuts in a
significant number of programs. We
have an increase in this budget for ref-
ugees. We also make enhancing the
ability of this country to export our
commercial products a high priority
because we provide $1 billion to the Ex-
port-Import Bank to facilitate our ex-
ports to the rest of the world, and we
institute, or we begin the process of in-
stituting, virtually each and every re-
form mentioned by the Gore Commis-
sion including requiring that AID begin
to downsize the number of missions
that it has around the world by elimi-
nating 12 of those missions this year.

0O 1400
So I think this subcommittee can
truthfully say that if you take a look

at what we have done and what we
have required the administration to do
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before they can get the second half of
the money in this bill, we have vir-
tually put into place all of the reform
actions suggested by the Gore Commis-
sion.

With respect to the earmarks in the
bill, when the bill left the House we
had no earmarks. The Senate had 27.
We come back from conference with
only four. I think that is a very good
record.

We have a number of legislative limi-
tations in the bill as well, limitations
on assistance, such as, for example, the
limitation on Soviet aid if they provide
any significant assistance to Cuba.
There was a waiver authority that we
provided for the President in that in-
stance. In my view, he will not need to
use that waiver authority, because I do
not define in any way what the Soviet
Union has been doing as supplying as-
sistance. I think the relationship that
they have with Cuba with respect to
purchasing sugar is very similar to a
large number of other commercial rela-
tionships that countries often have
with each other around the world, and
does not in any way constitute assist-
ance.

I would also say that it is necessary
for this House to pass this bill today,
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because, as was indicated in discussion
on the rule, we have in this bill a sig-
nificant amount of assistance which is
funded through 1993 supplemental ap-
propriations for the Soviet Union. If we
do not enact this bill before the end of
the fiscal year, that portion of the bill
will be inoperative.

So I simply want to say I think this
bill meets the desires of the taxpayers
to be fiscally frugal. I think it cer-
tainly responds to the new realities
around the world.

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay special
tribute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the ranking Re-
publican. This is his first year as rank-
ing Republican. I think the gentleman
has done a very good job in acquainting
himself with all of the many programs
that this bill has. He has conducted
himself in an absolutely bipartisan
fashion. You will never doubt for a mo-
ment when you deal with the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] that you are dealing with a con-
servative Republican, and there is
nothing wrong with that. But I very
much appreciate the professional way
he has gone about our business.
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS, FY 1994 (H.R. 2295)

Conference
FY 1683 FY 1984 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senaly Conf enacted
TITLE Wl - MILITARY ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
International Military Education and Training 42,500,000 42,500,000 21,250,000 21,250,000 21,250,000 -21,250,000
Foreign Military Financing Program:
Grants 3,300,000,000 3,231,657,000 3,175,000,000 3,123,558,000 3,149,278,000 -150,721,000
(Limitation on administrative exp ) (28,000,000} (25,558,000) (23,558,000) (23,558,000) (23,558,000 (-2,442,000)
Direct concessional loans:
Subsidy appropriati 148,000,000 120,263,000 48,530,000 48,530,000 48,530,000 -102,470,000
Administrative exper 200,000 184,000 -200,000
(Estimated loan program) (855,000,000) (855,000,000) (769,500,000} {768,500,000) (788,500,000) (-85,500,000)
FMF program level (4,155,000,000)  (4,086,657,000)  (3,944,500,000)  (3,883,058,000) (3,818,778,000) (-236,221,000)
Subtotal, Foreign military financing program..........c.esssssssass 3,448,200,000 3,352,114,000 3,221,530,000 3,170,088,000 3,185,808,000 253,391,000
Reappropriation (deobligation/recbligation) authority (sec. 515)
Foreign military fi ing 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 +500,000
Total, Foreign military assistance 3,449,200,000 3,352,614,000 3,222,030,000 3,170,588,000 3,1986,308,000 -252,891,000
Special Defense Acquisition Fund:
(Limitation on obligations) (225,000,000) (-225,000,000)
Fund eliminati -266,000,000 -266,000,000 -2686,000,000 -2686,000,000 -266,000,000
P keeping operati 27,166,000 77,166,000 75,623,000 62,500,000 75,623,000 +48,457,000
Nonproliferation and D Fund. 50,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 + 10,000,000
Total, title 1il, Military assistance prog 3,518,866,000 3,256,280,000 3,062,803,000 2,898,338,000 3,037,182,000 -481,684,000
(Limitation on obligations) (251,000,000 (25,558,000) (23,558,000) (23,558,000) {29,558,000) (-227,442,000)
(Esti d loan program) (855,000,000) (855,000, (768,500,000} (768,500,000) (769,500,000) (-85,500,000)
TITLE IV - EXPORT ASSISTANCE
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES
Limitation of Program Activity:
Subsidy appropriati 757,000,000 757,000,000 700,000,000 1,000,000,000 1,000,000,000 +243,000,000
(Esti d loan program) (15,500,000,000)  (16,500,000,000) (-15,500,000,000)
Administrati P 45,683,000 46,205,000 45,368,000 45,366,000 45,368,000 -314,000
Negatf bsidy -16,533,000 -51,783,000 -51,783,000 -51,783,000 51,783,000 -35,250,000
Total, Export-impor Bank of the United States............ccccocusnennn 786,150,000 751,512,000 693,586,000 993,588,000 693,588,000 +207,436,000
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Trade and Development Assistance
Trade and development 40,000,000 60,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000
Total, title IV, Export assistance 826,150,000 811,512,000 733,586,000 1,033,586,000 1,033,586,000 +207,436,000
(Estimated loan program) (15,500,000,000)  (16,500,000,000) (-15,500,000,000)
Grand total, all titles:
New budget (obligational) authority 26,257,377,903  14,425903,086  12,983,038,868 12,526,854,047  12,982,665,866 -13,274,712,037
Appropriati (26,257,377,003)  (14,425,993,066) (13,168,038,866) (12,781,954,047) (13,190,765,866)  (-13,066,612,037)
Rescissi (-255,100,000)  (-208,100,000) (-208,100,000)
(Limitation on obligations) (251,000,000 (25,558,000) (23,558,000) (23,558,000) (-227,442,000)
(Limitation on g d loans) (650,000,000) (375,027,000) (346,885,000)  ..oovvuunrrmrrrrinrinens (-650,000,000)
{Limitation on direct loans) (20,712,000) .. (18,161,000)
(Limitation on callable capital) (4,631,070,700)  (4,665,876,024) (3,188,161,384)  (4,080,600,884) (-540,469,806)
(Estimated level of direct/guaranteed I0BNS) ............cwsmmimmne (231,319,000) {110,000,000) (160,000,000) (135,000,000} (-96,319,000)
€ d loan program) (16,355,000,000)  (17,355,000,000) (768,500,000) (768,500,000)  (-15,585,500,000)
RECAP
TITLE | - MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
Contributions to Intemational Financial Institutions...........ccueeieee. 1,583,418,903 1,957,852,066 1,505,070,866 1,358,764,107 1,507,770,866 75,648,037
International organizations and prog 310,000,000 300,000,000 339,500,000 360,628,000 360,628,000 +50,628,000

Total, contribution for Multilateral Economic Assistance ........... 1,8683,418,903 2,347,852,066 1,844 570,866 1,718,302,107 1,868,308,866 25,020,037

TITLE Il - BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
Bilateral Development Assist, 4,158,382,000 4,075,578,000 3,838,807,000 3,761,217,840 3,868,517,000 -289,865,000
Economic Support Fund /Special Assistance Initiatives. 3,546,704,000 3,834,771,000 3,502,882,000 3,014,320,000 3,174,982,000 -371,722,000

Total, Bilateral E i 7,705,086,000 8,010,348,000 7,341,979,000 6,775,537,940 7,043,489,000 -661,587,000
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS, FY 1994 (H.R. 2295), continued

Conference
FY 1883 FY 1994 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted

Housing and other crodll guaranty programs:

Subsidy approp 16,407,000 16,407,000 16,078,000 16,078,000 16,078,000 -328,000

Operating 8,407,000 8,407,000 8,238,000 8,238,000 8,238,000 -168,000

(Estimated level of QUATANIBOD JORNS) ......vcreveeerrererrsssresssessasason (150,000,000) {110,000,000) (110,000,000) {110,000,000)  (110,000,000) (-40,000,000)

Subtotal, d lof it 2,387,163,000 2,285,250,000 2,158,202,000 2,058,082,000 2,154,102,000 -243,081,000
Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund .... 42,677,000 44,151,000 44,151,000 44,151,000 44,151,000 41,474,000
Operating expenses of the Agency for International

Develop 512,000,000 512,000,000 501,760,000 484,080,000 501,760,000 -10,240,000

(By transfer) {4,300,000) (-4,300,000)
Reform and d izi 3,000,000 +3,000,000
Oper'thg expenses afmo Agoncy for Intemazlonll

f t Office of Inspect 38,316,000 30,816,000 38,118,000 38,518,840 39,118,000 -188,000

Dobt turing 50,000,000 45,427,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 -43,000,000

Subtotal, Agency for International Develop 3,041,158,000 2,836,753,000 2,750,231,000 2,641,831,840 2,748,131,000 -292,025,000
Economic Initiatives

Economic support fund 2,670,000,000 2,582,000,000 2,364,562,000 2,280,500,000 2,384,562,000 -305,438,000

Rescission (sec. 545 (a)) -185,000,000 250,000,000 -203,000,000 203,000,000
International fund for Ireland 18,704,000 20,000,000 10,600,000  i.imisssivsmsmirmsosssrare 18,600,000 -104,000
Assistance for the Philippines:

Multilateral assistance initiative for the Philippines ..........cccccoeeeee 40,000,000 40,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 -40,000,000
Assistance for Eastern Europ 400,000,000 408,851,000 400,000,000 380,000,000 380,000,000 -10,000,000
Assistance for former republics of the Soviet Union.........coceiinennn 417,000,000 803,820,000 903,820,000 603,820,000 603,820,000 +188,820,000

(1983 Suppl an Operations) (630,000,000) (830,000,000} (630,000,000) (630,000,000) (+B830,000,000)

(1993 Supp! tal - Def (579,000,000} (878,000,000 (879,000,000} {879,000,000) (+879,000,000)
Demobilization and transition fund (1L Ti P — (28,000,000) (-29,000,000)

Subtotal, Economic Initiatives 3,546,704,000 3,834,771,000 3,502,582,000 3,014,320,000 3,174,582,000 -371,722,000

Total, Agency for international Development...........ccocovesssnnneene. 6,587,860,000 B,871,524,000 6,253,213,000 5,656,151,840 5,824,113,000 -863,747,000

Independent Agencies
African Development Foundation
Appropriati 16,905,000 16,805,000 18,905,000 16,805,000 (15 o ST e —
Inter-American Foundation
Appropriations. 30,860,000 30,960,000 30,340,000 30,860,000 30,660,000
O Private | t Corporation

Loan subsidies:

Direct 2,837,000 2,717,000 2,717,000 +2,717,000

G teed 9,800,000 6,863,000 6,348,000 6,348,000 -3,452,000

Total 8,800,000 9,800,000 9,065,000 8,065,000 -735,000

8,128,000 8,128,000 7,518,000 7,518,000 610,000

{Umilndlon on direct loans) (20,712,000) {18,161,000)

(Uimitation on g d loans) {850,000,000) (375,027,000) (346,885,000)  ......ocrrririsenmrniins (-850,000,000)
Total, O Private | Corporati 17,828,000 17,928,000 16,583,000 16,583,000 =1,345,000
Total, Funds Appropriated to the President...........cccceuecueinanninacs 6,653,653,000 6,837,317,000 6,317,041,000 5,720,589,840 5,988,561,000 -665,092,000

Peace Corps
Appropriati 218,146,000 218,745,000 218,745,000 216,745,000 218,745,000 + 1,588,000
Depariment of State

control 147,783,000 147,783,000 100,000,000 100,000,000 100,000,000 -47,783,000
Mcmirnl me Fu:llllaﬁon Fund (by transfer) ... (15,000,000) (-15,000,000)
1 and 620,688,000 640,688,000 670,688,000 670,688,000 670,688,000 +50,000,000

United States Emorgoncy Refugee and Migration
Assist Fund. 48,261,000 49,261,000 18,261,000 48,261,000 49,261,000

Anti-terrorism assisti 15,555,000 15,555,000 15,244,000 15,244,000 15,244,000 ,000
Total, Department of State 833,287,000 853,287,000 805,183,000 ' 835,183,000 835,193,000 + 1,806,000
Total, title I, Bilateral ' ist 7,705,088,000 8,010,349,000 7,341,879,000 6,775,537,940 7,043,499,000 661,587,000

Appropriath (7,705,086,000)  (8,010,348,000)  (7,526,878,000)  (7,030,637,940)  (7,251,589,000) (-453,487,000)
Rescissi (-185,000,000)  (-255,100,000)  (-208,100,000) {-208,100,000)
(By transfer) {48,300,000) (-48,300,000)

(Limitation on direct loans) (20,712,000} ... (19,161,000)
(Uimitation on guaranteed loans) (650,000,000) (375,027,000) (346,885,000)  ...ooirisimrsasnisnsnanns (-650,000,000)
(160,000,000} (135,000,000) (-96,318,000)

(Estimated level of direct/g d loans) (231,319,000)  (110,000,000)
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'FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS, FY 1994 (H.R. 2295), continued

Conference
FY 1963 FY 1984 compared wilh
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacled
TITLE il - MILITARY ASSISTANCE
Foreign Military Financing Program:
Grants. 3,300,000,000 3,231,657,000 3,175,000,000 3,123,558,000 3,148,278,000 -150,721,000
Direct bsidy costs 148,200,000 120,457,000 46,530,000 48,530,000 46,530,000 -102,670,000
(Uimitation on | loans) (855,000,000} (855,000,000} (768,500,000) (768,500,000) (768,500,000) (-85,500,000)
Subtotal, Foreign Military Financing Program:
Budget authority 3,449,200,000 3,352,114,000 3,221,530,000 3,170,088,000 3,185,809,000 -253,391,000
{Program level) (4,155,000,000)  (4,086,857,000)  (3,944,500,000)  (3,893,058,000)  (3,918,779,000) (-238,221,000)
Other, Military 68,668,000 -85,834,000 158,627,000 -171,750,000 -158,627,000 -228,283,000
Total, Military Assi Prog 3,518,868,000 3,258,260,000 3,082,803,000 2,908,338,000 3,037,182,000 481,684,000
TITLE IV - EXPORT ASSISTANCE
Export Ass 826,150,000 811,512,000 733,586,000 1,033,586,000 1,033,588,000 + 207,436,000
Total, all titles, excluding IMF 13,943,520,003  14,425803,086 12,983,038,866  12,526,854,047 12,882,665,866 -860,855,037
International Monetary Fund (IMF) 12,313,857,000 -12,313,857,000
Grand total, all titles 26,257 377,003  14,425,003,066 12,083,038,8668 12,526,854,047 12,982,665,866

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the foreign operations conference re-
port. As my friend and chairman of the
subcommittee has pointed out, this is
my first year as ranking Republican of
the subcommittee. I have to tell you
that because of the leadership of Chair-
man OBEY, with whom I have a great
working relationship, the great co-
operation from his staff, and the hard-
work and cooperation of the members
of the subcommittee, the job of passing
this bill, while not easy, has certainly

been pleasant.

We have done, I think, an extraor-
dinary job with limited resources. We
are meeting the immediate needs of
the Nation with respect to foreign as-
sistance. Again, I want to congratulate
the chairman for being so kind and
generous with his time.

I also want to thank all the members
of the subcommittee and their staff for
their assistance to me while we went
through this whole procedure.

Mr. Speaker, under normal cir-
cumstances, I might have been tempted
to treat the House to a lengthy expla-
nation of my support for H.R. 2295,
which I am sure would have captivated
everyone's attention. However, Monday
night's conference, which lasted well
into Tuesday morning, has given me a
new appreciation for the need of great
brevity. So I am going to keep my re-
marks confined, if I may.

Mr. Speaker, as I stated earlier, H.R.
2295 is indeed a bipartisan piece of leg-
islation. It overwhelmingly passed the
House last June, by 309 to 111 votes,
with a majority of both parties sup-

-13,274,712,037

porting the bill. I expect and hope, that
it will pass today. But I must stress my
belief that it is very important that it
does pass. In fact, if H.R. 2295 is not
signed by the President by midnight
tomorrow, Thursday, the last day of
September, U.S. foreign assistance pro-
grams will be thrown into an uproar, as
the continuing resolution passed ear-
lier today contained no provisions to
temporarily fund any of the accounts
provided for in H.R. 2295.

Furthermore, the Russian aid pack-
age, which is so vital to our national
interests, will be irreparably gutted if
this conference report is not passed
today. Approximately $1.6 billion of the
$2.5 billion contained in H.R. 2295 for
Russia and other new Independent
States of the former Soviet Union is in
the form of fiscal year 1993 supple-
mental money, which will be lost for-
ever if this conference report fails to
become law before the end of this fiscal
year.

Mr. Speaker, I could elaborate on the
many reasons I support 2295, and I
could list provisions in H.R. 2295 that
most, if not all of us, would agree are
important to U.S. interests. But I will
resist that temptation and discuss just
a couple more reasons why I support
the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is this is a good
bill. It is a bipartisan bill. It is not a
perfect bill and there are provisions
which I personally would change. Com-
ing at it from my perspective, I will
say that the chairman and some of the
members of the committee and I dis-
agreed on perhaps the approach of
some of the provisions, but it was an
amicable disagreement. In fact, when
it came down to it, not only the mem-
bers of our subcommittee, but the

Members of the other body, finally
reached a compromise.

Mr. Speaker, this is a compromise
bill. This is a compromise which we all
can and should support.

The conference report is fiscally re-
sponsible. It continues a recent down-
ward trend in foreign aid spending by
cutting $1.1 billion from last year's for-
eign aid levels and over $1.6 billion
from President Clinton's 1994 budget
request.

The bill also contains funding for the
West Bank and for Gaza, to facilitate
the Middle East peace process which
began a couple of weeks ago in earnest.
One could support the bill for this rea-
son alone.

Another vitally important aspect of
H.R. 2295 is the $2.5 billion in aid for
Russia and the Independent States.
The recent events in Georgia and Rus-
sia, as well as other parts of the former
Soviet Union, underscore the volatility
of the region, but they also underscore
our need for assistance, which will only
bolster the democratic forces and less-
en the economic tension contributing
to the unrest.

We have had news, for example, that
there are more missiles in Russia than
we initially knew were there. It is very
much in our interest to see to it that
those missiles do not threaten the
United States again, and are, in fact,
dismantled and cease to exist alto-
gether. Certainly it is in our interest
to see to it that they become neutral-
ized and are not part of a massive force
bent on the destruction of the United
States and the rest of the world.

So by fostering democracy and free
enterprise in Russia, and by helping
them dismantle their nuclear arsenal
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and resettle their troops, we are ulti-
mately helping ourselves. A demo-
cratic, free market, Russia will be a
boom to the United States business in-
terests and exports. If we are success-
ful, and I caution “if,"" there are no
guarantees in this bill, but if we are
successful in bringing Russia into the
fold of Western industrialized peaceful
nations, the savings in United States
defense expenditures alone will more
than pay for the small amount of Rus-
sian aid in H.R. 2295.

Most importantly, the peace and
tranquillity of the world, the future of
our children and grandchildren, can be
greatly improved by the passage of this
bill. So I would urge the adoption of
the bill.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. WHEAT].
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Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill and the fine work
that has been done by my colleagues,

those who brought this Foreign Oper-
ations Conference Committee report to
the floor. Let me just add my voice in
strong support of this legislation. I
commend all my colleagues, especially
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], for
the fine work that they have done.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to add my voice in
strong support for the fiscal year 1994 foreign
operations conference report. | commend the
members of the committee and all of my col-
leagues who played a role in bringing this bill
to the floor today.

This measure takes important steps toward
recognizing the changing realities and prior-
ities that our Nation and the world face in the
post-cold-war era. The bill, for example, seeks
to help stabilize the situation in the former So-
viet Union, and it provides refugee and disas-
ter relief for the tragedy that continues to un-
fold in Bosnia and Somalia.

At the same time, this measure also main-
tains our strong national commitment to Israel
and peace in the Middle East. In its region of
vital strategic importance and violent instabil-
ity, today's bill recognizes that it is in Ameri-
ca's best interests to continue to play a promi-
nent role in the Middle East. By providing full
funding to Israel and Egypt. The fiscal year
1994 foreign operations bill will help ensure
that we maintain that important commitment at
this critical period.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this month the world
watched in hope and wonder as a historic step
towards Israel-Palestinian peace was taken.
President Clinton called it a brave gamble for
peace.

Now more than ever, it is important for our
Nation to provide resources and assistance to
help ensure that the Israeli people feel con-
fident and secure in taking bold steps towards
peace. This legislation will help send a signal
to all that the United States-Israel alliance is
unshakable and the commitment to Israel's se-
curity is enduring.
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This is a time of great challenge and great
opportunity in the Middle East and elsewhere
around the world. In this regard, the adminis-
tration and Congress are working together to
develop a new approach to U.S. foreign policy
and our international aid program.

Each of the challenges singled out by Presi-
dent Clinton during his recent address at the
United Nations—weapons proliferation, sus-
tainable development, conflict resolution, pop-
ulation growth, economic growth, democracy
building, and humanitarian assistance—are of
immediate concern and priority to Israel and
the entire Middle East region.

| am confident that as we work together to
reform our Nation's foreign assistance pro-
gram, Congress and the administration will
stand united in support of efforts to meet
these and other challenges in the Middle East
while building upon our strong commitment to
the people and the security of Israel.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Il1linois (Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the direc-
tion that we take on foreign assistance
this year and in the coming years is a
strong signal about our attitudes to-
ward America’s role in the post-cold-
war era. We are at a crossroads. Will
we turn inwards or will we look out-
wards?

Perhaps it is an American trait that
we are wont to forget history. We for-
got history after World War I, stuck
our heads in the sand and ended up un-
prepared for another world war only
two decades later.

After World War II, we never really
stopped fighting, as the hot war led di-
rectly into the cold war. Now that cold
war is over, and the debate is raging in
our country, not always explicitly but
often as an undercurrent, about our
Nation’s proper role in the world.

I believe this is a watershed time in
the history of our Nation and that the
direction we choose will affect the lives
of our children and grandchildren, just
as the American victory in World War
II led to tremendous economic growth
in our Nation and an increase in Amer-
ican stature after World War II.

This will provides $2.5 billion in as-
sistance for Russia and the newly inde-
pendent States to help them transition
to freedom, democracy, and a market
system. Can we guarantee that by pro-
viding these funds the former Soviet
Union will transition peacefully? No.
No, we cannot. In fact, almost as-
suredly, no matter what we do the
transition will be rocky. But you can
be sure that if we do nothing and the
tenuous political situation erupts into
violence and the forces of democracy
are defeated, we will regret not having
done what we could.

Foreign assistance is a small but im-
portant part of our Nation's foreign
policy. With it we can project our Na-
tion's values—human rights, rule of
law, democratic institutions, a market-
oriented economic system—to the peo-
ple in nations that desperately desire
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positive change. Without foreign as-
sistance, which accounts for less than 1
percent of our budget, we could only
project our interests through pure di-
plomacy or the force of arms. Foreign
assistance is an essential alternative.

For all the positive elements in this
bill, I believe it contains a flaw. We
have given up earmarks, Mr. Speaker.

The proponents of this non-earmark-
ing policy support giving the President
broad latitude in allocating foreign as-
sistance. That is a positive trait. But
in this, it is curious that this is the
very year when the Clinton administra-
tion, everyone in Congress, including
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, concedes that the Agency
for International Development, receiv-
ing nearly $1 billion under this bill, is
broken and must be fixed.

We await a Wharton report that we
have not yet seen, and it seems very
curious and an illogical time for Con-
gress to step away from the earmarks,
one of our best ways to ensure that
AID focuses on our Nation's priorities.

I do not think this is a fatal flaw, and
I continue to support the bill. But I be-
lieve that appropriate committees and
subcommittees must carefully monitor
AID in the coming year. Mr. Speaker, I
call on the President and Brian At-
wood, our AID Administrator, to
produce their recommendations so that
we can reform AID and not need ear-
marks nearly so much as we have in
the past.

I thank my chairman and ranking
member, I thank our fine staff for
bringing this conference report to the
floor, and I urge the Members to look
outward and to vote yes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2295, the con-
ference report on the foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs appropriations bill of 1994.

First, I want to commend our chair-
man for the distinguished work he has
done in moving this bill, with its cru-
cial aid for the states of the former So-
viet Union and our Middle East allies.
This bill should be on its way to the
President’s desk tomorrow and that is
a tribute to you, Mr, Chairman, to Mr.
LiviINgsTON, and to your wonderful
staffs.

As a new member of the subcommit-
tee, I have appreciated the seriousness
with which you approach all the work
of the subcommittee. You stand out as
a public servant with both heart and
intellect. People in this country, and
throughout the world—people who
don't necessarily know your name—
benefit every day from the work you
do. And I have benefited from working
with you.

In my limited time, I wish to address
one area in this bill: The United States
relationship with Israel.
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Just 3 weeks ago we all watched in
amazement as Israelis and Palestinians
signed their historic agreement on the
White House lawn. That agreement did
not instantly create peace in the Mid-
dle East. But it did establish a founda-
tion on which secure and permanent
peace will be built.

That agreement would never have
been reached without the strong back-
ing the United States has provided Is-
rael in recent years. That support has
provided Israel with the confidence it
needs to pursue a peace initiative that
entails serious risk, along with great
opportunity.

That backing is manifested in the
bill we are voting on today. The con-
ference report includes $3 billion in
military and economic assistance—as-
sistance that is essential if Israel is to
maintain its gualitative military edge.
It also contains $80 million to help Is-
rael absorb the tens of thousands of
Jewish refugees who continue to pour
into the Jewish homeland. The bill has
a strong new provision opposing the
Arab boycott of Israel, that economic
assault on Israel which must be elimi-
nated so that Israel can achieve its full
potential as a center for commerce,
trade, and research.

The bill also includes an important
provision that would halt any U.S.
dealings with the PLO if that organiza-
tion backs away from its pledge to live
in peace with Israel.

In short, this bill will help provide Is-
rael with the confidence it needs to
build a secure peace with all its neigh-
bors. A vote for this bill is nothing less
than a vote to endorse an end to the
long and tragic Arab-Israeli conflict.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT],
a member of the subcommittee.

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

First, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
commend the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY] and the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] for an ex-
cellent job in guiding this bill through
the House and negotiating a conference
report with the Senate. They heard
from a number of committee members
and there is, obviously, a diverse
amount of opinion amongst those of us
on the committee. And I think bring-
ing that all together into something we
all can support deserves a great of
credit.

On Monday, President Clinton ad-
dressed the United Nations General As-
sembly. In that speech to the world
body, the President stated that putting
our economic house in order cannot
mean that we shut our windows to the
world. I agree with the President, but I
think it is tough to do when we have so
many priorities here at home.

Frankly, I have rather mixed feelings
toward this bill. I do accept our inter-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

national responsibilities, but I cannot
help but think we can do it better. As
a new member of this subcommittee, I
was disappointed by the enormous
waste of money, largely because of
some dubious congressional earmarks.

For example, earlier this year I lis-
tened to the Defense Department ex-
plain to us how they were going to
spend the equivalent cost of five new,
American made aircraft to refit 20-
year-old aircraft and donate them to
Botswana as part of a program to give
African countries excess military
equipment. This program was forced
upon the Defense Department by an
earmark in the other body.

I do want to commend the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
sToN] for removing all of the earmarks
but those most important out of the
bill this year.

1 am also disappointed by an admin-
istration that has still failed to
produce a foreign aid reform plan. The
fall of the Soviet Empire does mean
that we must reorder our aid priorities.
But the issue has been studied to
death, and it is time for the adminis-
tration to pick one and present it to
the Congress.

This is the last foreign aid bill I will
support without a comprehensive plan
from this administration. They are
talking a good game about empowering
AID workers, but now I think it is time
to let them do it.

Finally, I want to briefly discuss the
Russian aid package. The stakes are
high in Russia and throughout that en-
tire region. Not only is democracy at
stake but, with thousands of nuclear
weapons, our safety as well as other
countries of the world. Helping people
to make the peaceful transition by un-
derstanding the market economy
through contracts and through mar-
keting, I think, is one of the things
that we should be working on.
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Beyond that, however, I am not sure
if the situation is beyond our ability to
help. I do support the bill, but I believe
we can do better. I believe we must
watch carefully in Russia to make sure
our enthusiasm for helping them make
the democratic transition does not
overrule common sense.

In closing, I again commend both the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
and the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr,
LiviINgsTON] for a job well done, not
just in getting the bill through this
House, but for what it represents in a
changing world.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, except for a
few closing remarks of my own.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KyL].

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me, and
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commend him, as others have, for his
work on the subcommittee as the first
year's ranking member, and from our
side, we certainly appreciate his efforts
in keeping us informed.

Mr. Speaker, I support the conference
report as a whole, but I do want to reg-
ister an objection to one part of the re-
port. That is the $2.5 billion in aid to
Russia. We all want to help Russia. I
have supported particularly the dis-
mantlement of nuclear facilities funds,
so-called Nunn-Lugar funds, and have
spent some time in Russia in an effort
to try to assist in development of that
program, because in the end it will as-
sist the United States.

It is also the case that we have
helped Russia. As a matter of fact,
right now there is so much money in
the pipeline that we cannot spend it
all. That is one of the reasons why $1.6
billion would be transferred in this bill
from the fiscal 1993 year to the fiscal
1994 year. There is a total of about $138
billion that has been pledged or given
to Russia or the other Republics by the
United States and other Western na-
tions and Japan. Approximately $16.5
billion of the U.S. contribution re-
mains in the pipeline right now, and
the President's promises consist of an
additional $4.1 billion.

As I said, this money is in the pipe-
line, and we do not need to put any
more money in the pipeline, in my
view, but leave that argument aside for
a moment. There is also a necessity to
help other republics. I do not think suf-
ficient attention has been given to this
part of the problem, and it is not spe-
cifically addressed in this conference
report.

A third point that I think needs to be
addressed is the fact that the Russian
Government itself obviously is in a
state of crisis at this time, and has
done some things which are not con-
tributing to a successful conversion of
the economy to a system that well re-
ceives the kind of aid that we provide,
Mr. Speaker. One has to have a system
that can use the money we provide in
the way we give it. Right now, that is
not happening.

Last Thursday, I believe it was the
Wall Street Journal that ran a long ar-
ticle on the new central bank chief. I
have with me here the Journal of Com-
merce article reporting the same story.
The headline is: “U.S. Investors Trou-
bled by Reports Yeltsin Will Keep
Central Bank Chief."”

To just quote a couple of paragraphs:

U.S. optimism over Russlan economic pros-
pects dimmed following reports that Presi-
dent Boris N. Yeltsin has decided to retain
Viktor Gerashchenko as head of the nation’s
Central Bank.

Jeffrey D. Sachs, a Harvard University
economist and Yeltsin advisor, said in a
phone interview from Bolivia that he was in-
formed by a Yeltsin cabinet member Wednes-
day of Mr. Gerashchenko's reappointment,
adding that the move ‘‘throws cold water"”
on hopes for economic reform.



23018

He further ‘‘blamed Mr. Gerash-
chenko for runaway inflation in the
Russian ruble and charged him with re-
sponsibility for ‘destruction of con-
fidence in the currency.’"”

This is not a way to inspire con-
fidence that the kind of assistance that
we are providing is going to have any
significant effect.

In addition to that, any assistance
that the United States or anyone else
offers probably ought to await the elec-
tion of a new parliament. Again, Jef-
frey Sachs, speaking on this point,
said:

The West can do little at this point, except
to spell out the stakes clearly to Yeltsin and
hold back on financial ald to the Russian
Government until the reformers are more
strongly in place. . . . What’s needed for de-
cisive progress is a breakthrough to new
elections that can retire most of the old
guard.

Mr. Speaker, it is the old guard that
has been contributing to most of these
problems. It is certainly not Yeltsin or
his advisors.

Mr. Speaker, the last point I would
make this: Andrey Kozyrev, the foreign
minister, yesterday spoke at the Unit-
ed Nations saying that Russia should
have the right to use force to intervene
in the former Soviet Republics, several
of which are engaged in or engulfed in
ethnic conflicts. One of them is Geor-
gia, Mr. Speaker, where  Mr.
Shevardnadze has blamed the Russians
for interference in the offensive there,
which is aimed at throwing him out of
the Georgian Government.

It seems to me that under these cir-
cumstances, Mr. Speaker, for the Unit-
ed States to be providing this assist-
ance to Russia when the Foreign Min-
ister is asking for the right from the
United Nations to intervene militarily
in former Republics, where people like
Mr. Shevardnadze are blaming the Rus-
sians for their action in the State of
Georgia, it is not the time, in effect, to
give a blank check of $2.5 billion to the
Russians. We ought to be sitting down
with them and insisting on some condi-
tions, both economic and foreign pol-
icy, before we do this.

This is the portion of the conference
report which I oppose, although in bal-
ance, I would support the report in its
entirety, and I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, with
the understanding that we are about to
close, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would tell my good
friend, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KyL], that this bill has no blank
check for Russia and the former Soviet
Republics. There is at least $300 million
which is designated at the discretion of
the State Department and the adminis-
tration to go to the Independent
States, other than Russia. The admin-
istration has the flexibility to distrib-
ute aid to the new Independent States
other than Russia as is needed.
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The fact is, the money for Russia is
not unchecked. It is going for goods
and services in Russia, it is not going
in cash from government to govern-
ment. Moreover, no money can go to
Russia unless the Government, the ex-
isting Government under Yeltsin or
anybody else, is making progress in im-
plementing comprehensive economic
reforms based on market principles, is
moving toward private ownership, is
negotiating repayment of commercial
debt, has respect for commercial con-
tracts, and provides equitable treat-
ment for foreign private investment.

I would stress, our aid is conditional.
Moreover, there is another condition,
that if the Russians, for example,
somehow seize assets of American na-
tionals or disrupt the free enterprise
system by additional expropriation,
our assistance can be cut off right
away by this administration. This is a
day-to-day process. I would suggest to
the gentleman that if he were to talk
to Mr. Chubias in Russia, who is, as
young as he may be, the godfather of
the free enterprise system in Russia, he
would find that a vast majority of Rus-
sian industries, large and small, are in
the process of being privatized. As a
matter of fact, almost all of the small
businesses have been privatized, and in
a very short space of time most of the
medium-sized and large businesses
wills be privatized.

We really do not have a schedule. The
train is leaving the station. This is the
last bill for another year. If we decide
to wait around before we give aid to
Russia and to the new Independent
States of the former Soviet Union until
the next bill comes through here, we do
not know what kind of governments
will exist there.

This is an expression of the goodwill
of the American people in hopes that
they will develop democracy, because
God help us, God help this Nation, God
help this world, if they revert to an-
other form of communism, fascism, to-
talitarianism, or some other form of
dictatorship.

This is an expression of hope, not a
guarantee, but hope that Russia and
the other new Independent States will
become free. If we do not make this in-
stallment of hope today, we may be too
late by the next time we have an op-
portunity.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI], who has been of
immense help on this bill.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the fiscal year 1994
foreign appropriations conference re-
port. As a member of the subcommit-
tee, I would like to commend the chair-
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] and the ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] for their leader-

September 29, 1993

ship and cooperation on this bill. I
think it was a fine example of biparti-
sanship and cooperation that enabled
us to come to the floor with this.

Although I did not agree with every-
thing, some of my differences were on
the Democratic side, so I did want to
make that point.

I also commend the subcommittee
staff, particularly Terri Peel, Bill
Schuerch, and Mark Murray, for their
many hours of hard work in bringing
this conference report to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, foreign aid is not nec-
essarily a popular expenditure, but it
certainly is a necessary one, and I
think a good investment. This con-
ference report addresses pressing glob-
al funding needs while reducing overall
spending. It appropriates just under $13
billion, over $1.4 billion less than the
President’s request.

Mr. Speaker, the counference report
provides the administration with maxi-

. mum flexibility in carrying out this

Nation’s foreign aid programs.
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It also respects the integrity of the
authorization process. For the first
time in recent history, the House
passed a foreign operations bill con-
taining no earmarks. The Senate, on
the other hand, had earmarked over 60
percent of the funds in their version of
this bill. As our colleagues can imag-
ine, the conference was lively.

I am pleased that the conference
agreement before us today contains an
equitable resolution of the earmark
discrepancy. This conference report
earmarks only earmarks which I sup-
port, resolution of the funds critical to
the Middle East peace process, foreign
assistance for Israel and Egypt, and
needed refugee assistance in Israel, and
a small pool of funds designed to pro-
mote the reunification of Cyprus.

The conference report also contains
funding critical to our global future.
The aid to the former Soviet Republics
is a sound investment in global secu-
rity. If the former Republics do not
successfully make a peaceful transition
to market economies and democratic
states, and we see daily how difficult
this transition is, we face the real pos-
sibility of an explosion of regional con-
flicts which will dwarf the tragic situa-
tion in the former Yugoslavia. Assist-
ance provided now can save us in-
creased defense and military expenses
in the future.

Among the many programs of note to
be funded through this conference re-
port are family planning, including the
U.N. Population Fund [UNFPA], re-
ceiving U.S. assistance for the first
time in 9 years. UNFPA's 1993 State of
the World Population report contains
some alarming statistics with serious
implications for the global environ-
ment. At the current rate of growth,
the world population will more than
double by the year 2050, further strain-
ing global resources which are already
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unable to sustain the world’s popu-
lation. The conference report contains
language to address my concerns and
the concerns of a number of my col-
leagues about UNFPA’s participation
in China, which has some Draconian
family planning practices. United
States funds will not be available for
use in China; and if the UNFPA spends
more than $10 million on its program
in China, the excess will be deducted
from the United States contribution to
UNFPA. I will be following this issue
closely, as I know my colleague from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] will also.

Recent reports have noted the admin-
istration’s interest in reinventing our
foreign aid programs. This process will
entail significant consultation with
Congress on goals, priorities, and fund-
ing levels. The conference report before
us today is an important step. It pro-
vides maximum flexibility and congres-
sional guidance and will allow the ad-
ministration and Congress to work to-
gether on promoting a foreign aid
agenda which promotes democracy,
sustainable development, and new pri-
orities.

I only wish we could resolve the situ-
ation without degrading language re-
garding Cuba. However, I would urge
my colleagues to support the con-
ference report.

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

Mr. Speaker, I just want to close de-
bate by making a few points about as-
sistance to the former Soviet Union. I
have said many times that if you total
up the total amount of money spent by
the United States since Harry Truman
first decided it was necessary to con-
tain Russia until it changed, if you
total up all of the money spent on de-
fense since that time and divide it by
the number of American families pay-
ing income taxes today, you come up
with a per-family cost to win the cold
war of over $80,000 per family. That is a
lot of money. It could buy an awful lot
of people in this country a pretty nice
retirement home.

Since 1985 when the Communist sys-
tem started to crumble in Russia, we
have spent $565 billion less than Presi-
dent Reagan thought would be nec-
essary to spend in defense between
then and now, because no one realized
the Soviet Union was about to collapse.
That is saving an awful lot of tax-
payers’ money.

And I would suggest that the $2.5 bil-
lion in this bill aimed at trying to sta-
bilize the situation in the former So-
viet Union now, today, was correctly
described by none other than Ross
Perot as being “a good buy and pennies
on the dollar.” That is exactly what it
is.

When I talk to people, they think for-
eign aid means we write out checks to
Russia, send them over, and put them
in a pot somewhere. That is not the
way it works. The way it works is we
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set up standards for receiving that aid,
and we do not send cash. We send tech-
nical assistance, we send food, we send
pharmaceuticals.

I was in parts of Russia—along with
the gentleman from Louisiana—in
April, where they were denying insulin
to children and all of those who had re-
tired because they did not have enough
to go around. So they were giving it
only to the working-age population.

I think American values dictate that
we do something to try to help people
in that situation, and I think it is in
our own national interest.

As the gentleman from Louisiana has
correctly pointed out, we are not send-
ing cash to the central bank. We are
providing technical assistance to build
the private sector. We are providing
humanitarian aid. We are helping them
to create a commercial code. We are
helping them to develop private-prop-
erty law. We are helping to develop a
private sector and develop small busi-
nesses so that they can convert from a
Marxist system to a market system.

I do not know if we are going to see
success in Russia or not. I think his-
tory probably dictates that we prob-
ably will not. But I would ask what is
the alternative? Should we just sit by
on the sidelines, such our thumbs and
worry? I don't think so. I think we
need to do a little more than that. I
think we need to be engaged. It is the
biggest crisis facing the world at this
time.

After World War I we were not en-
gaged. When post-World War I Ger-
many collapsed, and when the forces of
turmoil were chewing up that country,
just as they are in Russia today, the
West did not engage. The West aban-
doned the Weimar Republic to its own
fate. A fellow by the name of Hitler
rose out of those ashes. The result was
40 million people dead and almost half
a million Americans dead. American
families were shattered because of the
loss of loved ones.

I think that America and the West
can do better this time. We do not
know if Mr. Yeltsin's reform forces are
going to survive or not, but I ask you
this: How many American politicians
have run the kind of risk, either politi-
cal or personal, that Mr. Yeltsin and
his allies are running every day? If you
have talked to Mr. Kozyrev, the For-
eign Minister of Russia, and I talked to
him directly a week after the coup,
after the right-wing Communist coup
failed, he told us what it was like to be
bottled up in the Russian White House
with Russian troops all around, and
with the right-wingers trying to gather
them up and destroy the reformist
movement. And he said he was very
frightened when he stepped from the
safety of the White House behind that
small band of military leaders support-
ing the reformers, stepped through the
military lines and went to his home to
try to get what he needed in order to
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try to leave Russia so that he could
talk to President Bush and talk to the
West and let them know that the coup
was not succeeding, and that the re-
formist forces were still alive and well.
He said he expected at any moment to
be arrested.

Do you know how he got out of Mos-
cow with the KGB looking for him? It
was because the KGB was stupid
enough to only be watching the VIP
exits, and so he took the regular tour-
ist exit, and by a lucky accident of his-
tory got out, and kept trumpeting the
fact that the reformers were still alive
and well.

It just seems to me that we owe that
incipient democratic movement in that
country our support, our emotional
support, our financial support, some-
thing more than our rhetorical sup-
port.

Jeffrey Sachs has been referred to
today, and I would simply point out
that despite all of his misgivings,
which we share, he supports the aid in
this bill. He supports the aid in this
bill. He does not want to see cash as-
sistance go to the central bank in Rus-
sia, because the central bank has been
essentially irresponsible. And that is
why the IMF and the World Bank are
withholding funding, because they
think so too.

So I would suggest that the right
thing to do is to support this bill for
this and many other reasons. Again, I
appreciate the broad degree of support
we have had for it on both sides of the
House.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the conference report on Foreign
Operations and | would like to direct my col-
leagues’ attention to one provision in particular
within this conference report.

Under the title providing assistance to the
new Independent States of the former Soviet
Union, language was inserted that states that
the conferees strongly encourage the partici-
pation of qualified U.S. business in the United
States with expertise in nuclear engineering
and nuclear safety to participate in assisting
any of the newly Independent States in the es-
tablishment of designs to increase the safety
of nuclear powerplants.

The language further encourages the
awarding of grants to small businesses for
these purposes—especially those companies
which are located in areas affected by the de-
cline in defense-related industries.

This is an excellent use of foreign aid dol-
lars. We are promoting U.S. business and jobs
in districts such as my own in Connecticut
which have felt the pinch of defense cutbacks,
while providing an urgent need to our friends
overseas. | only wish the provision had ex-
tended the use of these grants to our friends
in Poland and other countries within Eastern
Europe who also desperately need these serv-
ices.

Let's avoid another Chernobyl. Let's support
this conference report.

NEW TIED AID POLICY

The administration has developed a new

tied aid policy of $150 million for the war
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chest—in subsidy. That translates into $1.5
billion in project finance.

They propose to get the money by using the
$50 million already set aside at Eximbank for
this purpose—no change for Eximbank’s
budget, in other words. The balance of $100
million is to come from other export promotion
accounts, meaning F.C.S., T.D.A., O.P.L.C,,
and so forth.

We should ask Chairman Brody to explain
the new tied aid policy. The following ques-
tions should also be asked:

It would appear that the Bank is not contrib-
uting new money for this purpose but, rather,
receiving a net increase through budget re-
allocations of $100 million; is that correct?

How will you cut the other agencies’ and de-
partments' budgets?

Will the bulk of the $100 million come from
the USDA, which holds the lion's share of ex-
port promotion dollars—$3.2 billion?

Are you concerned that this policy may have
negative effects on our export promotion pro-
grams? For example, T.D.A. will have less
money for feasibility studies and F.C.S. may
have to cut their overseas representation.

Could you comment on these concerns?

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, | stand
today to support reluctantly the foreign oper-
ations conference report. The bill conditions
economic aid to Nicaragua on a number of cri-
teria. Let me start by saying | stand second to
no one in my support for Violetta Chamorro
and the democratic Government of Nicaragua.

Over the last several months, we have
heard from the critics waiting in the weeds to
tear down the only builders of democracy
Nicaragua ever has had. On the one hand, |
am torn by my friendship and support for the
Chamorro government. On the other, | realize
that if this were not agreed to, the alternative
would be even worse for the people of Nica-
ragua. So, the political powers that be have
crafted a plan. This is the best we are going
to get. | accept it, but not happily.

Mr. OBEY. Mr, Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRYANT). The question is on the con-
ference report.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 321, nays
108, not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 467]
YEAS—321
Abercromble Applegate Ballenger
Ackerman Bacchus (FL) Barca
Andrews (ME) Bachus (AL) Barcia
Andrews (NJ) Baesler Barlow
Andrews (TX) Baker (LA) Barrett (WI)

Bartlett Grandy
Bateman Green
Becerra Greenwood
Beil Gunderson
Bentley Gutlerrez
Bereuter Hall (OH)
Berman Hamburg
Bevill Hamilton
Bilbray Harman
Blllrakis Hastert
Bishop Hastings
Blackwell Hilllard
Bllley Hinchey
Blute Hoagland
Boehlert Hobson
Boehner Hochbrueckner
Bonlor Hoekstra
Borski Hoke
Boucher Holden
Brewster Horn
Browder Houghton
Brown (CA) Hoyer
Brown (FL) Huffington
Brown (OH) Hunter
Bryant Hyde
Burton Inhofe
Byrne Inslee
Calvert Istook
Camp Jefferson
Cantwell Johnson (CT)
Cardin Johnson (GA)
Carr Johnson (SD)
Castle Johnson, E. B.
Chapman Johnston
Clayton Kanjorskl
Clement Kaptur
Clinger Kasich
Clyburn Kennedy
Coble Kennelly
Coleman Kildee
Collins (IL) King
Collins (MI) Kingston
Cooper Kleczka
Coppersmith Klein
Coyne Klug
Cramer Knollenberg
Danner Kolbe
Darden Kopetskl
de la Garza Kreidler
Deal Kyl
DeLauro LaFalce
Dellums Lambert
Derrick Lancaster
Deutsch Lantos
Diaz-Balart LaRocco
Dickey Lazlo
Dicks Leach
Dingell Levin
Dixon Levy
Dornan Lewlis (CA)
Dunn Lewls (GA)
Durbin Lightfoot
Edwards (CA) Linder
Edwards (TX) Lipinski
Emerson Livingston
Engel Long
English (AZ) Lowey
Eshoo Machtley
Evans Maloney
Ewing Mann
Farr Manton
Fawell Manzallo
Fazio Margolies-
Filner Mezvinsky
Fingerhut Markey
Fish Martinez
Foglietta Matsul
Ford (TN) Mazzoll
Fowler McCloskey
Frank (MA) McCollum
Franks (CT) McCrery
Franks (NJ) McCurdy
Frost McDermott
Furse McHale
Gallo Melnnis
Gejdenson McKinney
Gephardt McMillan
Gibbons MeNulty
Gilchrest Meehan
Gillmor Meek
Gilman Menendez
Gingrich Meyers
Glickman Mfume
Goodlatte Michel
Gordon Miller (CA)
Grams Mineta
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Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortlz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (N.J)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Santorum
Bawyer
Saxton
Schenk
Schiff
Schumer
Becott
Serrano
Sharp
Shaw
Shays
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (1A)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Spratt
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas (CA)
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelll
Towns
Tucker
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
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Vento Wheat Wynn
Visclosky Whitten Yates
Walsh Wilson Young (AK)
Washington Wise Zeltfr
Waters Wolf Zimmer
Watt Woolsey
Waxman Wyden
NAYS—108
Allard Goodling Pombo
Archer Goss Poshard
Armey Hall (TX) Quillen
Baker (CA) Hancock Rahall
Barrett (NE) Hansen Roberts
Barton Hayes Roemer
Bonilla Hefley Rogers
Brooks Hefner Rohrabacher
Bunning Herger Roth
Buyer Hughes Sanders
Callahan Hutchinson Sangmelster
Canady Hutto Sarpalius
Collins (GA) Inglis Schaefer
Combest Jacobs Schroeder
Condit Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Conyers Kim Shuster
Costello Klink Smith (NJ)
Cox Laughlin Smith (OR)
Crane Lehman Solomon
Crapo Lewis (FL) Spence
Cunningham Lloyd Stark
DeFazlo McCandless Stearns
DeLay McHugh Stump
Dooley McKeon Tanner
Doclittle Mica Tauzin
Dreler Miller (FL) Taylor (MS)
Duncan Minge Thomas (WY)
English (OK) Mollohan Thurman
Everett Moorhead Traficant
Fields (LA) Murphy Velazquez
Flelds (TX) Myers Volkmer
Flake Neal (NC) Vucanovich
Gallegly Nussle Walker
Gekas Orton Weldon
Geren Packard Williams
Gonzalez Petri Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—4
Clay MeDade
Ford (MI) Smith (MI)
0 1503

Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. MOLLO-
HAN changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
“na.y."

Mr. FAWELL and Mr. PAYNE of New
Jersey changed their vote from ‘“‘nay™
to ‘‘yea."

So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRYANT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon-

_sin?

There was no objection.

e ——

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2243, FEDERAL TRADE COM-
MISSION ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1993

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er’'s table the bill (H.R. 2243) to amend
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the Federal Trade Commission Act to
extend the authorization of appropria-
tions in such act, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment,
and request a conference with the Sen-
ate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. DINGELL, SWIFT,
MANTON, MOORHEAD, and OXLEY.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 254 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2401.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2401) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1994 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1994, and for other purposes,
with Mr. DURBIN, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Tuesday, September 28, 1993, amend-
ment No. 3, printed in part 3 of House
Report 103-252, had been disposed of.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in part 4 of House
Report 103-252.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KOPETSKI

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KOPETSKI: At
the end of subtitle C of title XXXI, insert the
following new section:

SEC. 3139. MORATORIUM ON NUCLEAR WEAPON
TESTING.

(a) MORATORIUM.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), no underground test of a nu-
clear weapon may be conducted by the Unit-
ed States before September 30, 1994,

(b) EXCEPTION.—An underground test of a
nuclear weapon may be conducted by the
United States before September 30, 1994 If a
forelgn state conducts a test of a nuclear
weapon before such date. An underground
test of a nuclear weapon may be conducted
by the United States under this subsection
only in accordance with the procedures es-
tablished in section 507(c) of Public law 102-
3m

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon [Mr. KoPETsKI] will be recognized
for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 5 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI].

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
want to take a moment to thank the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS].

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
raise a point of order first.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KyL] and the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. BILBRAY] want to reserve the right
to be opposed to my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Arizona rise in op-
position to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
KOPETSKI]?

Mr. KYL. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do;
and I appreciate my colleagues making
the point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KyL] will
be recognized for 5 minutes in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] in support
of the amendment.

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
want to take a moment to thank the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS], as well as to ac-
knowledge to the Nation a fact that
the folks in his district know that he
has a strong commitment as a leader of
peace in this world to try to bring san-
ity to America’'s defense program and
peace to the entire world.

Mr. Chairman, I prepared this amend-
ment in the event that President Clin-
ton’s announced nuclear weapons test-
ing policy might be challenged in ei-
ther body. This has not happened, and
momentarily I will ask that this
amendment be withdrawn from consid-
eration. I will also include a statement
from the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO], a decent man and one of
the leaders for nuclear weapons disar-
mament, to be printed in the RECORD:

SEPTEMBER 28, 1992.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my support
for the Kopetskli amendment, and also to
commend my colleague from Oregon for the
strong leadership he has provided to the Con-
gress on this issue of nuclear weapons test-
ing. I understand the amendment will be
withdrawn, but I am glad I have this chance
to express my support for limits on nuclear
testing.

Over the last dozen years, those of us who
support the ldea of arms control have often
taken the floor to criticize Administration
policles. I am glad that this time I am able
to applaud a President for making the right
decision on nuclear testing.

Earlier this summer, President Clinton de-
cided to extend the U.S. moratorium on nu-
clear testing at least until September 1994.
After consultations with the relevant agen-
cies, the President determined that we would
be able to maintain the safety and reliability
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of our nuclear deterrent without active ex-
plosives testing. He further determined that
continuing the moratorium would assist U.S.
efforts to control the proliferation of nuclear
weapons.

As a result of that decision, the French,
British, and Russians also have agreed to a
temporary, but open-ended, nuclear testing
moratorium. The Chinese also came along,
although somewhat reluctantly. There have
been no nuclear tests, anywhere in the
world, for almost a year. The Administration
has devised a plan for negotiating a Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and has
begun consultations with the other nuclear
powers about the specifics of time and loca-
tion for those talks. We have also begun to
plan for renewal of the Nonproliferation
Treaty in 1995.

The core of this policy is the continuing
nuclear testing moratorium. I strongly sup-
port it, and I believe the majority of the
Congress supports 1t, as well.

This is why I am disturbed and concerned
about continuing reports in the press that
China is preparing to conduct a nuclear test,
probably within the month. I have joined
several of my colleagues in writing the Chi-
nese Ambassador to the United States to
urge that this test not be conducted. I under-
stand the U.S. government, as well as many
other governments around the world, have
expressed their concern to Chinese govern-
ment officlals.

A Chinese test would undermine our efforts
to achieve a Comprehensive Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty. Perhaps more importantly for
China, which must be concerned about the
acquisition of nuclear weapons by North
Korea and other Asian states, I believe re-
newed testing would make extension and
strengthening of the Nonproliferation Treaty
a much more difficult proposition.

As bad as a Chinese test would be to these
efforts, a renewal of testing by the other nu-
clear powers would greatly compound the
problem. Certainly it would not benefit the
interests of the United States to respond to
a single Chinese test with a U.S. test. As I
understand Administration policy, we have
determined that a ban on nuclear testing and
controlling the spread of nuclear weapons
are fundamentally in the interests of U.S.
national security. These are the goals to-
ward which we are working. A Chinese test
would undermine the achievement of those
goals, but a U.S. test—which would almost
certainly be followed by Russian, English,
and French tests—could destroy any chance
of achieving them.

There are elements within the Executive
Branch which probably would promote a tit-
for-tat response—our test for their test. I
also suspect that these will be the same peo-
ple who argued earlier this year for the Unit-
ed States to discontinue the testing morato-
rium. This argument, so redolent of the “‘old
thinking" that predominated during the
Cold War, must be rejected. There is no fun-
damental U.S. security interest that would
be served by resumed testing.

There are other, much more effective op-
tions avallable to the President—options
which support, not undermine, movement to-
ward a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty. The Chinese test should be con-
demned as dangerous and ill-advised. We
should reaffirm our determination that the
U.S. arsenal continues to be safe and reliable
without additional testing. The other nu-
clear powers should be encouraged to main-
tain the moratorium. And we should solidify
plans to begin testing negotlations.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the President
made the correct decision in continuing the
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nuclear test moratorium and moving toward
negotiations for a Comprehensive Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty. We should maintain that
policy.
Representative MARTIN OLAV SABO.

Before withdrawing my amendment,
Mr. Chairman, I want to take a few
moments to assess the current nuclear
weapons testing situation. With great
respect I salute President Clinton’s de-
cision to extend the moratorium on
U.S. nuclear weapons testing. The
President reaffirmed this policy this
week in his speech before the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly. The New Testament of
the Bible has a passage that reads,
“‘Blessed are the peacemakers for they
shall be called the children of God."”
Bill Clinton has established himself as
a peacemaker.

Mr. Chairman, on July 3, 1993, Presi-
dent Clinton stated:

I have therefore decided to extend the cur-
rent moratorium on United States nuclear
testing at least through September of next
year, as long as no other nation tests, and I
call on the other nuclear powers to do the
same, If these nations will join us in observ-
ing this moratorium, we will be in the
strongest possible position to negotiate a
comprehensive test ban and discourage other
natlons from developing their own nuclear
arsenals.

For the RECORD I include a copy of
President Clinton's radio address from
July 3, 1993:

THE PRESIDENT’S RADIO ADDRESS, JULY 3,

1993

Good morning. Two hundred and seventeen
years ago, our Founding Fathers declared
our independence to secure the liberty and
prosperity we celebrate every July Fourth.
Although our times and challenges are very
different from those our founders faced,
these issues are still the enduring concerns
of the American people today.

In a few days, I will represent the United
States in Japan at the annual meeting of the
major industrialized nations of the world to
work for new global policies that create
more American jobs, open markets for our
products, and strengthen our security as we
embrace the challenges of this new world.
America commands respect on the world
stage because we have taken aggressive steps
to put our own economic house in order at a
time when all the advanced nations are hav-
ing real troubles with the economy.

Here in Washington the House and Senate
have both passed versions of my economic
plan to promote growth and to reduce the
deficit by $500 billion. The plan also has in-
centives for people to invest more in our
economy, to create jobs, and provides money
for education and training in new tech-
nologies and helps the defense workers who
have been laid-off by defense cuts.

We've made a good beginning now. As this
plan has progressed through the Congress,
interest rates have continued to come down,
mortgage rates are now below 7.5 percent,
and nearly 1 million new jobs have been
added to the economy since January, about
the same number as came in the previous 3
years,

Change is hard, though. Many people are
still skeptical. Many of the opponents of my
plan chant ‘‘tax-and-spend.” But the truth
is, it's not an old tax-and-spend plan. And
the people who are attacking it are those
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who taxed the middle class, cut taxes on the
wealthy, borrowed and spent our economy
into a $4 trillion debt in the last 12 years.
Our plan is fair. It has $250 billion in spend-
ing cuts and asks the upper 6 percent of
Americans to pay 75 percent of the new
taxes. It moves the working poor out of pov-
erty. It enables me to attend this meeting of
the other advanced nations with a record of
real results that will encourage our competi-
tors to take steps to revive thelr economies
as well. And that's important for every
American, because we can't grow the United
States economy as we ought to until we have
cooperation from other nations, and they're
growing. Why? Because since 1987, two-thirds
of our new jobs have come from exports. We
live in a global economy. We have to com-
pete all over the world, and we have to sell
our products and services everywhere.

When we stepped up to the plate here at
home to get our own house in order, it en-
abled us to make the global economy work
for the people of the United States if others
will do their part. And that's what we're
working on now. As I said, all the nations I'll
be meeting with are facing difficult times.
Their economies are even slower than ours.
But we know that together we can grow, we
can have a stronger economy, and we can
have more security.

I'd like to talk to you about that for a few
minutes. Because of the vigilance, the demo-
cratic values, the military strength of the
United States and our allles, we won the cold
war. Our inheritance, our victory is a new
chance to rebuild our economies and solve
our problems in each of our countries while
we reduce military spending. But our pro-
found responsibility remains to redefine
what it means to preserve security in this
post-cold-war era. We must be strong, we
must be resolute, and we must be safe. This
great task has certainly changed with the
passage of the cold war. The technologies of
mass destruction in the hands of Russia and
the United States are being reduced. But
technologies of mass destruction that just a
few years ago were possessed only by a hand-
ful of nations, and still are possessed only by
a few, are becoming more widely available.
It is now theoretically possible for many
countries to build missiles, to have nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruc-
tion. This is a new and different challenge
that requires new approaches and new think-
ing.

During my campaign for President, I prom-
ised a wholehearted commitment to achlev-
ing a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty.
A test ban can strengthen our efforts world-
wide to halt the spread of nuclear technology
in weapons. Last year, the Congress directed
that a test ban be negotiated by 1996, and it
established an interim moratorium on nu-
clear testing while we reviewed our require-
ments for further tests. That moratorium on
testing expires soon. Congress said that after
the moratorium expires, but before a test
ban was achieved, the United States could
carry out up to 15 nuclear tests to ensure the
safety and reliability of our weapons, After a
thorough review, my administration has de-
termined that the nuclear weapons in the
United States arsenal are safe and rellable.
Additional nuclear tests could help us pre-
pare for a test ban and provide for some addi-
tional improvements In safety and reliabil-
ity. However, the price we would pay in con-
ducting those tests now, by undercutting our
own nonproliferation goals and ensuring that
other nations would resume testing, out-
weighs these benefits.

I have therefore decided to extend the cur-
rent moratorium on United States nuclear
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testing at least through September of next
year, as long as no other nation tests. And I
call on the other nuclear powers to do the
same. If these nations will join us in observ-
ing this moratorium, we will be In the
strongest possible position to negotiate a
comprehensive test ban and to discourage
other nations from developing their own nu-
clear arsenals.

If, however, this moratorium is broken by
another nation, I will direct the Department
of Energy to prepare to conduct additional
tests while seeking approval to do so from
Congress. I therefore expect the Department
to maintain a capability to resume testing.

To assure that our nuclear deterrent re-
mains unquestioned under a test ban, we will
explore other means of maintaining our con-
fidence in the safety, the reliability, and the
performance of our own weapons. We will
also refocus much of the talent and resources
of our Nation's nuclear labs on new tech-
nologies to curb the spread of nuclear weap-
ons and verify arms control treaties.

Beyond these significant actions, I am also
taking steps to revitalize the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency so that it can play
an active role in meeting the arms control
and nonproliferation challenges of this new
era. I am committed to protecting our peo-
ple, deterring aggression, and combating ter-
rorism. The work of combating proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction is difficult
and unending, but it is an essential part of
this task. It must be done.

Americans have earned the right on this
Fourth of July weekend to enjoy life, lib-
erty, and the pursuant to happiness in the
new era America did so much to create. This
moment of opportunity is the reward for our
vigilance and sacrifice during the long years
of the cold war.

We now have the freedom to concern our-
selves not merely with survival but with
prosperity for ourselves and our children. We
have the strength and the stature to lead the
world into a future of greater security and
global growth.

Because of the changes we have made,
America can now fulfill the dreams and aspi-
rations of the patriots who made our free-
dom possible more than 200 years ago. We
can do them no greater honor than to make
the most of what these times have to offer.
Working together, we will.

Have a happy and safe holiday, and thanks
for listening.

NOTE: This address was recorded at 6:34
p.m. on July 2, in the Roosevelt Room at the
White House for broadcast at 10:06 a.m. on
July 3.

Just over 1 year ago, Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Arizona and I di-
rected a spirited debate during House
consideration of a l-year moratorium
on U.S. nuclear weapons testing. Advo-
cates of the moratorium challenged the
U.8. Government to assume the mantle
of nonproliferation leadership. Advo-
cates of the moratorium challenged the
cold war mindset of nuclear bomb test-
ing just for the sake of the status quo.
Advocates of the moratorium refuted
every reason given for continued nu-
clear weapons testing. On October 2,
1992, then-President George Bush
signed legislation instituting a 9-
month moratorium on U.S. nuclear
weapons testing.
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Today, the Nevada testsite remains
silent and will hopefully do so for time



September 29, 1993

eternal. The Russians have not tested
since 1990 and the French nuclear test-
ing program in the South Pacific is si-
lent also. Even the Chinese have acted
with restraint since September 25, 1992,
I commend all of these nations for the
leadership as the world community
pursues nonproliferation goals of a
comprehensive test ban [CTB] treaty
and extension of the Non Proliferation
Treaty [NPT] in 1995.

At the same time, the Congress and
the Clinton administration must call
for continued leadership from all of the
nuclear powers to refrain from a re-
sumption of nuclear weapons testing. A
resumption of testing or new nuclear
weapons testing by any nation must be
viewed for what it is: a rogue nation
stampeding away from the herd of na-
tion's who have found common purpose
in ending the nuclear arms race.

In recent days, the press has reported
that China may be on the verge of a
nuclear weapons test. I and numerous
other Members have urged the Chinese
to demonstrate continued leadership,
and to join the other nuclear powers in
support of the moratorium and non-
proliferation objectives. It has also
been made clear to the Chinese, by the
Clinton administration and Members of
Congress, that China will be held ac-
countable in the United States and
abroad for her actions. At the same
time, let me stress what I believe to be
the view of a significant number of
Members of this body; one Chinese nu-
clear weapons test is not justification
for resumed nuclear weapons testing by
the United States or any nation.
Should the proponents of resumed nu-
clear testing, or the Clinton adminis-
tration seek to resume testing based on
one Chinese test, I am confident this
will meet strident opposition in the
Congress. The United States should not
allow itself to join a stampede led by
one irresponsible rogue.

In the coming months, I look forward
to working with interested Members on
both sides of the aisle as the adminis-
tration moves forward on a CTB and
extension of the NPT. Already Presi-
dent Clinton has dispatched represent-
atives to Beijing, London, Paris, Mos-
cow, and New York City to meet with
the nuclear powers and international
community. There are many outstand-
ing questions ranging from the nec-
essary safeguards to maintain the U.S.
deterrent to the proper forum for inter-
national negotiations. Diligent over-
sight by the Congress and the commit-
tees of jurisdiction is appropriate and
necessary.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. BILBRAY].

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr,
KoPETSKI]. We recognize that the Chi-
nese probably are on the verge of re-
suming nuclear testing, and I do not
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think that world pressure has been
shown in the past to have any effect on
the Chinese as exampled by we con-
tinue to extend most-favored-nation
treaty status to the Chinese. I do think
it is going to help put pressure on
them. They just do not respond to
world pressure. I think we have to have
things in place to resume testing, if
necessary, to show the world that we
mean business in this particular re-
gard.

Mr, Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to reject the Kopetski amendment.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Kopetski amend-
ment codifies President Clinton's pol-
icy of extending the moratorium on nu-
clear testing until September 1994, un-
less another country tests a weapon.
Yet, as we have heard, China is prepar-
ing a test, and now the President has
announced that we will not resume
tests in any event, but we will hold
China accountable.

Mr. Chairman, how? Obviously, China
will test, regardless of what the United
States does. That.is the first point that
I would make.

Mr. Chairman, contrary to the as-
sumption underlying the Clinton ad-
ministration’s policy and this amend-
ment, a comprehensive test ban treaty
will not strengthen efforts to halt the
spread of nuclear weapons. There is no
evidence that a testing moratorium or
a CTBT will promote nonproliferation.
The most recent affirmation of this
point is the planned nuclear test by
China and the discussion in China
about developing its own nuclear weap-
ons program. The U.S. policy not to
test obviously has had no impact on
these nations’ decisions.

Other nations will make their deci-
sions about the utility of a nuclear op-
tion on the basis of their perception of
their own security interests, not on the
actions of the United States on nuclear
testing.

Mr. Chairman, my second point is
contrary to another Clinton assump-
tion, nuclear testing is needed to as-
sure the safety and reliability of U.S.
nuclear weapons. The administration’s
apparent view that U.S. nuclear weap-
ons are ‘‘safe enough for now,” dem-
onstrates a cavalier attitude toward
the complexity of nuclear weapons and
fails to take into account past safety
and reliability problems with the
stockpile. No Department of Defense or
Department of Energy has ever taken
the position that our weapons are reli-
able enough to forgo testing. We have
always ensured continued reliability
and safety through testing.

Mr. Chairman, I might add that we
test the most mundane of weapons in
our inventory, from pistols, rifles, and
handgrenades, on up to the most so-
phisticated jet fighters. It is truly an
anomaly that the most sophisticated
and dangerous weapons, our nuclear
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weapons, would not be subjected to
continued testing for their reliability
and safety.

Mr. Chairman, finally, contrary to an
assumption by the Clinton administra-
tion, there are no other means suffi-
cient to maintain confidence in the
safety and reliability of the U.S. nu-
clear stockpile. Sophisticated com-
puter modeling and simulation, con-
ventional testing, and other non-
nuclear testing regimes can provide
useful data, but none of these methods
provide a high confidence alternative
to ensure the safety, reliability, and ef-
fectiveness of U.S. nuclear weapons.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, the bot-
tom line is this: the Kopetski amend-
ment does nothing but codify current
policy, which is both wrong and
unneeded, and for that reason I applaud
the gentleman for withdrawing his
amendment and would have urged op-
position to it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr.
DuUREBIN]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR.

DELLUMS

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, pursu-
ant to section 3 of House Resolution
254, I offer amendments en bloc consist-
ing of amendment 11, as modified, and
amendment 16, as modified, printed in
part 4 of House Report 103-252.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendments
en bloc as modified.

The text of the amendments en bloc
as modified, is as follows:

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. DEL-
LUMS:

MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. GOODLING

The amendment as modified is as follows:

Page 367, after line 9, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 1304. DISSEMINATION OF LIST OF CONVER-

SION, REINVESTMENT, AND TRANSI-
TION PROGRAMS.

Section 4004(c) of the Defense Economic
Adjustment, Diversification, Conversion, and
Stabllization Act of 1990 (division D of Public
Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1849) {s amended—

(1) by striking out *“and" at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (3)(C) and inserting in lieu thereof
“;and”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘*(4) ensure that adequate means are avall-
able to disseminate to interested commu-
nities, businesses, and defense workers and
members of the Armed Forces a list of the
Federal economic adjustment programs de-
scribed in the reports required under para-
graph (3).".

At the end of title IX (page 325, after line
25), insert the following new section:
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SEC. 950. PROHIBITION OF TRANSFER OF NAVAL
ACADEMY PREPARATORY SCHOOL.

During flscal year 1994, the Secretary of
the Navy may not transfer the Naval Acad-
emy Preparatory School from Newport,
Rhode Island, to Annapolis, Maryland, or ex-
pend any funds for any work (including prep-
aration of an architectural engineering
study, design work, or construction or modi-
fication of any structure) in preparation for
such a transfer.

MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. MEEHAN

The amendment as modified is as follows:

At the end of subtitle C of title II (page 70,
after line 19), insert the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. . TACTICAL AND THEATER MISSILE DE-

FENSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) Systems to provide effective defense
against theater and tactical ballistic mis-
siles that may be developed and deployed by
the United States have the potential to
make equal or greater contributions to the
national security interests of nations that
are allies of the United States as they do to
the national security interests of the United
States,

(2) The cost of developing and deploying a
broad spectrum of such systems will be sev-
eral tens of billions of dollars.

(3) A truly cooperative approach to the de-
velopment and deployment of such systems
could substantially reduce the financial bur-
den of such an undertaking to any one coun-
try and would tap additional sources of tech-
nological expertise.

(4) While recent statements of nations that
are allles of the United States have ex-
pressed a desire for greater involvement in
United States tactlcal missile defense ef-
forts, those nations are unlikely to support
programs for theater missile defense devel-
opment and deployment unless, at a mini-
mum, they can play a meaningful role in the
planning and execution of such programs, in-
cluding active participation in research and
development and production of the systems
involved.

(5) Given the high cost of developing thea-
ter ballistic missile defense systems, allied
participation in tactical missile defense ef-
forts would result in substantial savings to
the United States.

(b) PLAN AND REPORTS.—(1) The Secretary
of Defense shall develop a plan to coordinate
development and implementation of Theater
Missile Defense programs of the United
States with that of its allles, In order to
avoid duplication of effort, to increase inter-
operability, and to reduce costs. The plan
shall set forth in detail any financial, in-
kind, or other form of participation in coop-
erative efforts to plan, develop, produce, and
deploy theater ballistic missile defenses for
the mutual benefit of the countries involved.

(2) The Secretary shall submit to Congress
a report on the plan developed under para-
graph (1). The report shall be submitted in
both classifiled and unclassified version, as
appropriate, and may be submitted as a com-
ponent of the next annual Ballistic Missile
Defense organization report to Congress.

(3) The Secretary shall include in each an-
nual Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
report to Congress a report on steps taken to
implement the plan developed under para-
graph (1). Each such report shall set forth
the status of discussions with United States
allies for the purposes stated in that para-
graph and the status of contributions by
those allies to the Theater Missile Defense
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Cooperation Account, shownd separately for
each allled country covered by the plan.

(c) RESTRICTION OF FUNDS.—Of the total
amount appropriated pursuant to authoriza-
tions in this Act for theater ballistic missile
defenses programs, not more than 80 percent
may be obligated until—

(1) the report under subsection (b)(2) 1s sub-
mitted to Congress; and

(2) the President certifies in writing to
Congress that each of the NATO allles,
Japan, Israel, South Korea, and any other
country that the President considers appro-
priate have been formally contacted con-
cerning the matters described in the report.

(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It Is the sense of
Congress that, whenever the United States
deploys theater ballistic missile defenses to
protect another country, or the military
forces of another country, that has not pro-
vided financial or in-kind support for devel-
opment of theater ballistic missile defenses,
the United States should consider whether it
is appropriate to seek reimbursement from
that country to cover at least the incremen-
tal cost of such deployment.

(e) REQUIREMENT TO ESTABLISH ANNUAL

TMD LEVEL.—The Congress shall establish -

by law for each fiscal year (beginning with
fiscal year 1995) the level of new obligational
authority (stated as a single dollar amount)
for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion and for procurement for theater missile
defense programs of the Department of De-
fense for that fiscal year.

(f) ALLIED PARTICIPATION IN TMD.—Con-
gress encourages greater participation by
United States allies, and particularly by
those nations that would benefit most from
Theater Missile Defense systems, in coopera-
tive Theater Missile Defense efforts with the
United States.

(g) FUND FOR ALLIED CONTRIBUTIONS.—(1)
Chapter 155 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“§2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance
of contributions from allies; Theater Mis-
sile Defense Cooperation Account

**(a) ACCEPTANCE AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may accept from any allied
forelgn government or any international or-
ganization any contribution of money made
by such foreign government or international
organization for use by the Department of
Defense for Theater Missile Defense pro-
grams.

*(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF THEATER MISSILE
DEFENSE COOPERATION ACCOUNT.—(1) There is
established in the Treasury a special account
to be known as the ‘Theater Missile Defense
Cooperation Account’.

*(2) Contributions accepted by the Sec-
retary of Defense under subsection (a) shall
be credited to the Account.

**(¢) USE OF THE ACCOUNT.—(1) Funds in the
Account are hereby made available for obli-
gation for research, development, test, and
evaluation, and for procurement, for Theater
Missile Defense programs of the Department
of Defense.

‘(d) INVESTMENT OF MONEY.—(1) Upon re-
quest by the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may invest money in
the Account in securities of the United
States or in securities guaranteed as to prin-
cipal and interest by the United States.

“(2) Any interest or other income that ac-
crues from investment in securities referred
to in paragraph (1) shall be deposited to the
credit of the Account.

‘'(e) NOTIFICATION OF CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary of Defense shall notify Congress of
any condition imposed by the donor on the
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use of any contribution accepted by the Sec-
retary under the authority of this section.

‘() ANNUAL AUDIT BY GAO.—The Comp-
troller General of the United States shall
conduct an annual audit of money accepted
by the Secretary of Defense under this sec-
tion and shall submit a copy of the results of
each such audit to Congress.

‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe regulations to carry out
this section.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:
+2609. Theater Missile Defense: acceptance of

contributions from allies; Thea-
ter Missile Defense Cooperation
Account.”.

Mr. DELLUMS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments en bloc, as
modified, be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the amendments en
bloc are not subject to a demand for di-
vision of the question.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, and the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the en bloc amend-
ment’s language on theater missile de-
fense burdensharing. The rationale for
this amendment is clear—our allies are
the principal beneficiaries of these de-
fensive systems, and we want to ensure
that they have the opportunity to con-
tribute to the cost of research and de-
velopment of the program.

Theater defenses do not offer protec-
tion against missiles capable of inter-
continental flight. Even at the height
of the cold war, they would not have
protected the United States against at-
tacks from the Soviet Union, because
they're designed to intercept objects
fired at low-altitude trajectories.

The Clinton administration’s bot-
tom-up review proposes spending $12
billion on theater missile defense sys-
tems from 1995 to 1999. Despite the end
of the cold war and our crushing budg-
et problems, the United States contin-
ues to fund virtually all of the theater
missile defense programs. Clearly, we
cannot continue to shoulder the entire
burden of paying for this program.

This amendment requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to develop a detailed
plan to coordinate development and
implementation of TMD programs with
our allies to avoid duplication and re-
duce costs.

In an effort to encourage greater par-
ticipation by our allies in cooperative
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theater missile defense efforts, the
amendment directs the Secretary of
Defense to submit to Congress classi-
fied and unclassified reports that detail
financial, in-kind, and any other con-
tributions made by our allies toward
the theater missile defense program.

I want to emphasize that point again,
because it goes to the heart of the
issue. This amendment specifies, for
the first time, that the Secretary of
Defense must take concrete steps to
implement the plan. The Secretary
must keep Congress informed on the
status of discussions with our allies
and the amount of allied contributions,
broken down by country, to the theater
missile defense cooperation account.

Theater missile defense continues to
have utility in the post-cold-war world.
Make no mistake—this amendment is
not about eliminating the TMD pro-
gram. Rather, this amendment puts
the Department of Defense and our al-
lies on notice that it is in their inter-
ests to share the costs of building TMD
systems that are designed primarily to
benefit them.

Let us share the burden.
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, now that the House is
about to consider final passage of H.R.
2401, I want to take a brief moment to
explain how I view this vote.

When you consider this bill separate
from broader, longer term consider-
ations, it is not that bad a bill. Other
than cuts to ballistic missile defense
and intelligence programs that I, along
with the Clinton administration, be-
lieve are too deep, the Armed Services
Committees and the full House have
taken a generally cautious, moderate
approach to this bill.

There is one particularly positive
element of H.R. 2401 that I would like
to bring to the House's attention. I am,
of course, referring to the leadership of
my chairman, the gentleman from
California. While the chairman and I
may often disagree over issues of sub-
stance and politics, my colleague has
allowed all members to be heard, he
has provided the forum for ample,
sometimes exhaustive, debate, and he
has treated the minority as fairly as
any chairman I have served with dur-
ing my 23 years as a Member of this
House.

While there are valid substantive rea-
sons for voting against this bill, Chair-
man DELLUMS' stewardship of the
Armed Services Committee and this
yvear's defense debate in the House is
not one of them. I look forward to
working with my chairman on this bill
and on the many important issues our
committee will be confronted with in
the future.

Unfortunately, this bill brings to the
House floor the stark reality of the
Clinton administration’'s long-term vi-
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sion for the further dismantling of the
U.S. military. President Clinton was
not elected to address defense issues.
Despite the violent realities of na-
tional, ethnic, and religious conflicts
that have filled the political vacuum
created by the end of the cold war,
when it comes to issues of the U.S.
military it would appear that the
White House is far too preoccupied
with how much further they can cut
defense spending. This focus on cutting
defense spending is increasingly incon-
sistent with the administration's de-
sire to expand the commitments of
U.S. military personnel in assorted
peacekeeping, peacemaking, and hu-
manitarian missions around the world.

Secretary Aspin's bottom-up review
recently recommended a military force
structure that I believe is inconsistent
with the administration’s future strat-
egy of maintaining forces sufficient to
prevail in two nearly simultaneous re-
gional conflicts. I do not believe that
the Aspin-recommended forces can be
paid for within the Clinton 5-year de-
fense numbers. Following on the heels
of 8 consecutive years of real decline in
defense spending, I believe that the
Clinton administration 6-year defense
plan threatens the viability of our U.S.
military forces.

As I stated when general debate on
this bill commenced back in early Au-
gust, I am more concerned today for
the security of this Nation than I was
during the height of the cold war. The
end of the cold war has unleashed nu-
merous regional and local conflicts,
some of which challenge our political,
economic, and security interests in
various parts of the world. In light of
these many challenges, I fear that
those who advocate large cuts in the
U.S. defense budget pose perhaps the
biggest threat to the future of the U.S.
military.

For months now, the President and
Secretary Aspin have asserted the im-
portance of U.S. economic security as
justification for the deep defense cuts
they have proposed. Administration of-
ficials have assured us that job cre-
ation plans, worker retraining, and de-
fense conversion programs will allevi-
ate any dislocation caused by the al-
most 2 million military and defense-re-
lated private sector jobs that the Clin-
ton Bureau of Labor Statistics esti-
mates will be lost under the Clinton de-
fense plan.

Likewise, despite the fact that de-
fense companies, of all sizes, will dis-
appear by the thousands as a result of
these cutbacks in the years ahead, the
administration assures us that it is
committed to preserving a strong in-
dustrial base. I do not know how the
administration will reconcile these
seemingly irreconcilable forces, but I
contend that defense spending cuts of
the magnitude proposed will do more
harm than good to the very economic
security the President wants to pro-
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tect, as several million skilled workers
are laid off and the once strong defense
industrial base is dramatically re-
duced.

These are the longer term interests
and the broader context of which I
spoke a moment ago. H.R. 2401 reflects
an initial downpayment on a 6-year de-
fense plan that I simply cannot sup-
port. Despite the characterization of
fiscal year 1994 as a treading water de-
fense budget, it nonetheless represents
the first year of a longer term Clinton
vision for U.S. national security that I
believe puts at risk the finest military
force in history.

As a taxpayer, an individual Member
of Congress, and the new ranking Re-
publican on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I have wrestled long and hard
with these issues. The last time I voted
for House passage of a Defense author-
ization bill was in 1985, the same year
the on-going defense build-down began.
Up until this year’s debate, this de-
fense build-down has been carried out
on the watch of two Republican Presi-
dents—a build-down I opposed then as I
do now. Accordingly, my vote today
has everything to do with my concerns
for national security and nothing to do
with partisanship. I am voting my con-
science as every Member in this House
ought to. As such I cannot support
final passage of H.R. 2401 and plan to
vote ‘‘no."’

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I take
this opportunity, nearing the moment
of final passage of this bill, under the
leadership of the new chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LumMs], I take this opportunity to com-
pliment him and congratulate him, not
only for his even-handedness and his
fairness but for his leadership, for his
looking after the troops, for his doing
his best to see that there is an oppor-
tunity for them to be the best-trained
in the world and to keep us on the cut-
ting edge militarily, to keep us the
best nation on defense in this world.

This is his first bill as chairman. I
compliment him on the excellent job
that he has done, wish him well in the
days ahead.

On a personal note, as subcommittee
chairman, he has been a very great
help to me in putting the parts of my
particular portion of the bill together.

I want to let this body know of the
outstanding job that this gentleman
has done, his first year as chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself such time as I may
consume.



23026

Mr. Chairman, the matter before us
is an en bloc amendment. I am assum-
ing that that will pass on a voice vote.
At the end of that, the committee will
have done its job and we will report
back to the House. So I would like to
take this opportunity not to speak to
the en bloc amendment but to speak
more generically.

First, let me thank my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. SPENCE] for his very kind and
very generous remarks. He is a very
easy gentleman to work with, an easy
gentleman with which to commu-
nicate, and it is a delight and a pleas-
ure to work with my colleague.

Clearly, we have substantive dif-
ferences on a wide range of matters,
but we have learned how to deal with
each other with comity and with cor-
diality and with respect. I thank the
gentleman for that.

I would like to also thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]
for his very kind and generous re-
marks.

Finally, in this regard, to thank all
of the members of the staff. As I have
said on more than one occasion, we are
only as good as our staffs, because a
great portion of the business of govern-
mentis done by staff people, often un-
sung and not visible human beings but
people who do an extraordinary job.

I think that any time and every time
we have an opportunity to thank them
and to compliment them for their ex-
traordinary work, we should do so.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this is the
first opportunity that I have had to
come to the floor in this new capacity
as chairman of the House Committee
on Armed Services. I am now in my 23d
year. I was elected in 1970.

I came to Congress to advocate
peace, nuclear disarmament, to radi-
cally alter the priorities of this coun-
try, to address the human misery of
people across the wide panorama of ex-
periences that afflict human beings in
this country at the level of race and
class and sex and geography, whatever.

In the context of 1971, against the
backdrop of the Vietnam war, this gen-
tleman's comments were deemed as
radical, far out. But I would suggest,
Mr. Chairman, that the issues we
raised 23 years ago, perceived as radical
in the context of the early 1970's, are
issues that are now on the front burner
of America and this country.

What are the issues? Peace, nuclear
disarmament, downsizing the military
budget, economic conversion, reorder-
ing the priorities, reinvesting in Amer-
ica, reinvesting in American people, re-
investing in our children, rebuilding
our economy, health care, education,
all of these issues.

Mr. Chairman, we have become the
first generation of American people
who are afraid of our own children.
That has enormous implications.

I would suggest to Members that a
society that is afraid of its own chil-
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dren is a society on its way to dying.
We are frightened of our children, be-
cause we are now reaping the whirl-
wind of decades of neglect and lack of
attention. But now the Berlin Wall is
down. The Soviet Union has dissipated.
The Warsaw Pact no longer exists.

It brings us great challenges, but it
gives us great hope, because there are
great possibilities at this moment.

As I have said before, this moment is
pregnant with great potential to do ex-
traordinary good. The world cries out
for peace. People cry out for human
rights and civil rights, and our people
cry out for social and economic justice
in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I have ascended to the
position of the chair of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services as an advo-
cate of peace, as one who has advocated
the military budget in order to address
the priorities of our people. We now are
there, Mr. Chairman.

As my distinguished colleague from
South Carolina indicated how he will
vote, it is interesting. I voted on 22 sep-
arate occasions against military budg-
ets. Now I am placed in this new role,
this new position.

0 1530

I will vote for this bill, Mr. Chair-
man, but not because I am commu-
nicating to anyone in this body or to
the American people that this military
budget cannot be cut further. I believe
that a prima facie case can be made to
cut this budget even further than
President Clinton chooses to do it.

The challenge before us is to take a
prima facie case and make it a reality.
We have to move our colleagues down a
different road. Old labels no longer
apply. Old paradigms no longer apply.
Old ideas no longer apply. This is a new
moment with great possibilities and
great opportunities.

This new administration is trying to
get off the ground. They were not off
the ground fast enough to be able to
allow a bottom-up review to shape this
budget for fiscal year 1994, but we as a
committee did our best. We did some
good things in this bill. We have lifted
the issue of economic conversion to a
level that was never seen before. We
placed $13 billion at the disposal of the
American people to clean up toxic
waste and restore our environment. We
have moved away from nuclear arma-
ment. We have done many good things
in this bill, but we have miles to go,
Mr. Chairman.

The Members have placed me in this.

role of leadership to try to help guide
my colleagues to a new vision, a new
set of ideas, to a new paradigm. I ac-
cept that challenge, but let the chal-
lenge be that we cannot continue to
spend at this level. The world does not
require it. Our people need us to move
in a different direction.

I think we have turned a magnificent
corner, but we have a ways to go. Next
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yvear, the year after, and the year after
that will be the great challenges of this
committee. Let this administration
place their 5-year plan on the table.

To my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE], let us have an honest debate.
I will guarantee that the framework
will be open, will be frank, will be vig-
orous. My objective will be to try to
move this body to a new place, to go
even below the cuts, to start restoring
this country, because as long as our
children are dying in the streets and
we are spending money preparing to
wage war, there is something wrong in
our society. We have to go in a dif-
ferent way, in a different direction.

Mr. Chairman, for those of my col-
leagues who have voted against the
military budget over the years, because
of their concerns of the priority of this
Nation, feel free to do that. I think
every human being in this body ought
to vote their conscience, ought to vote
what they honestly believe is correct.

I think we have turned a major cor-
ner. It is my hope and my dream and
my aspiration, for whatever time re-
mains in this body, and I am allowed to
serve with honor in this position, to
take us far below where we are, be-
cause I think that is the priority, that
is the mandate, that is the necessity.

For those who feel that we have cut
too much, I do not think that case can
be made. When we were spending $300
billion a year on the military budget,
70 percent of it was directed at fighting
a war with the Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Pact, $210 billion annually di-
rected at two enemies that no longer
exist. One does not have to be a bril-
liant rocket scientist to understand
that if those major threats to which we
directed 70 percent of our resources are
no longer on the radar screen, that we
can certainly make significant reduc-
tions in our military budget.

If the threats to the United States
out there are regional threats, we cer-
tainly do not need to continue to spend
as if the threat is the Soviet Union.
The bipolar world has evaporated, dis-
appeared. Let us now develop a new no-
tion, a new definition of what national
security is, Mr. Chairman. Let us de-
velop a new set of ideas about what the
threat is, based on the reality of the
world, not some misconstrued, cartoon-
like notion about what the real world
is.

Let us develop a military budget that
makes sense, and let us take the sav-
ings from that, whether we call it a
peace dividend or whatever, and begin
to rebuild our society. Our children de-
mand it, their parents need it, and
their grandparents hope for it.

Mr. Chairman, with those remarks
we conclude a very significant and im-
portant debate. I am honored that my
colleagues have chosen me to chair the
Committee on Armed Services at this

~extraordinary moment in American

history.
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My hope is that, on sober reflection
of this moment, that history will
record that we did a decent job, as good
as we could for this moment, but not
nearly as good as we can.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back to reserve
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
DURBIN). The question is on the amend-
ments en bloc offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

The amendments en bloc were agreed
to.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will put the question on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask the Chair, do I have time re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] can still move to strike the last
word, under the terms of the rule.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELLUMS. I am privileged to
yield to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin by applauding the chairman, the
gentleman from California, for the ex-
traordinary work he has done as chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and for the many years of enor-
mous effort that he has put into fight-
ing for a world of peace and social jus-
tice.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one
word, or more than one word, on my
views on this budget. That is to say
that while I think it is probably the
best Defense budget we have seen for
many years, as the chairman himself
has indicated, it probably has not gone
far enough. I intend to vote against it.
Let me say very briefly why I intend
to.

To put it simply, Mr. Chairman, de-
spite the end of the cold war, we simply
have not gone far enough in recogniz-
ing that the Soviet Union does not
exist, that the Warsaw Pact does not
exist, and that in fact our major secu-
rity problem now is not foreign policy,
it is domestic needs. When we talk
about spending $263 billion on the mili-
tary at the same time as our children
continue to go hungry, 5 million kids
in America are hungry at the same
time as 2 million people continue to
sleep out on the streets, at the same
time as millions of young people are
unable to afford to go to college, then
I think we are wrong about our defini-
tion of the American security prob-
lems. Our security problems are home
now, and not abroad.

I want to congratulate the chairman
and other people for their efforts to
make sensible cuts in the budget.
Sadly enough, amendment after
amendment that was brought forth was
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voted down. I find it ironic that some
of those people who fought against
these amendments are exactly the
same people who are telling us how se-
rious our deficit problem is. When we
ask them to vote to save taxpayers
money, they do not do it.

Let me give a few examples. The so-
called Dellums-DeFazio amendment re-
garding star wars would have cut this
wasteful and inefficient system in half.
We do not need star wars. We had a
good amendment to significantly cut
star wars. Unfortunately, despite all
the rhetoric about our $4 trillion debt
and our needs at home, that amend-
ment was defeated.

The D-5 missile program. The Del-
lums-Penny amendment would have
terminated procurement, saving $1.2
billion. Unfortunately, once again, that
amendment was defeated.

Burden-sharing. We are spending over
$100 billion a year defending Europe,
Western Europe, and Asia against a
nonexistent enemy. We are defending
countries that inmany ways are
wealthier than we are.

There was a good amendment
brought forth, the so-called Bryant
amendment, which would have required
Europe, Korea, and Japan to pay the
cost of defending themselves by Sep-
tember 1996, a very sensible amend-
ment. Unfortunately, a majority of the
Members voted no; again, the same
people who tell us every day about how
terrible our deficit problem is.

The intelligence budget, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
and I offered an amendment which
could have cut intelligence spending by
10 percent. We are now funding the in-
telligence budget at the same level as
at the height of the cold war; once
again, voted down.

Altogether, these amendments, if
passed, would have saved the American
taxpayers over $100 billion over the
next several years, $100 billion. Some
could go to deficit reduction, some to
rebuild America and give hope and
faith to the people that the chairman
was just talking about, the young peo-
ple who are never going to have a job
in their lives, the children who are
hungry. That is where the money could
have gone, but we did not do it.

Let me simply conclude, Mr. Chair-
man, by congratulating once again the
chairman for putting together what is
probably the best Defense budget we
have seen here in many, many years.
However, I believe that now is the time
to demand radical changes in national
priorities. Let us look home at our
enormous needs.
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And let us tell the military-indus-
trial establishment that their day has
come and gone, and we are going to pay
attention to the working people, to the
children, to the veterans, to the elderly
people who have been ignored for so
many years.
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And it is in that spirit, while con-
gratulating my good friend on the ex-
cellent work that he has done, that I
urge a ‘‘no” vote on the Defense
budget.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, might
I inquire, under the rule, do the Chair
and the ranking member continue to
have the opportunity to strike the last
word?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr.
DURBIN]. At this point the ranking mi-
nority member has the right under the
rule to strike the last word and to be
recognized for 5 minutes and to yield as
he desires. Of course, the gentleman
from California can ask for unanimous
consent from the committee to extend
his pro forma debate time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, might
I further inquire, so that I understand
it, the Chair is saying that this gen-
tleman has exhausted the opportunity
to strike the last word?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
fact is the gentleman has just debated
a pro forma amendment and he may
not do so over and over again, unless
the committee were at some other
stage in the bill. The gentleman can
make a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to
take any further time, but in view of
what has transpired lately I feel I
must.

Mr. Chairman, we will always have in
this country and we have always had in
this country people who have said that
we do not need a defense, or that we
need to cut out most of our defenses.

I would like to remind those people
that we would not be here today as a
free country if we had listened to those
kinds of people over the history of this
country. We will have more wars, Mr.
Chairman. As long as we have human
beings on this Earth, acting like
human beings act, we will have more
wars. The Bible admonishes us in that
respect. There will be wars and rumors
of wars. The only question is when, not
if we will have other wars. We have to
be prepared.

At the same time we will always
have people in this country who will
fight for our freedom, and that is what
makes us what we are today. I thank
God for them, and have thanked God
for them in the past. That is our only
hope.

Please do not listen to those who say
we do not need a strong defense. The
best way to prevent a war is to be so
strong that no one is going to take
you on.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yield-
ing. I have always supported this au-
thorization bill, because I remember
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the early days of World War II when
this country was not prepared. I am
concerned about this bill. Are we head-
ing in that same direction once again
where we are not prepared, and I hope
and pray we are never tested to find
out whether we are doing an adeguate
job in defending or preparing for the in-
evitable some time in the future.

I am also concerned about what this
committee did not do this time, and
that is to take care of our retired mili-
tary. I think we have an obligation to
those retirees who did serve faithfully
and to their families.

We have a responsibility, not nec-
essarily for providing commissaries or
exchange privileges, but for medical fa-
cilities. I will use my own State of In-
diana as an example. When the work of
the Base Closing Commission is com-
pleted, we will have no active base in
the State of Indiana to provide medical
care and pharmacies for our retirees
and their families, and the retirees will
have to travel several hundred miles
just to fill a prescription.

I did not testify before the commit-
tee. I did write and talk to several
Members and asked that they inves-
tigate this and to find some way where
retirees are taken care of. But I do not
find where we have it in this legisla-

tion.

So I think we are failing the retirees
who have served our Nation in an obli-
gation that we have made to those peo-
ple and their families. So I am dis-
appointed that this committee did not
take care of these retirees adequately.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding because I
did want to clarify that there are going
to be a number of no votes on this floor
that are not going to reflect the opin-
ions expressed earlier by the gentleman
from Vermont. The gentleman from
Vermont is voting no because he does
not believe this bill goes far enough to-
ward creating a hollow army for our
country. There are many of us who be-
lieve that this bill goes too far toward
creating a hollow army, and we are
going to be voting no as well.

We are going to be voting no because
we believe when you have a President
who continues to want to commit or
commits troops all over the world, that
it becomes passing strange that we
then suggest on this House floor that
we can continue to decimate the mili-
tary, and yet complete those commit-
ments.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS].

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

First I want to commend the com-
mittee and its distinguished chairman
for what they have done. I shall vote
for this legislation.
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I am concerned though that the job
of the Armed Services Committee is
going to become more difficult as we
go along. I rejoice as much as anyone
does at the ability to cut back. There
are some items in here that I feel
should have been cut back even fur-
ther.

But I think we need to remind our-
selves that there are Hitlers born every
day, there are Mussolinis born every
day, there are Tojos born every day,
there are Saddam Husseins that are
born every day, and the history of my
lifetime has been that there has got to
be somebody with the determination
and the ability to say no, you cannot
go that far; you have got to stop.

That is, unfortunately, the role that
we Americans have to play. It is an
extra burden that we have to carry.

I think this is a good bill. But I want
to wish good luck to the chairman and
to the ranking minority member on
this committee, thank them for their
fine work, and wish them good luck in
piloting us to a sound future.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] has expired.

(On request of Mr. WALKER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SPENCE was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, as I
was pointing out, the problem that we
have is that we see a lot of these com-
mitments arising around the world.
The President evidently wants to com-
mit us at some point to Bosnia.

The Somalia resolution that was
adopted on the floor yesterday essen-
tially tells the President that he has to
come back to us with a plan, but has no
hope whatsoever in it that we are actu-
ally going to withdraw troops from So-
malia. There evidently are a contin-
gent of troops being planned to go to
Haiti, and we have a series of actions
where we are going to commit Amer-
ican troops.

Yet, this committee has come up
with a bill that strips us of the re-
sources to be able to do all of these
missions that this administration is
committing us to.

I would suggest that if in fact we
have a desire to concentrate on domes-
tic affairs and withdraw the resources
from the military, then maybe, maybe
it is time that you also have the nerve
to suggest to your own administration
that they ought not to commit us to
any more military missions, and actu-
ally vote for real actions to pull troops
out of where they are now serving.

The fact is that we could have had a
real vote on this House floor to with-
draw the troops from Somalia now, and
we refused to allow in the Rules Com-
mittee that kind of an amendment to
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come to the floor, so that we are going
to continue to expend money in Soma-
lia at the same time that we are with-
drawing the resources from those
troops.

I would suggest that that is not an
appropriate way to proceed, that we
then have a hollow army that is always
at risk. And it is not the appropriate
kind of measure for us to be approving
on this floor.
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So my vote will be *‘no," not because
I do not believe that the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] and the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] have not worked hard on this
bill—I think they have—but I think in
the end the bill does undermine our
ability to maintain the sort of military
force that this administration seems
anxious to commit all over the world.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
DuURBIN). The question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
McNuLTY] having assumed the chair,
Mr. DURBIN, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2401) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
1994 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year
1994, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 254, he reported
the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended, adopted by the Committee of
the Whole?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
separate votes on the following amend-
ments:

The Schroeder amendment that re-
quires the 1995 Base Realignment and
Closure Commission to include foreign
bases along with domestic facilities in
its closure recommendations;

The Lloyd amendment which re-
quires the overseas operations and
maintenance funding to be reduced by
$725 million in fiscal year 1994 to re-
flect anticipated overseas force reduc-
tions of 50 percent;

The Andrews of Maine amendment
that bans the use of defense conversion
funds for financing foreign arms sales;
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The Skelton amendment that codi-
fies a modified version of the “‘don’t
ask, don't tell” policy on gays in the
military; and

The Gephardt-Gilman amendment
which requires the President to report
to Congress by October 15 the goals, ob-
jectives, and anticipated duration of
United States forces deployed in Soma-
lia.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other
amendment?

REQUEST TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute. This concerns what
we talked about this morning.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would not normally entertain
that request at this particular point in
the order of events.

The votes will be taken in the order
in which the amendments were consid-
ered in the Committee of the Whole,
since the bill was considered as read
and the order of amendments was pre-
scribed by three secial orders.

If a separate vote is not demanded on
any other amendment, the Clerk will
report the first amendment on which a
separate vote has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: At the end of subtitle B of
title XXVIII of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 2819, EXPANSION OF BASE CLOSURE LAW TO
INCLUDE CONSIDERATION OF MILI-
TARY INSTALLATIONS OUTSIDE THE
UNITED STATES FOR CLOSURE AND
REALIGNMENT.

(a) EXPANSION OF SCOPE OF BASE CLOSURE
LAW.—The Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Act of 1990 (Part A of title XXIX
of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 2910 and 2911
as sections 2911 and 2912, respectively; and

(2) by inserting after section 2909 the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 2910. CONSIDERATION OF MILITARY IN-
STALLATIONS OUTSIDE THE UNITED
STATES.

‘{a) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TERMINATION
AND REDUCTIONS OF MILITARY OPERATIONS
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.—WIith respect
to recommendations made in 1995 for the clo-
sure and reallgnment of military installa-
tions under this part, the Secretary and the
Commission shall include recommendations
for the termination and reduction of mili-
tary operations carried out by the United
States at military installations outside the
United States.

“(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—(1) Not later
than December 31, 1993, the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register and transmit
to the congressional defense committees the
criteria proposed to be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense in making recommendations
for terminating and reducing military oper-
atlons carrled out by the United States at
military installations outside the United
States. The Secretary shall provide an op-
portunity for public comment on the pro-
posed criteria for a period of at least 30 days
and shall include notice of that opportunity
in the publication required under the preced-
ing sentence.

*(2) Not later than February 15, 1994, the
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg-
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ister and transmit to the congressional de-
fense committees the final criteria to be
used in making recommendations for termi-
nating and reducing military operations car-
ried out by the United States at military in-
stallations outside the United States.

*(3) The criteria developed under this sub-
section, along with the force-structure plan
referred to In section 2903(a), shall be the
final criteria to be used in making rec-
ommendations for terminating and reducing
military operations carried out by the Unit-
ed States at military installations outside
the United States, unless the criteria are—

‘(A) disapproved by a joint resolution of
Congress enacted on or before March 15,
19M; or

“(B) amended by the Secretary in the man-
ner described in section 2903(b)2)(B).

*(c) RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary shall transmit rec-
ommendations to the Commission for the
termination and reduction of military oper-
ations of the United States at specified mili-
tary installations outside the United States.
The recommendations shall be Included in
the recommendations transmitted to the
Commission with respect to the closure and
realignment of military installations inside
the United States under section 2903(c).

*(d) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY
COMMISSION.—The Commission shall review
the recommendations transmitted by the
Secretary under subsectlon (¢). The Commis-
sion may make changes in the recommenda-
tions made by the Secretary only in the
manner provided in subparagraphs (B), (C),
and (D) of section 2903(d)(2). The Commission
shall include, in its recommendations to the
President under section 2803(d), its rec-
ommendations for the termination and re-
duction of military operations of the United
States at specified military Iinstallations
outside the United States.

‘(e) REVIEW AND TRANSMITTAL BY THE
PRESIDENT.—The recommendations trans-
mitted by the President under section 2903(e)
shall contain the recommendations of the
Commission for the termination and reduc-
tion of military operations of the United
States at specified military installations
outside the United States.'.

(b) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO INCLUDE SUFFI-
CIENT OVERSEAS INSTALLATIONS.—Section
2903 of such Act is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

*(f) FAILURE TO INCLUDE SUFFICIENT OVER-
SEAS INSTALLATIONS.—(1) In the case of the
recommendations of the Commission re-
quired to be transmitted to the Congress in
1995 pursuant to subsection (e), if the closure
or realignment of military installations out-
side the United States does not account for
at least 25 percent of the closure and realign-
ment recommendations of the Commission,
as certifled by the Commission under para-
graph (2), then the process by which military
installations may be selected for closure or
realignment under this part with respect to
that year shall be terminated.

*%(2) In determining whether the percentage
specified in paragraph (1) is satisfied, the
Commission shall calculate such percentage
both in terms of—

**(A) the number of military installations
outside the United States recommended for
closure or realignment as a percentage of the
total number of military installations rec-
ommended for closure or realignment that
year; and

*(B) the number of military personnel and
civilian employees of the Department of De-
fense stationed or employed outside the
United States directly affected by the rec-
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ommendations as a percentage of the total
number of military personnel and civilian
employees of the Department of Defense di-
rectly affected by the recommendations.”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Sub-
section (b) of section 2901 of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

*{b) Purpose.—The purpose of this part is
to provide a fair process that will result in
the timely closure and realignment of mili-
tary installations inside and outside the
United States.”.

(2) Section 2911 of such Act, as redesig-
nated by subsection (a)(1), 1s amended—

(A) in paragraph (4), by Inserting after the
first sentence the following new sentence:
“With respect to military operations carried
out by the United States outside the United
States, such term includes the sites and fa-
cilities at which such operations are carried
out without regard to whether the sites and
facilities are owned by the United States.'’;
and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(8) The terms ‘closure’ and ‘reallgnment’
include, with respect to military operations
carried out by the United States outside the
United States, the termination or reduction
of such operations.".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to rule XV, the four votes,
if ordered, will be 5-minute votes and
Members will be requested to remain in
the Chamber in order to avoid missing
votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 292, nays
138, not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 468]
YEAS—202

Abercromble Brown (OH) de la Garza
Ackerman Bryant Deal
Allard Burton DeFazio
Andrews (ME) Byrne DeLauro
Andrews (NJ) Callahan Dellums
Andrews (TX) Calvert Derrick
Applegate Camp Deutsch
Baesler Canady Dicks
Barca Cantwell Dingell
Barcla Cardin Dixon
Barlow Carr Dooley
Barrett (WI) Chapman Dreter
Becerra Clay Duncan
Beilenson Clayton Durbin
Bentley Clement Edwards (CA)
Bevill Clinger Engel
Bilbray Clyburn English (AZ)
Bllirakis Coleman English (OK)
Bishop Collins (IL) Eshoo
Blackwell Collins (MI) Evans
Boehlert Condit Farr
Bontor Conyers Fazio
Borski Cooper Fields (LA)
Boucher Costello Filner
Brewster Coyne Fingerhut
Brooks Cramer Flake
Browder Crane Foglietta
Brown (CA) Danner Ford (MI)
Brown (FL) Darden Ford (TN)
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Frank (MA) Lowey
Franks (NJ) Maloney
Frost Manton
Furse Margolies-
Gejdenson Mezvinsky
Gephardt Markey
Gillmor Martinez
Glickman Matsui
Gonzalez Mazzoll
Gordon McCloskey
Grandy McDermott
Green McHugh
Greenwood McInnis
Gunderson McKinney
Gutlerrez MeNulty
Hall (OH) Meehan
Hall (TX) Meek
Hamburg Meyers
Hansen Mfume
Harman Miller (CA)
Hastert Miller (FL)
Hastings Mineta
Hayes Minge
Hefley Mink
Hefner Moakley
Hilliard Montgomery
Hinchey Moran
Hoagland Morella
Hobson Murphy
Hochbrusckner Myers
Hoke Nadler
Holden Natcher
Horn Neal (MA)
Hoyer Neal (NC)
Hughes Oberstar
Inslee Obey
Istook Olver
Jacobs Ortiz
Jefferson Orton
Johnson (CT) Owens
Johnson (GA) Pallone
Johnson (SD) Parker
Johnson, E. B. Pastor
Johnston Payne (NJ)
Kanjorski Payne (VA)
Kaptur Pelost
Kaslich Penny
Kennedy Peterson (FL)
Kennelly Peterson (MN)
Kildee Petrt
Kleczka Pickle
Klein Pomeroy
Klink Portman
Klug Poshard
Kopetskl Price (NC)
Kretdler Quillen
LaFalce Quinn
Lambert Rahall
Lantos Rangel
LaRoceo Ravenel
Lazio Reed
Leach Regula
Lehman Reynolds
Levin Richardson
Lewlis (CA) Ridge
Lewis (GA) Roberts
Lightfoot Roemer
Lipinski Rogers
Long Rose
NAYS5—138
Archer Cox
Armey Crapo
Bacchus (FL) Cunningham
Bachus (AL) DeLay
Baker (CA) Diaz-Balart
Baker (LA) Dickey
Ballenger Doolittle
Barrett (NE) Dornan
Bartlett Dunn
Barton Edwards (TX)
Bateman Emerson
Bereuter Everett
Berman Ewing
Bliley Fawell
Blute Flelds (TX)
Boehner Fish
Bonilla Fowler
Bunning Franks (CT)
Buyer Gallegly
Castle Gallo
Coble Gekas
Collins (GA) Geren
Comb Gibb
Coppersmith Gllchrest

Rostenkowsk!
Roth

Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo

Sanders
Sangmelster
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Schaefer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Skaggs

Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Snowe
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Walsh
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Williams
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Yates
Zimmer

Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss

Houghton
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inhofe
Johnson, Sam
Kim

King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
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Kyl Mollohan Smith (1A)
Lancaster Muoorhead Smith (NJ)
Laughlin Murtha Smith (OR)
Levy Nussle Smith (TX)
Lewis (FL) Oxley Solomon
Linder Packard Spence
Livingston Paxon Stearns
Lloyd Plckett Stump
Machtley Pombo Talent
Mann Porter Thomas (CA)
Manzullo Pryce (OH) Thomas (WY)
McCandless Ramstad Torkildsen
McCollum Rohrabacher Torricelli
McCrery Ros-Lehtinen Visclosky
McCurdy Santorum Vucanovich
McHale Saxton Walker
McKeon Schiff Weldon
McMillan Shaw Wilson
Menendez Shays Wynn
Mica Shuster Young (AK)
Michel Sisisky Young (FL)
Molinart Skeen Zeliff

NOT VOTING—3
McDade Smith (MI) Whitten
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTy). Before the Chair announces
the results of this vote, he would like
to make an announcement:

Due to a momentary power outage
the computers were down for approxi-
mately 1 minute during the course of
this vote. One or more Members may
think they have voted when they actu-
ally have not. So, the Chair is going to
wait for another minute to allow Mem-
bers to look at the board and verify
whether or not they have actually been
recorded.

Mr. PAXON and Mr.
changed their vote from
"Il&.y."

Messrs. HASTERT, HANSEN, and
BURTON of Indiana changed their vote
from *‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the next amendment
on which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: At the end of title X (page
346, after line 23), insert the following new
sections:

SEC. 1043. SHARING DEFENSE BURDENS AND RE-
SPONSIBILITIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) Since fiscal year 1985, the budget of the
Department of Defense has declined by 34
percent in real terms.

(2) During the past few years, the United
States military presence overseas has de-
clined significantly in the following ways:

(A) Since fiscal year 1986, the number of
United States military personnel perma-
nently stationed overseas has declined by al-
most 200,000 personnel.

(B) From fiscal year 1989 to fiscal year 1994,
spending by the United States to support the
stationing of United States military forces
overseas will have declined by 36 percent.

(C) Since January 1990, the Department of
Defense has announced the closure, reduc-
tlon, or transfer to standby status of 840
United States military facilities overseas,
which is approximately a 50 percent reduc-
tion in the number of such facilities.
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(3) The United States military presence
overseas will continue to decline as a result
of actions by the executive branch and the
following initiatives of the Congress:

(A) Section 1302 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993,
which required a 40 percent reduction by
September 30, 1996, In the number of United
States military personnel permanently sta-
tioned ashore in overseas locations.

(B) Section 1303 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993,
which specified that no more than 100,000
United States military personnel may be
permanently stationed ashore in NATO
member countries after September 30, 1996.

(C) Section 1301 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993,
which reduced the spending proposed by the
Department. of Defense for overseas basing
activities during fiscal year 1993 by
$500,000,000.

(D) Sections 913 and 915 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990
and 1991, which directed the President to de-
velop a plan to gradually reduce the United
States military force structure in East Asia.

(4) The East Asia Strategy Initiative,
which was developed in response to sections
913 and 915 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, has
resulted in the withdrawal of 12,000 United
States military personnel from Japan and
the Republic of Korea since fiscal year 1990.

(5) In response to actions by the executive
branch and the Congress, allied countries in
which United States military personnel are
stationed and alliances in which the United
States participates have agreed in the fol-
lowing ways to reduce the costs incurred by
the United States in basing military forces
overseas:

(A) Under the 1991 Speclal Measures Agree-
ment between Japan and the united States,
Japan will pay by 1995 almost all yen-de-
nominated costs of stationing United States
military personnel in Japan.

(B) The Republic of Korea has agreed to
pay by 1995, one-third of the won-based costs
incurred by the United States in stationing
United States military personnel in the Re-
public of Korea.

(C) The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) has agreed that the NATO Infra-
structure Program will adapt to support
post-Cold War strategy and could pay the an-
nual operation and maintenance costs of fa-
cilities in Europe and the United States that
would support the reinforcement of Europe
by United States military forces and the par-
ticipation of United States military forces in
peacekeeping and conflict prevention oper-
ations.

(D) Such allied countries and alllances
have agreed to more fully share the respon-
sibilities and burdens of providing for mu-
tual security and stability through steps
such as the following:

(1) The Republic of Korea has assumed the
leadership role regardingground combat
forces for the defense of the Republic of
Korea.

(1) NATO had adopted the new mission of
conducting peacekeeping operations and is,
for example, providing land, sea, and air
forces for United Nations efforts In the
former Yugoslavia.

(ii1) The countries of western Europe are
contributing substantially to the develop-
ment of democracy, stability, and open mar-
ket socleties in eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—
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(1) the forward presence of United States
military personnel stationed overseas con-
tinues to be important to United States se-
curity interests;

(2) that forward presence facllitates efforts
to pursue United States security interests on
a collective basis rather than pursuing them
on a far more costly unilateral basis or re-
ceding into isolationism;

(3) the bilateral and multilateral arrange-
ments and alllances in which that forward
presence plays a part must be further adapt-
ed to the security environment of the post-
Cold War period;

(4) the cost-sharing percentages for the
NATO Infrastructure Program should be re-
viewed with the aim of reflecting current
economic, political, and military reallities
and thus reducing the United States cost-
sharing percentage; and

(5) the amounts obligated to conduct Unit-
ed States overseas basing activities should
decline significantly in fiscal year 1994 and
in future fiscal years as—

(A) the number of United States military
personnel stationed overseas continues to de-
cline; and -

(B) the countries in which United States
military personnel are stationed and the al-
liances in which the United States partici-
pates assume an increased share of United
States overseas basing costs.

(¢) REDUCING UNITED STATES OVERSEAS
BASING C0STS5.—(1) In order to achieve addi-
tional savings in overseas basing costs, the
President should—

(A) continue with the reductions in United
States military presence overseas as re-
quired by sections 1302 and 1303 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1993; and

(B) intensify his efforts to negotlate a
more favorable host-nation agreement with
each foreign country to which this paragraph
applies under paragraph (3)(A).

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)(B), a more
favorable host-nation agreement is an agree-
ment under which such forelgn country—

(A) assumes an increased share of the costs
of United States military installations in
that country, including the costs of—

(1) labor, utilities, and services;

(i1) military construction projects and real
property maintenance;

(1if) leasing requirements associated with
the United States military presence; and

(iv) actions necessary to meet local envi-
ronmental standards;

(B) relieves the Armed Forces of the Unit-
ed States of all tax liability that, with re-
spect to forces located in such country, Is in-
curred by the Armed Forces under the laws
of that country and the laws of the commu-
nity where those forces are located; and

(C) ensures that goods and services fur-
nished in that country to the Armed Forces
of the United States are provided at mini-
mum cost and without imposition of user
fees.

(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), paragraph (1)B) applies with respect
to—

(1) each country of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (other than the United
States); and

(i1) each other forelgn country with which
the United States has a bilateral or multilat-
eral defense agreement that provides for the
assignment of combat units of the Armed
Forces of the United States to permanent
duty in that country or the placement of
combat equipment of the United States in
that country.

(B) Paragraph (1) does not apply with re-
spect to—
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(1) a foreign country that receives assist-
ance under section 23 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2673) (relating to the
foreign military financing program) or under
the provisions of chapter 4 of part II of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346
et seq.); or

(i) a foreign country that has agreed to as-
sume, not later than September 30, 1996, at
least 75 percent of the nonpersonnel costs of
United States military installations in the
country.

(d) OBLIGATIONAL LIMITATION.—(1) The
total amount appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Defense for Military Personnel, for
Operation and Maintenance, and for military
construction (including NATO Infrastruc-
ture) that is obligated to conduct overseas
basing activities during fiscal year 1994 may
not exceed $16,915,400,000 (such amount being
the amount appropriated for such purposes
for fiscal year 1993 reduced by $3,300,000,000).

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘‘overseas basing activities' means the
activities of the Department of Defense for
which funds are provided through appropria-
tions for Military Personnel, for Operation
and Maintenance (including appropriations
for family housing operations), and for mili-
tary construction (including family housing
construction and NATO Infrastructure) for
the payment of costs for Department of De-
fense overseas military units and the costs
for all dependents who accompany Depart-
ment of Defense personnel outside the Unit-
ed States.

(e) ALLOCATIONS OF  SAVINGS.—Any
amounts appropriated to the Department of
Defense for fiscal year 1994 for the purposes
covered by subsection (d)(1) that are not
avallable to be used for those purposes by
reason of the limitation In that subsection
shall be allocated by the Secretary of De-
fense for operation and maintenance and for
military construction activities of the De-
partment of Defense at military installa-
tions and facilities located inside the United

States.

SEC. 1044. BURDENSHARING CONTRIBUTIONS
FROM DESIGNATED COUNTRIES AND
REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1045 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1992 and 1993 (Public Law 102-190; 105
Stat. 1465) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking out “‘During fiscal years
1992 and 1993, the Secretary” and inserting in
lieu thereof “The Secretary"; and
(B) by striking out ‘“‘Japan, Kuwait, and
the Republic of Korea' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘any country or regional organiza-
tion designated for purposes of this section
by the Secretary of Defense'’; and
(2) in subsection (f)—
(A) by striking out “each quarter of fiscal
years 1992 and 1993 and inserting in lien
thereof ‘‘each fiscal-year quarter';
(B) by striking out ‘“‘congressional defense
committees” and inserting in leu thereof
“Congress’’; and
(C) by striking out ‘“‘Japan, Kuwalt, and
the Republic of Korea™ and Inserting in lieu
thereof “each country and regional organiza-
tion from which contributions have been ac-
cepted by the Secretary under subsection
(&)™
(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The heading of
such section is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 1045. BURDENSHARING CONTRIBUTIONS
FROM DESIGNATED COUNTRIES AND
REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.”.

SEC. 1045. MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN REPORT
REQUIREMENTS.

(a) BIENNIAL NATO REPORT.—Section
1002(d) of the Department of Defense Author-
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ization Act, 1985 (Public Law 98-525; 22 U.8.C.
1928 note), 1s amended—

(1) by striking *‘(1) Not later than April 1,
1990, and biennially each year thereafter”
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘“‘Not later than
April 1 of each even-numbered year";

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2); and

(3) by striking out paragraph (2) (following
the paragraph (2) designated by paragraph (2)
of this subsection).

{(b) REPORT ON ALLIED CONTRIBUTIONS.—
Section 1046(e) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993
(Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 1467; 22 U.8.C.
1928 note) is amended—

(1) by striking out “and’ at the end of
paragraph (2);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lleu thereof *;
and'’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“*(4) specifying the incremental costs to the
United States associated with the permanent
stationing ashore of United States forces in
foreign nations.”,

(¢) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—(1) The Congress
finds that the Secretary of Defense did not
submit to Congress in a timely manner the
report on allled contributions to the com-
mon defense required under section 1003 of
the National Defense Authorization Act, 1985
(Public Law 98-525; 98 Stat. 2577), to be sub-
mitted not later than April 1, 1993.

(2) It is the sense of Congress that the
timely submission of such report to Congress
each year 1s essential to the deliberation by
Congress concerning the annual defense pro-
gram.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the amendment.

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

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 427, nays 1,
not voting 5, as follows:

The

[Roll No. 469]
YEAS—427

Abercrombie Blackwell Clinger
Ackerman Bliley Clyburn
Allard Blute Coble
Andrews (ME) Boehlert Coleman
Andrews (NJ) Boehner Collins (GA)
Andrews (TX) Bonilla Collins {IL)
Applegate Bonilor Collins (MI)
Archer Borskl Combest
Armey Boucher Condit
Bacchus (FL) Brewster Conyers
Bachus (AL) Brooks Cooper
Baesler Browder Coppersmith
Baker (CA) Brown (CA) Costello
Baker (LA) Brown (FL) Cox
Ballenger Brown (OH) Coyne
Barca Bryant Cramer
Barcia Bunning Crane
Barlow Burton Crapo
Barrett (NE) Buyer Cunningham
Barrett (WI) Byrne Danner
Bartlett Callahan Darden
Barton Calvert de la Garza
Bateman Camp Deal
Becerra Canady DeFazio
Bellenson Cantwell DeLauro
Bentley Cardin DeLay
Bereuter Carr Dellums
Berman Castle Derrick
Bevill Chapman Deutsch
Bilbray Clay Diaz-Balart
Bilirakis Clayton Dickey
Blshop Clement Dicks
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Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Drefer
Duncan
Dunn

Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo

Evans
Everatt
Ewing

Farr

Fawell

Fazlo

Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Heflley
Hefner
Herger
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)

Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)

Johnson, E. B,

Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreldler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazlo
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewls (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolles-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
MeCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Melnnis
McKeon
McKinney
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Oberstar

Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad

Rogers
Rohrabacher

‘Ros-Lehtinen

Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shaw
Shays
Shepherd
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (14)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundqulst
Swett
Swift
Synar

Talent Traficant Weldon
Tanner Tucker Wheat
Tauzin Upton Whitten
Taylor (MS) Valentine Wilson
Taylor (NC) Velazquez Wise
Tejeda Vento Wolf
Thomas (CA) Visclosky Woolsey
Thomas (WY) Volkmer Wyden
Thompson Vucanovich Wynn
Thornton Walker Yates
Thurman Walsh Young (AK)
Tork!ldsen Washington Young (FL)
Torres Waters Zellff
Torricelll Watt Zimmer
Towns Waxman
NAYS—1
Stump
NOT VOTING—5
Ford (MI) Smith (MD) Willlams
McDade Unsoeld
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So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTy). The Clerk will report the
next amendment on which a separate
vote was demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: At the end of title XIII (page
447, after line 6), insert the following section:
SEC. 1360. RESTRICTION ON USE OF DEFENSE

CONVERSION FUNDS FOR THE SALE
OR TRANSFER OF DEFENSE ARTI-
CLES OR DEFENSE SERVICES,

(a) RESTRICTION.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), none of the funds appro-
priated pursuant to an authorization of ap-
propriations in this Act and made available
for defense conversion programs may be used
to finance (whether directly or through the
use of loan guarantees) the sale or transfer
to foreign countries of forelgn entities of any
defense article or defense service, including
defense articles and defense services subject
to section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.8.C. 2778).

{b) CiviLIAN END-USE.—The Secretary of
Defense may grant exemptions from the re-
striction of subsection (a) with respect to
sales or transfers of defense articles or de-
fense services for civilian end-use.

(¢) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) The term ‘‘defense article’’ has the
meaning given that term in paragraph (3) of
section 47 of the Arms Export Control Act (22
U.S8.C. 2T%).

(2) The term ‘“defense service” has the
meaning given that term in paragraph (4) of
such section.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

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

RECORDED VOTE .

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote, which will be followed
by additional votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 266, noes 162,
not voting 5, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (NJ)
Applegate
Baesler
Ballenger
Barca :
Barcla
Barlow
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bellenson
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blackwell
Boehlert
Bonior
Borskl
Brewster
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin

Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Crane
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dixon
Dooley

English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fawell
Fazio

Flelds (LA)
Fliner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse

Gallo
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gllchrest
Gllman
Glickman
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[Roll No. 470]

AYES—266
Gonzalez Nussle
Gordon Oberstar
Grams Obey
Grandy Olver
Green Orton
i, T,
Gunderson
Gutlerrez Parker
Hall (OH) e
Sy Payne (NJ)
Hamilton
Haiian Pelosi
Hastings Eenny
Hefner Peterson (MN)
Petri
Hilllard Pomeroy
Hinchey Porter
Hoagland Portman
Hochbrueckner Poshard
Hoekstra Price (NC)
Hoke Pryce (OH)
Holden Quinn
Horn Rahall
Hoyer Ramstad
Huffington Rangel
Hughes Ravenel
Inslee ed
Istook Regula
Jacobs Reynolds
Jefferson Elchardson
Joh (SD)
Johnston Rose
Kanjorskl Rostenkowsk!
Kaptur Roth
Kasich Roukema
Kenned Roybal-Allard
¥ Ro
Kennelly i
Rush
Kildee Sabo
Eim Sanders
Kleczka Sangmelster
Klein Sawyer
Klink Saxton
Klug Schenk
Knollenberg Schiff
Kopetskl Schroeder
Kreidler Schumer
LaFalce Scott
Lambert Sensenbrenner
Lantos Serrano
Sharp
Lazlo Shepherd
Leach Skaggs
Lehman Slaughter
Levin Smith (NJ)
Lewis (GA) Spravt
Lipinsk ol
Lloyd Stokes
Long Strickland
Tioiwe Studds
¥ Swett
Maloney
Swift
Manton Synar
Margolies- Tanner
Mezvinsky Thompson
Markey Thornton
Martinez Thurman
Matsul Torres
Mazzoll Towns
MacCloskey Traficant
McCurdy Tucker
McDermott Upton
McHale Valentine
McKinney Velazquez
McMillan Vento
Meehan Visclosky
Menendez Volkmer
Mfume Washington
Miller (CA) Waters
Miller (FL) Watt
Mineta Waxman
Minge Wheat
Mink ﬁ?.:"““
Moakley 2
Mollohan Wolf
Montgomery Woolsey
Moran $§ ::n
ﬁoreila. b v
Nadler
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
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NOES—162
Andrews (TX) Gingrich Ortiz
Archer Goodlatte Oxley
Armey Goodling Packard
Bacchus (FL) Goss Payne (VA)
Bachus (AL) Hall (TX) Peterson (FL)
Baker (CA) Hancock Pickett
Baker (LA) Hansen Pickle
Bartlett Hastert Pombo
Barton Hayes Quillen
Bateman Hefley Ridge
Bilbray Herger Roberts
Bliley Hobson Rogers
Blute Houghton Rohrabacher
Boehner Hunter Ros-Lehtinen
Bonilla Hutchinson Rowland
Boucher Hutto Santorum
Browder Hyde Sarpallus
Bunning Inglis Schaefer
Burton Inhofe Shaw
Buyer Johnson (CT) Shays
Callahan Johnson (GA) Shuster
Calvert Johnson, E.B. Sisisky
Camp Johnson, Sam Skeen
Canady King Skelton
Castle Kingston Slattery
Clinger Kolbe Smith (IA)
Coble Kyl Smith (OR)
Combest Lancaster Smith (TX)
Cox Laughlin Snowe
Cramer Levy Solomon
Crapo Lewlis (CA) Spence
Cunningham Lewls (FL) Stearns
Darden Lightfoot Stenholm
de la Garza Linder Stump
DeLay Livingston Stupak
Diaz-Balart Machtley Sundquist
Dickey Mann Talent
Dicks Manzullo Tauzin
Dingell MeCandless Taylor (MS)
Doolittle MeCollum Taylor (NC)
Dornan McCrery Tejeda
Dreler McHugh Thomas (CA)
Edwards (TX) McInnis Thomas (WY)
Emerson McKeon Torkildsen
Everett McNulty Torricelll
Ewing Meek Vucanovich
Flelds (TX) Meyers Walker
Fowler Mieca Walsh
Franks (CT) Michel Weldon
Frost Molinart Wilson
Gallegly Moorhead Yates
Gekas Murtha Young (AK)
Geren Myers Young (FL)
Gillmor Natcher Zeltfr
NOT VOTING—5
Ford (MI) Smith (MI) Willams
McDade Unsoeld
0O 1636

Mr. MURTHA changed his vote from
u&ya" tu0 uno’n

Mr. ISTOOK changed his vote from
“no" to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

0 1640

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The Clerk will report the
next amendment on which a separate
vote has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: Strike out section 575 (page
198, line 7, through page 206, line 11) and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

SEC. 575. POLICY CONCERNING HOMOSEXUALITY
IN THE ARMED FORCES.

(a) CODIFICATION.—(1) Chapter 37 of title 10,
United States Code, {s amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“§654. Policy concerning homosexuality in
the armed forces

‘“(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

‘(1) Section 8 of article I of the Constitu-
tion of the United States commits exclu-
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sively to the Congress the powers to raise
and support armies, provide and maintain a
Navy, and make rules for the government
and regulation of the land and naval forces.

*(2) There is no constitutional right to
serve in the armed forces.

*/(3) Pursuant to the powers conferred by
section 8 of article I of the Constitution of
the United States, it lles within the discre-
tion of the Congress to establish qualifica-
tions for and conditions of service in the
armed forces.

‘“(4) The primary purpose of the armed
forces is to prepare for and to prevail in com-
bat should the need arise.

“(5) The conduct of military operations re-
quires members of the armed forces to make
extraordinary sacrifices, Including the ulti-
mate sacrifice, in order to provide for the
common defense.

‘(6) Success In combat requires military
units that are characterized by high morale,
good order and discipline, and unit cohesion.

“(7) One of the most critical elements in
combat capability is unit cohesion, that is,
the bonds of trust among individual service
members that make the combat effective-
ness of a military unit greater than the sum
of the combat effectiveness of the individual
unlt members.

“(8) Military life is fundamentally dif-
ferent from clvilian life in that—

‘"(A) the extraordinary responsibilities of
the armed forces, the unique conditions of
military service, and the critical role of unit
cohesion, require that the military commu-
nity, while subject to civilian control, exist
as a speciallzed society; and

*(B) the military society is characterized
by its own laws, rules, customs, and tradi-
tions, including numerous restrictions on
personal behavior, that would not be accept-
able in civilian soclety.

‘/(9) The standards of conduct for members
of the armed forces regulate a member’s life
for 24 hours each day beginning at the mo-
ment the member enters military status and
not ending until that person is discharged or
otherwise separated from the armed forces.

**(10) Those standards of conduct, including
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, apply
to a member of the armed forces at all times
that the member has a military status,
whether the member Is on base or off base,
and whether the member is on duty or off
duty.

‘(11) The pervasive application of the
standards of conduct is necessary because
members of the armed forces must be ready
at all times for worldwide deployment to a
combat environment.

*(12) The worldwide deployment of United
States military forces, the international re-
sponsibilities of the United States, and the
potential for involvement of the armed
forces in actual combat routinely make it
necessary for members of the armed forces
involuntarily to accept living conditions and
working conditions that are often spartan,
primitive, and characterized by forced inti-
macy with little or no privacy.

“(13) The prohibition against homosexual
conduct is a longstanding element of mili-
tary law that continues to be necessary in
the unique circumstances of military serv-
ice.

‘‘(14) The armed forces must maintain per-
sonnel policles that exclude persons whose
presence in the armed forces would create an
unacceptable risk to the armed forces' high
standards of morale, good order and dis-
cipline, and unit cohesion that are the es-
sence of military capability.

*(15) The presence in the armed forces of
persons who demonstrate a propensity or in-
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tent to engage in homosexual acts would cre-
ate an unacceptable risk to the high stand-
ards of morale, good order and discipline,
and unit cohesion that are the essence of
military capability.

*(b) PoricY.—A member of the armed
forces shall be separated from the armed
forces under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense if one or more of the
following findings is made and approved in
accordance with procedures set forth in such
regulations:

“(1) That the member has engaged in, at-
tempted to engage in, or solicited another to
engage in a homosexual act or acts unless
there are further findings, made and ap-
proved in accordance with procedures set
forth in such regulations, that the member
has demonstrated that—

*(A) such conduct is a departure from the
member's usual and customary behavior;

“(B) such conduct, under all the cir-
cumstances, is unlikely to recur;

*(C) such conduct was not accomplished by
use of force, coercion, or intimidation;

‘(D) under the particular circumstances of
the case, the member's continued presence in
the armed forces Is consistent with the inter-
ests of the armed forces In proper discipline,
good order, and morale; and

“(E) the member does not have a propen-
sity or intent to engage In homosexual acts.

**{2) That the member has stated that he or
she is a homosexual or bisexual, or words to
that effect, unless there Is a further finding,
made and approved in accordance with pro-
cedures set forth In the regulations, that the
member has demonstrated that he or she is
not a person who engages in, attempts to en-
gage in, has a propensity to engage in, or in-
tends to engage in homosexual acts.

‘(3) That the member has married or at-
tempted to marry a person known to be of
the same biologlcal sex.

“(c) ENTRY STANDARDS AND DOCUMENTS.—
(1) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure
that the standards for enlistment and ap-
pointment of members of the armed forces
reflect the policles set forth in subsection

(b).

‘*(2) The documents used to effectuate the
enlistment or appointment of a person as a
member of the armed forces shall set forth
the provisions of subsection (b).

*(d) REQUIRED BRIEFINGS.—The briefings
that members of the armed forces receive
upon entry into the armed forces and peri-
odically thereafter under section 937 of this
title (article 137 of the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice) shall include a detalled expla-
nation of the applicable laws and regulations
governing sexual conduct by members of the
armed forces, including the policies pre-
scribed under subsection (b).

‘“(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
subsection (b) shall be construed to require
that a member of the armed forces be proc-
essed for separation from the armed forces
when a determination {s made in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
of Defense that—

‘(1) the member engaged in conduct or
made statements for the purpose of avolding
or terminating military service; and

“(2) separation of the member would not be
in the best interest of the armed forces.

‘() DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘homosexual’ means a per-
son, regardless of sex, who engages In, at-
tempts to engage In, has a propensity to en-
gage in, or intends to engage in homosexual
acts, and includes the terms ‘gay’ and ‘les-
bian'.

“(2) The term ‘bisexual’ means a person
who engages in, attempts to engage in, has a
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propensity to engage In, or intends to engage
in homosexual and heterosexual acts.

**(3) The term ‘homosexual act’ means—

“(A) any bodily contact, actively under-
taken or passively permitted, between mem-
bers of the same sex for the purpose of satis-
fying sexual desires; and

*(B) any bodily contact which a reasonable
person would understand to demonstrate a
propensity or intent to engage in an act de-
scribed in subparagraph (A).".

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“654. Policy concerning homosexuality in the
armed forces.".

(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall revise Depart-
ment of Defense regulations, and issue such
new regulations as may be necessary, to im-
plement section 654 of title 10, United States
Code, as added by subsection (a).

(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this
section or section 654 of title 10, United
States Code, as added by subsection (a) may
be construed to Invalidate any inquiry, in-
vestigation, administrative action or pro-
ceeding, court-martial, or judicial proceed-
ing conducted before the effective date of
regulations issued by the Secretary of De-
fense to implement such section 654.

(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the suspension of questioning concern-
ing homosexuality as part of the processing
of individuals for accession into the Armed
Forces under the interim policy of January
29, 1993, should be continued, but the Sec-
retary of Defense may reinstate that ques-
tioning with such questions or such revised
questions as he considers appropriate if the
Secretary determines that it is necessary to
do so in order to effectuate the policy set
forth in section 654 of title 10, United States
Code, as added by subsection (a), and

(2) the Secretary of Defense should con-
sider issuing guldance governing the cir-
cumstances under which members of the
Armed Forces questioned about homosexual-
ity for administrative purposes should be af-
forded warnings similar to the warnings
under section 831(b) of title 10, United States
Code (article 31(b) of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote, to be followed by addi-
tional votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 295, noes 133,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 471]

AYES—295
Allard Baker (LA) Bereuter
Andrews (NJ) Ballenger Bevill
Andrews (TX) Barca Bllbray
Applegate Barcia Bllirakis
Archer Barrett (NE) Bishop
Armey Bartlett Bliley
Bachus (AL) Barton Blute
Baesler Bateman Boehner
Baker (CA) Bentley Bonilla

Bonlor
Borskl
Boucher
Brooks
Browder
Brown (FL)
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp

Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooper
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Derrick
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreler
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
English (OK)
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fingerhut
Fish

Ford (MD)
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gllchrest
Gillmor
Gingrich
Glickman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Herger

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)

Hoagland Paxon
Hobson Payne (VA)
Hochbrueckner  Penny
Hoekstra Peterson (FL)
Hoke Peterson (MN)
Holden Petri
Houghton Pickett
Hoyer Pombo
Hughes Pomeroy
Hunter Porter
Hutchinson Portman
Hatto Poshard
Hyde Price (NC)
Inglis Pryce (OH)
Inhofe Quillen
Inslee Quinn
Istook Rahall
Jacobs Ramstad
Johnson (GA) Ravenel
Johnson (SD) Regula
Johnson, Sam Richardson
Kanjorskl Ridge
Kaptur Roberts
Kasich Roemer
Kildee Rogers
Kim Rohrabacher
King Ros-Lehtinen
Kingston Rose
Kleczka Roth
Kleln Roukema
Klink Rowland
Klug Royce .8
Knollenberg ;:n-mm
ﬁ;?etski Sarpalius
LaFalce Sawyer
Lambert ;Safbm:
La
LaRo: Schiff
Lnu.glflcl(; Sensenbrenner
Lazlo Sharp
Lehman Shaw
Levin Shuster
Levy Sistsky
Lewls (CA) Skeen
Lewis (FL) Skelton
Lightfoot Slattery
Linder Smith (NJ)
Lipinski gx.r:)l‘:r; (TX)
n
ﬁ;;:lnw“ Solomon
Long Spence
Lowey Spratt
Machtley Stearns
Mann Stenholm
Manton Strickland
Manzullo Stump
Martinez Stupak
Mazzoll Sundquist
McCandless Swett
McCollum Talent
McCrery Tanner
McCurdy Tauzin
McHale Taylor (MS)
McHugh Taylor (NC)
Mclnnis Tejeda
McKeon Thomas (CA)
McMillan Thomas (WY)
MeNulty Thornton
Menendez Thurman
Meyers Torricelll
Mica Traficant
Michel Upton
Miller (FL) Valentine
Minge Volkmer
Molinar Vuecanovich
Mollohan Walker
Montgomery Walsh
Moorhead Weldon
Murphy Whitten
Murtha Wilson
Myers Wise
Natcher \w\';gn
:i:llg - Young (AK)
Obey Young (FL)
Ortiz Zellff
Oxley Zimmer
Packard
Parker
NOES—133

Bacchus (FL) Becerra

+ Barlow Betlenson
Barrett (WI) Berman
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Blackwell Hilltard Rangel
Boehlert Hinchey Reed
Brown (CA) Horn Reynolds
Brown (OH) Huffington Rostenkowsk!
Bryant Jefferson Roybal-Allard
Byrne Johnson (CT) Rush
Cantwell Johnson, E. B. Sabo
Cardin Je Sanders
Clay Kennedy Schenk
Clayton Kennelly Schroeder
Collins (IL) Kolbe Schumer
Collins (MI) Kretdler Scott
Conyers Lantos Serrano
Coppersmith Leach Shays
Coyne Lewlis (GA) Shepherd
DeFazlo Maloney Skaggs
DeLauro Margolies- Slaughter
Dellums Meszvinsky Smith (IA)
Deutsch Markey Smith (OR)
Dixon Matsul Stark
Edwards (CA) McCloskey Stokes
Engel McDermott Studds
English (AZ) McKinney Swift
Eshoo Meehan Synar
Evans Meek Thompson
Farr Mfume Torkildsen
Fazio Miller (CA) Torres
Flelds (LA) Mineta Towns
Filner Mink Tucker
Flake Moakley Unsoeld
Foglietta Moran Velazquez
Ford (TN) Morella Vento
Frank (MA) Nadler Visclosky
Furse Neal (MA) Waters
Gejdenson Oberstar watt
Gilman Olver Waxman
Gonzalez Owens Wheat
Gunderson Pallone Willlams
Gutierrez Pastor Woolsey
Hamburg Payne (NJ) Wyden
Harman Pelost Yates
Hastings Pickle
NOT VOTING—5
Brewster Orton Washington
McDade Smith (MI)
0O 1645
Messrs. HASTINGS, JEFFERSON,

and MARKEY changed their vote from

“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”
So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, during
rolicall vote No. 471, the Skelton amendment,
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present | would have voted “no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

Clerk will report the last amendment
on which a separate vote has been de-

manded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: At the end of title X (page
346, after line 23), insert the following new

section:

SEC. 1043, INVOLVEMENT OF ARMED FORCES IN
SOMALIA.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNITED
STATES POLICY TOWARDS SOMALIA, —
(1) Since United States Armed Forces made

significant contributions under Operation
Restore Hope towards the establishment of a
secure environment for humanitarian relief
operations and restoration of peace in the re-
gion to end the humanitarian disaster that
had claimed more than 300,000 lives.

(2) Since the mission of United States
forces in support of the United Nations ap-
pears to be evolving from the establishment
of “‘a secure environment for humanitarian
relief operations,” as set out in United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 794 of De-
cember 3, 1992, to one of internal security
and nation bullding.

(b) STATEMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL POLICY—
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(1) CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESS.—The
President should consult closely with the
Congress regarding United States policy
with rpspect to Somalia, including in par-
ticular the deployment of United States
Armed Forces in that country, whether
under United Nations or United States com-
mand.

(2) PLANNING.—The United States shall fa-
cilitate the assumption of the functlons of
United States forces by the United Nations.

(3) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—

(A) The President shall ensure that the
goals and objectives supporting deployment
of United States forces to Somalia and a de-
scription of the mission, command arrange-
ments, size, functions, location, and antici-
pated duration in Somalia of those forces are
clearly articulated and provided in a detailed
report to the Congress by October 15, 1993.

(B) Such report shall include the status of
planning to transfer the function contained
in paragraph (2).

(4) CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL.—Upon re-
porting under the requirements of paragraph
(3) Congress belleves the President should by
November 15, 1993, seek and receive congres-
sional authorization in order for the deploy-
ment of United States forces to Somalla to
continue.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote, and will be followed by
additional votes on this bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 405, noes 23,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 472]
AYES—405

Abercrombie Boucher Crapo
Ackerman Brewster Cunningham
Allard Brooks Danner
Andrews (ME) Browder Darden
Andrews (NJ) Brown (CA) de Ja Garza
Andrews (TX) Brown (FL) Deal
Applegate Brown (OH) DeFazio
Archer Bryant DeLauro
Armey Bunning DeLay
Bacchus (FL) Burton Dellums
Baesler Buyer Derrick
Baker (CA) Byrne Deutsch
Baker (LA) Callahan Diaz-Balart
Ballenger Calvert Dickey
Barca Camp Dicks
Barcla Canady Dingell
Barlow Cantwell Dixon
Barrett (NE) Cardin Dooley
Barrett (WI) Carr Doolittle
Bartlett Castle Dreter
Bateman Chapman Duncan
Becerra Clay Dunn
Bellenson Clayton Durbin
Bentley Clement Edwards (CA)
Bereuter Clinger Edwards (TX)
Berman Clyburn Emerson
Bevill Coleman Engel
Bilbray Collins (IL) English (AZ)
Billrakis Collins (MI) English (OK)
Bishop Condit Eshoo
Blackwell Conyers Evans
Bliley Cooper Everett
Blute Coppersmith Ewing
Boehlert Costello Farr
Boehner Cox Fawell
Bontlla Coyne Fazio
Bonior Cramer Fields (LA)
Borskl Crane Fliner
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Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss

Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilllard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglls
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein

Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreldler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio

Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lewls (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolles-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinart
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Plckett
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
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Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo
Banders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer z
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp

Shaw

Shays
Shepherd
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda

Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Washington
Waters
Watt,
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Willlams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
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Wynn Young (AK) Zellff
Yates Young (FL) Zimmer
NOES—23
Bachus (AL) Hunter Ridge
Barton Inhofe Roberts
Coble Johnston Sensenbrenner
Combest McKinney Stump
Dornan Obey Taylor (MS)
Fields (TX) Parker Walker
Geren Paxon Weldon
Hancock Payne (N.J)
NOT VOTING—5
Collins (GA) McDade Torricelli
Furse Smith (MI)
0O 1657

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, on September 28, the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] offered
an amendment which I strongly sup-
ported. I ask unanimous consent that
the following remarks be placed in the
RECORD immediately following rollcall
vote No. 472 on the Gephardt amend-
ment:

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri, and have a frustrating
disagreement regarding the electronic
recording of my vote. Therefore to
make my position perfectly clear, I
would have voted, and, indeed, believe I
did wvote, in favor of the Gephardt
amendment.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. SPENCE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. SPENCE. I am in its present
form, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SPENCE moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 2401 to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices with Instructions to report the same
back to the House forthwith with the follow-
ing amendment:

Strike out section 1041 (page 344, line 9,
through page 346, line 13) and insert in lieu
thereof the following:
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SEC. 1041. LIMITATION ON FPLACING UNITED

STATES FORCES UNDER OPER-
ATIONAL CONTROL OF A FOREIGN
NATIONAL ACTING ON BEHALF OF
THE UNITED NATIONS.

(a) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), funds appropriated or otherwise
made avallable for the Department of De-
fense may not be obligated or expended for
activities of any element of the Armed
Forces that after the date of the enactment
of this Act is placed under the operational
control of a foreign national acting on behalf
of the United Nations.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Subsection (a) shall
not apply in the case of any proposed place-
ment of United States Armed Forces under
such operational control if the President,
not less than 30 days before the date on
which such operational control is to become
effective, certifies to Congress that such
operational control is necessary to protect
vital national security interests of the Unit-
ed States.

(c) REPORT T'O ACCOMPANY CERTIFICATION.—
In the case of any certification under sub-
section (b), the President shall submit with
the certification a report setting forth the
following:

(1) A description of the vital national secu-
rity interest that requires the placement of
United States forces under the operational
control of a forelgn national acting on behalf
of the United Nations.

{2) The mission of the United States forces
involved.

(3) The expected size and composition of
the United States forces involved.

(4) The incremental cost to the United
States associated with the proposed oper-
ation.

(5) The precise command and control rela-
tionship between the United States forces in-
volved and the international organization.

(6) The precise command and control rela-
tionship between the United States forces in-
volved and the commander of the United
States unified command for the region in
which the operation is proposed.

(7) The extent to which the United States
forces involved will rely on non-United
States forces for security and self-defense
and an assessment on the ability of those
non-United States forces to provide adequate
security to the United States forces in-
volved.

(8) The conditions under which the United
States forces Involved can and would be
withdrawn.

(9) The timetable for complete withdrawal
of the United States forces involved.

(d) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORT.—A report
under subsection (c¢) shall be submitted in
unclassified form and, if necessary, in classi-
fied form.

(e) EXCEPTION FOR SMALL FORCES.—This
section does not apply in the case of ele-
ments of the Armed Forces involving fewer
than 100 members of the Armed Forces in
any one country.

(f) EXCEPTION FOR ONGOING OPERATIONS.—
(1) This section does not apply in the case of
activities of the Armed Forces in Somalia
pursuant to United Nations Security Council
Resolution 814, adopted March 26, 1993 (or
any Security Council resolution that is
adopted as a successor to that resolution), as
part of the United Nations operation des-
ignated as the United Nations Peacekeeping
Operation in Somalia II (UNOSOM II).

(2) This section does not apply in the case
of activities of the Armed Forces in Macedo-
nia pursuant to United Nations Security
Council Resolutions 795, adopted December
11, 1992, and 842, adopted June 18, 1993, as
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part of the United Nations force designated
as the United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFOR).

(g) INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion may be construed as authority for the
President to use United States Armed Forces
in any operation.

Mr. SPENCE (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the motion to recommit be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I offer
this motion to address a serious policy
issue that has surfaced over the past
few months. This is not a partisan mo-
tion. It is not a motion in gest. It is a
serious motion which deserves the at-
tention of this body.

I am referring to the proposal by this
administration to change long-stand-
ing U.S. military and foreign policy by
allowing American military forces to
be placed under the command of for-
eign officers on a regular basis.

The first step in this direction was
taken in Somalia earlier this year
when we placed several thousand U.S.
troops under the command of a Turk-
ish general acting on behalf of the
United Nations.

The next step was taken in Macedo-
nia, where another 300 Americans were
placed under the command of a Danish
general acting on behalf of the United
Nations.

At the same time, the administration
has been working on a Presidential
Policy Directive or PDD intended to
formalize this policy of subordinating
U.S. forces to the control of foreign of-
ficials.

Mr. Speaker, the substance of this
motion is straightforward.

It simply requires that before the
President can place American people
under the command of a foreign officer
acting on behalf of the U.N., he must
first certify to the Congress that tak-
ing such a step is necessary to protect
vital U.S. national security interests.

It is not a prohibition—it is not an
infringement on the President’s ability
to carry out his Commander-in-Chief
responsibilities—and it does not affect
our current operations in Somalia or
Macedonia.

What it does is set a standard on any
future deployment of U.S. forces re-
quiring that our young men and women
will not have their fate entrusted to
foreign control of some foreign officer
unless the President determines that it
is in our national interest to do so.
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It is just that simple, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join my good
friend, the ranking Republican member
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of the Committee on Armed Services,
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE], in urging adoption of the
motion to recommit H.R. 2401 with in-
structions,

I want to stress to my colleagues
that this motion will make a very sim-
ple and long-overdue change in the law.
It will require that the President not
place our U.S. forces under foreign
command in U.N. operations unless he
can certify that doing so is necessary
to protect vital national security inter-
ests of the United States.

This motion is not intended to tie
the hands of the President. Rather it is
intended to ensure that any decision to
place our U.S. forces under foreign
command in U.N. operations be well-
thought-out.

It will ensure that no American
mother will ever be told that her son or
daughter died in a foreign-commanded
U.N. operation that was not vital to
our national interests.

There is nothing unprecedented
about this kind of requirement. The
law already requires, for instance, that
the President not initiate covert ac-
tions without first finding that they
are important to the national security
of the United States, and he is required
to report all such findings to Congress
in a timely fashion.

I say to my colleagues, if you think
our U.S. forces should routinely be
placed under foreign command in U.N.
operations, you should oppose this mo-
tion.

But, if you agree with me that for-
eign command of our U.S. forces should
be the exception rather than the rule,
you should support this motion.

Accordingly, I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on
this motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] has 30 seconds
remaining.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Doo-
LITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support the motion.

Mr. Speaker, the U.N. operation in Somalia
is evidence that expanding U.N. command of
U.S. forces, which the President is consider-
ing, would be a serious mistake.

The United States is the world's sole super-
power, and it must act and lead as a super-
power, without surrendering to the United Na-
tions its sovereignty or the responsibilities of
its own people.

President Clinton is our Nation's Com-
mander in Chief. When U.S. troops are com-
mitted, the responsibility is his. It is a constitu-
tional burden that all who sit in the Oval Office
must bear. It cannot be transferred to the Unit-
ed Nations or any other foreign entity.

Multinational U.N. operations may some-
times be feasible and desirable. But the com-
mand of our forces should never, as a matter
of standard policy, be relinquished to the Unit-
ed Nations and accountability for the conduct
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of military operations must always rest with
the President.

| urge my colleagues to support this motion
to recommit.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR-

NAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, any and all attempts by this
administration to give the United Nations a
“blank check” for the use of U.S. combat
troops overseas must be stopped.

Are we sending U.S. troops into combat for
U.S. national security interests and U.S. mili-
tary objectives, or are we sending them into
combat for U.N. interests and objectives?

Who will be accountable to the American
people—the mothers and fathers, wives and
husbands, sons and daughters—for sending
and keeping these troops in a combat situa-
tion? Will it be Bill Clinton or will it be Boutros-
Ghali?

How are we going to pay for expanded U.S.
military operations under the United Nations
while we continue to gut the defense budget?
Can we really afford to be the policeman of
the world?

If we have learned anything about the use
of military force in the last quarter century, it
is that once we decide to use force, we must
act quickly and decisively with clear objec-
tives. Putting U.S. forces under U.N. com-
mand would leave U.S. forces in open ended
commitments without decisive action and with-
out clear objectives. The cost would be much
more than dollars, it could be American lives.

Mr. Speaker, | include a copy of my letter to
Clinton and a very thoughtful editorial by Sen-
ator BYRD,

[From the New York Times, Aug. 19, 1993]

THE PERILS OF PEACEKEEPING
(By Robert C. Byrd)

WASHINGTON—The news. that the Clinton
Administration is considering an expanded
role in United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations is cause for concern. The plan would
allow American soldlers to serve under for-
eign commanders on a regular basis. Before
adopting any directive embracing this pol-
icy, the Administration should allow Con-
gress to debate it thoroughly.

If the plan is carried out, we would face
more than the dubious prospect of sending
U.S. troops into battle under foreign com-
mand. We might also become militarily in-
volved in operations that the American peo-
ple don’t properly understand or support.

Unless there is a national consensus in
favor of U.S. involvement, any such military
endeavors could be disastrous.

U.N. Intervention in Somalia is a case in
point. The operation was Initially commend-
able. It's goal was to see that humanitarian
aid was delivered to needy Somalis, and U.S.
troops performed admirably. But now, with
the humanitarian mission successfully com-
pleted, the U.N. is trying to rebuild the na-
tion’s political structure. This risky experi-
ment could include thousands of U.S. troops.

The deaths of four American soldiers in
Mogadishu this month and the overt hos-
tility of Somalis toward U.N. troops show
that the operation is quickly crumbling. It is
not worth American lives lost and injuries
sustained.

Congress has never approved, or even con-
sidered, U.S. participation in forcing a polit-
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ical reconciliation in Somalia. And there is
certainly not a consensus among Americans
that such an effort is worth any price in our
soldiers’ blood. Without a consensus, the
likely result of such an operation could be a
cut-and-run failure similar to the Beirut dis-
aster of 1982 to 1984.

Lacking Congressional and popular sup-
port, U.S. combat forces in Somalia should
be removed as soon as possible.

Dedication to U.N. Security Council reso-
lutions and peacekeeping missions should
not be used by any Administration to escape
the hard job of consensus-building in Wash-
ington. Despite a Security Council resolu-
tion authorizing member nations to do bat-
tle against the marauding Iraql Army in Ku-
wait in 1990, the Bush Administration sen-
sibly sought Congressional approval before
committing American forces.

The humanitarian mission in Somalia has
now been totally eclipsed by a gang war in
which the U.S. is taking sides under the U.N.
umbrella. In October, the U.N.'s initial six-
month mandate there expires. If the mission
is extended, additional money will be re-
quired.

The U.S. is expected to pay about 30 per-
cent of the U.N.'s peacekeeping bill, The
U.N. intervention In Somalla and Bosnia is
far more expensive than more traditional
peacekeeping and humanitarian relief oper-
ations. Congress is already being asked to
provide billlons of dollars to support the
mushrooming ambitions of the U.N. in peace-
keeping operations around the world.

On Capitol Hill there is a growing reluc-
tance to write such large checks. Congress
has even been reluctant to pay our currently
overdue peacekeeping bill. This shows that
the Administration will have a tough sell in
gaining support for more money. Where will
these funds come from? We certainly should
not cut spending on domestic needs to pay
for foreign adventures.

Yet the White House has requested almost
51 billion for U.N. obligations in fiscal 1994.
By setting aside this huge sum, the Adminis-
tration could aveld having to come to Con-
gress to get approval for every peacekeeping
endeavor it wants to get involved in.

Congress’s ability to support or deny fi-
nancing is critical to Insuring its voice in
policy making. Until a clear consensus is
reached regarding the U.S. role in all peace-
keeping matters, Congress should not hand
off its constitutional responsibility.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
my remaining time to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE].

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to say those
whirring sounds you hear are American
military dead turning over in their
graves at the prospect of command of
their forces being turned over to the
United Nations, in whose Security
Council now sits the Cape Verde Is-
lands, for example. It seems to me the
President has an obligation to certify
that the particular operation in which
our troops are to be under the com-
mand of the United Nations is in our
national interest. That is not asking a
lot; it does not deprive him of his
power as commander-in-chief, but it
safeguards the command and control of
our troops.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recomrnit.
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Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, let me say to all of you this
may very well be the most important
foreign policy/national security issue
that you will debate in this decade, the
question of command and control with
respect to the use of troops.

I would submit to you, Mr. Speaker
and Members of this House, that with
all due respect to my colleagues, this
motion to recommit is no way to em-
brace major policy. I take great pride
in what I do as a Member who serves on
the Committee on Armed Services, and
I am sure that members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs feel the same
sense of pride. We should discuss these
matters in the normal course of events.
We should have a significant discus-
sion, we should have witnesses, we
should have a debate, we should come
to some determination about these
matters, not in a motion to recommit.

We should not be propelled into ac-
tion without careful considerations. I
would say to my colleagues on this side
of the aisle, if there is anyone in this
body who has not been a puppet of any
President irrespective of party, it is
this person.

So I am prepared, with the help of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle,
in the House Armed Services Commit-
tee, and I am sure that I speak to a
moral certainty as to my colleagues on
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, that
we should hold hearings and address
this issue seriously and substantively
within the framework of the process.

I would first urge my colleagues to
withdraw this condition on the motion
to recommit. This policy is too impor-
tant for us to do it in this process.
That is now not talking to the merits,
simply speaking, to how we ought to do
our business with dignity and, as I said,
on the most important foreign policy/
national security issue we will deal
with in this decade.

I hope my colleagues will withdraw
it. But in the event they do not, and
notwithstanding that discussion, let
me make a final few points:

First, with respect to the administra-
tion, I will say to my colleagues, the
President and the Secretary of Defense
oppose this motion to recommit. For
those of you who wish to, there is a let-
ter signed by the Secretary of Defense
dated today for your perusal that lays
out the administration’s opposition to
this motion to recommit and their rea-
sons.

Let me give you a few of mine: First,
this committee dealt with this issue,
but without prejudicing the debate or
the outcome with respect to whether or
not to deploy forces under U.S. com-
mand in the U.N. action. The commit-
tee bill expands upon the Congress' pre-
cious right to authorize the use of
troops. We do require at least 30 days'
notice before the President undertakes
such action.

Second, the administration has com-
mitted itself to maintaining national
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command and control. You heard those
statements from the President of the
United States in his most recent state-
ment to the United Nations.

Third, in the post-cold-war world,
Mr. Speaker, we must move forward
and understand the need to work in
these coalition efforts. If we proclaim
as national policy that we would not do
so, it seems to me we send an extraor-
dinarily negative message to the world
at a time when we ought to be moving
in coalition efforts to bring sanity and
peace to the world.

Finally, during both World War I and
World War II, the U.S. combat units
did indeed serve under foreign com-
mands. Since the founding of the Unit-
ed Nations. Mr. Speaker, our forces
have served under foreign command in
U.N. operations in Korea, in the Sinai,
in West New Guinea, in Somalia and
former Yugoslavia, and others. We
have the capacity to make these judg-
ments, and we should do so.

I urge my colleagues, in the event my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
persist in offering this amendment, I
ask you to reject it. Let us do our job.
I guarantee you that the House Armed
Services Committee and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs will address
these matters in due course. It is too
important for us to do it frivolously at
this moment on a motion to recommit,
and I ask my colleagues to do so but I
also ask my colleagues to withdraw
this amendment. It does harm at a
very important point.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous guestion is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to announce that a re-
corded vote on final passage, if ordered,
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 192, noes 238,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 473]
AYES—192

Allard Bilirakis Coble
Andrews (NJ) Bliley Collins (GA)
Applegate Blute Combest
Archer Boehlert Condlt
Armey Boehner Cox
Bachus (AL) Bonilla Crane
Baker (CA) Bunning Crapo
Baker (LA) Burton Cunningham
Ballenger Buyer Delay
Barcla Callahan Diaz-Balart
Barrett (NE) Calvert Dickey
Bartlett Camp Doolittle
Barton Canady Dornan
Bentley Castle Dreler
Bereuter Clinger Duncan

Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fingerhut
Fish
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gllchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Houghton
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kaptur
Kasich
Kildee

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (TX)
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Barca
Barlow
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bellenson
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bonlor
Borskl
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin

Carr

Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooper
Copperamith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe

Kyl

Lazio

Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Machtley
Manzullo
Mazzoll
McCandless
MeCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
MeKeon
MeMillan
McNulty
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quillen
Quinn
Ramst

NOES—238

Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Flelds (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hamburg
Hamilton
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Ravenel
Regula
Rldge
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Slattery
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sundquist
Talent
‘Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Weldon

Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Harman
Hastings
Hayes

Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Holden

Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto

Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kleczka

Klein
Klink
Kopetskl
Kretdler
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Lewls (GA)
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
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Markey Penny Stark
Martinez Peterson (FL) Stenholm
Matsul Peterson (MN) Stokes
MeCloskey Plckett Strickland
McCurdy Pickle Studds
McDermott, Pomeroy Stupak
McHale Price (NC) Swett
McKinney Rahall Swift
Meehan Rangel Synar
Meek Reed Tejeda
Menendez Reynolds Thompson
Mfume Richardson Thornton
Mlller (CA) Roemer Thurman
Mineta Rose Torres
Minge Rostenkowskl Towns
Mink Rowland Tucker
Moakley Roybal-Allard Unsoeld
Mollohan Rush Valentine
Montgomery Sabo Velazquez
Moran Sanders Vento
Murphy Sangmelster Visclosky
Murtha Sarpalius Volkmer
Nadler Sawyer Washington
Natcher Schenk Waters
Neal (MA) Schroeder Watt
Oberstar Schumer Waxman
Obey Scott Wheat
Olver Serrano Whitten
Ortiz Sharp Williams
Orton Shepherd Wilson
Owens Sisisky Wise
Pallone Skaggs Woolsey
Pastor Skelton Wyden
Payne (NJ) Slaughter Wynn
Payne (VA) Smith (IA) Yates
Pelosi Spratt

NOT VOTING—3
Bateman McDade Torricelll
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So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, even
though the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee did a fine job of shepherding
through the legislative process this massive
Defense authorization bill, | find myself ambiv-
alent about it. On the one hand it contains
many good programs for converting some of
our defense economy into useful nondefense
purposes; on the other, it still contains money
which is sorely needed to ease the critical
needs of our society which is struggling under
the weight of homelessness, poverty, a less
than vigorous national economy, a poorly edu-
cated citizenry, and many other ills being fund-
ed for star wars, ballistic missile systems, and
stealth bombers.

The question then is: Are our priorities prop-
erly placed? | think not. Sure we Americans
must have a strong national defense, but we
must also have safe neighborhoods, and a
well educated populous who enjoy a quality of
life at the very least commensurate with those
of their parents.

Now this is not some idyllic dream | am
spinning. It is a brief recitation of what has up
to now been historically the case with each
new generation of Americans.

While | feel certain those who voted against

‘amendments to delete star wars, et cetera

from this bill surely believe they were further-
ing our Nations's quest for peace and/or self-
defense, it is my opinion that we as a Nation
are missing the mark in our insistence on see-
ing threats where they do not exist and failing
to address the threats that stare us in the
face. We do have an ongoing crisis within our
shores. As | watch the war that goes on every
night in some parts of my district of Chicago
and in urban, suburban, and rural communities
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across America | wonder if we in this Con-
gress are paying attention. The young men in
some of our communities and neighborhoods
have a greater chance of being killed in gun-
fire than soldiers engaged in formal warfare.
Yes, today we face threats of ignorance, vio-
lence, and poor education systems within the
borders of our country that pose just as much
of a danger as any foreign power and we
must address hem.

To reiterate, Mr. Speaker, the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee has done a
significant job on this bill but even though its
dollar amounts have been reduced, its total
cost is too high. Until we pay attention to the
tragic conditions that beset our domestic tran-
quility, quality of life and overall well-being, |
will continue to find it difficult to support more
funding for the Department of Defense.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, the Defense au-
thorization bill for fiscal year 1994, H.R. 2401,
reminds me of the fairy tale of the emperor
with no clothes on. | only wish this legislation
was a fairy tale.

The massive cuts to our military, reflected
both in this bill and in the Clinton administra-
tion’s “Bottom-up Review,” will leave our
proud fighting forces naked, without adequate
resources or manpower. | oppose this legisla-
tion because of the size and timing of the cuts
to the military—cuts leading to hollow forces
reminiscent of the Carter administration. And
while proponents of these draconian cuts ap-
plaud and cheer as this Defense budget is pa-
raded through the House, this Member wishes
to point out that, indeed, it has no clothes on.

resident Clinton intends to cut a minimum
of $127 billion out of the Defense budget over
5 years. While proponents of these cuts argue
that the tearing down of the Berlin Wall, the
demise of the Warsaw Pact, and the dissolu-
tion of the former Soviet Union permits us to
make dramatic cuts in the United States De-
fense budget, the irony is, the world is less
safe today than at the height of the cold war.
The former Soviet Union still has a huge arse-
nal and the risk of an accidental or unauthor-
ized launch has increased. Certainly, the re-
cent turmoil in Russia should remind us of this
threat. Long range missile technology is pro-
liferating, and within 10 years, the United
States will face a number of countries armed
with long range nuclear missiles. For example,
China is buying ICBM's from Russia and sell-
ing arms to Iran, and nuclear proliferation is
also rearing its head in North Korea.

The Clinton administration’s foreign policy
decisions can not be reconciled with their pro-
posed cuts to our military. For the first time,
significant numbers of U.S. military men and
women are under the command of the United
Nations in peacekeeping operations—with the
U.S. taxpayer footing much of the bill. Troops
are also serving in Somalia and Macedonia
and many more may go to missions in Bosnia,
Haiti and the Golan Heights. The limitless task
of global peacemaking and peacekeeping con-
sumes more and more of a declining U.S. De-
fense budget.

This Defense bill includes $16 billion in au-
thorization for environmental expenditures and
economic conversion—draining further funds
from Defense needs into nonmilitary pro-
grams. So in reality, this bill cuts even deeper
and puts a greater strain on military resources
than is apparent from the raw numbers.
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Despite the substantial military build-down
since 1986, U.S. military forces have per-
formed spectacularly while serving around the
world in a growing variety of missions. In re-
cent years, our troops have been deployed to
Libya, Bolivia, the Philippines, Panama, and
most notably to the Persian Gulf to participate
in Operation Desert Shield/Storm. Our troops
have also participated in counternarcotics op-
erations, peacekeeping and peacemaking op-
erations, and humanitarian efforts. But if the
cuts proposed in this legislation are enacted,
Congress will be asking our men and women
in uniform to perform these tasks in socks and
a helmet.

| urge my colleagues to vote against H.R.
2401 so that the House Armed Services Com-
mittee can bring before the House a new bill
that places national security issues above ar-
bitrary budget cuts. Jeane Kirkpatrick, former
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, said,
“Clinton’s budget cuts too deeply, too quickly
to be prudent, and it has been given too little
thought.” Let’'s be sure to properly clothe our
military.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to express my opposition to H.R. 2401, the
Defense authorization bill for fiscal year 1994.
This bill does not make enough cuts in waste-
ful defense programs, and it codifies a shame-
ful, discriminatory policy toward gays in the
military. For these reasons, | am voting
against the Defense bill.

The cold war is over. The recent signing of
the Middle East peace accord shows us that
peace is breaking out. But while Members of
Congress keep saying that the cold war is
over, they are failing to translate the message
into sound peacetime spending policies.

In terms of current dollars, America has
spent $231 billion on defense in 1975. This
year'’s bill calls for $263 billion in defense
spending. In 1993—a year when America has
no superpower enemy—Congress is consider-
ing a bill which spends $32 billion more than
the defense budget that was passed at the
height of the cold war. Thanks to the hard
work of Armed Services Committee Chairman
RoN DELLUMS, this bill does make cuts in
some of the wasteful Reagan/Bush programs,
but we are still far above the spending levels
of the cold war. As the threat has gone down,
spending has gone up.

During the August district work period,
Members of Congress went home and heard
their constituents tell them to make more
spending cuts. However, when we came back
in September to debate this bill, the House of
Representatives failed to take the opportunity
to cut spending in the most wasteful programs
of all—weapons systems which are relics of
the cold war and should no longer be a priority
for the future of this Nation.

My colleagues had an opportunity to cut
funding for star wars by 50 percent and they
declined. They had an opportunity to require
our allies to bear a greater share of the bur-
den for our operation in Europe, and they de-
clined. Finally, Members of this body had a
chance to save the American taxpayers $10
billion over the next 5 years by voting for an
amendment | offered with a few of my col-
leagues to terminate funding for the Trident
D-5 nuclear missile, a relic from the cold war
era. Again, they declined. This shows me that
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while Members of this body are constantly
saying cut spending, they refuse to cut the
most wasteful, and expensive, spending pro-
grams.

The people | speak with in Marin and
Sonoma Counties are not interested in wast-
ing another $10 billion on more nuclear mis-
siles. They are interested in health care re-
form, education reform, and reducing the defi-
cit; 37 million people are going without health
care, programs like Head Start have not been
fully funded, and our deficit continues to rise
because we choose to spend money on un-
necessary weapons instead of our children. |
would hate to go back and tell the people of
Marin and Sonoma that we failed to deal with
these problems because we are spending
$262 billion on defense. It is time to reorder
our Nation's spending priorities.

Mr. Chairman, our Defense budget is not
better than it was in 1975, and our policy on
gays in the military is no better than the Dark
Ages. On the policy of “don't ask/don't tell,” |
say, don't ask me to support it, don't tell me
that it's fair. The proposal contained in this bill
would not only gag gay and lesbian soldiers
from admitting their sexual orientation to any-
one, including family members; it would also
prohibit conduct on and off the base. More-
over, it will continue to subject soldiers to un-
just investigation and persecution. | find it out-
rageous that the Department of Defense has
wasted hundreds of millions of taxpayer dol-
lars to conduct witch hunts, which amount to
nothing less than an internal war against the
citizens of this country.

In November 1992, the American people
elected 110 new Members of Congress be-
cause they wanted change. | can tell you, Mr.
Speaker, that | do not see enough change in
this bill. | am voting in opposition to the De-
fense authorization bill, and | urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
McNuLTY]. The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not-
withstanding the Chair’s prior an-
nouncement, this will be a 15-minute
vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 268, noes 162,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 474]
AYES—268

Abercrombie Bevill Bryant
Ackerman Bilbray Buyer
Andrews (ME) Bishop Byrne
Andrews (NJ) Blackwell Camp
Andrews (TX) Blute Cantwell
Bacchus (FL) Bonilla Cardin
Baesler Bonfor Carr
Ballenger Borsk! Castle
Barca Boucher Chapman
Barcia Brewster Clay
Barlow Brooks Clayton
Bateman Browder Clement
Becerra Brown (CA) Clinger
Beilenson * Brown (FL) Clybarn
Berman Brown (OH) Coleman
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Collins (MI) Kaptur Portman
Condit Kasich Poshard
Cooper Kennedy Price (NC)
Coppersmith Kennelly Pryce (OH)
Costello Kildee Quinn
Coyne Kingston Ravenel
Cramer Kleczka Reed
Danner Kleln Reynolds
Darden Klink Richardson
de la Garza Kopetski R
Deal Kreidler Rose
DeLauro LaFalce Rostenkowsk!
Dell Lambert Rowland
Derrick Lancaster Roybal-Allard
Deutsch Lantos Sabo
Dicks LaRocco Sangmelster
Dingell Laughlin Sarpalius
Dixon Lazio Sawyer
Dooley Leach Saxton
Durbin Lehman Schenk
Edwards (TX) Levin Schroeder
Engel Lewls (CA) Schumer
English (AZ) Lewis (GA) Bootd
English (OK) Lipinski Serrano
Eshoo Lloyd Sharp
Evans Long Shepherd
Farr Lowey Ststsky
Fazlo Machtley Skelton
Fields (LA) Mann Slattery
Filner Manton Slaughter
Fingerhut Manzullo Smith (1A)
Flake Markey Smith (NJ)
Foglletta Martinez Snowe
Ford (MI) Matsul Spratt
Ford (TN) Mazzoll Stark
Fowler McCloskey Stenholm
Frank (MA) McCurdy Stokes
Frost McDermott Strickland
" Gejdenson McHale Stupak
Gephardt McKinney Sundquist
Geren MeMtllan Swett
Gibbons McNulty Swift
Gllchrest Meehan Synar
Glickman Meek Talent
Gonzalez Menendez Tanner
Gordon Mfume Tauzin
Grandy Mineta Taylor (MS)
Green Mink Tejeda
Greenwood Moakley Thompson
Gutlerrez Mollohan %3;“;::
Hall (OH) Montgomery
Hall (TX) Moran Torkildsen
Hamilton Morella Torres
Harman Murtha Towns
Hastings Natcher Traficant
Hayes Neal (MA) Tucker
Hefner Neal (NC) Unsoeld
Hilliard Oberstar Valentine
Hinchey Obey Velazquez
Hoagland Olver Visclosky
Hochbrueckner  Ortiz ng:ah;i::'lch
Holden Orton
Horn Oxley Washington
Hoyer Pallone Waters
Hughes Parker Watt
Hutto Pastor Waxman
Inslee Payne (N.J) Weldon
Istook Payne (VA) Wheat
Jacobs Pelost Whitten
Jefferson Penny Willlams
Johnson (CT) Peterson (FL)  Milson
Johnson (GA) Pickett Wise
Johnson (SD) Pickle Wynn
Johnson, E.B. Pomeroy
Kanjorski FPorter
NOES—162
Allard Burton Dornan
Applegate Callahan Dreler
Archer Calvert Duncan
Armey Canady Dunn
Bachus (AL) Coble Edwards (CA)
Baker (CA) Collins (GA) Emerson
Baker (LA) Collins (IL) Everett
Barrett (NE) Combest Ewing
Barrett (WD) Conyers Fawell
Bartlett Cox Fields (TX)
Barton Crane Fish
Bentley Crapo Franks (CT)
Bereuter Cunningham Franks (NJ)
Bilirakis DeFazio Furse
Bliley DeLay Gallegly
Boehlert Diaz-Balart Gallo
Boehner Dickey Gekas
Bunning Doolittle Gillmor
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Gilman Margolles- Roukema
Gingrich Mezvinsky Royce
Goodlatte McCandless Rush
Goodling McCollum Sanders
Goss McCrery Santorum
Grams McHugh Schaefer
Gunderson McInnis Schiff
Hamburg McKeon Sensenbrenner
Hancock Meyers Shaw
Hansen Mieca Shays
Hastert Michel Shuster
Hefley Miller (CA) Skeen
Herger Miller (FL) Smith (MI)
Hobson Minge Smith (OR)
Hoekstra Molinari Smith (TX)
Hoke Moorhead Solomon
Houghton Murphy Spence
Huffington Myers Stearns
Hunter Nadler Studds
Hutchinson Nussle Stump
Hyde Owens Taylor (NC)
Inglis Packard Thomas (CA)
Inhofe Paxon Thomas (WY)
Johnson, Sam Peterson (MN) Upton
Johnston Petri Vento
Kim Pombo Walker
King Quillen Walsh
Klug Rahall Wolf
Knollenberg Ramstad Woolsey
Kolbe Rangel Wyden
Kyl Regula Yates
Levy Ridge Young (AK)
Lewlis (FL) HRoberts Young (FL)
Lightfoot Rogers Zeliff
Linder Rohrabacher Zimmer
Livingston Ros-Lehtinen
Maloney Roth

NOT VOTING—3
McDade Skaggs Torricelll
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Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. GIL-
MAN changed their vote from ‘‘aye” to
l(n°.|!

Mr. SERRANO changed his vote from
1(n019 to (laye-I!

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: **A bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1994 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses.’".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on that portion of the bill, H.R.
2401, considered today and the remain-
der of the bill as passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McCNuULTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2401, NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, in the en-
grossment of the bill, H.R. 2401, the
Clerk be authorized to correct section
numbers, punctuation, and cross ref-
erences, and to make such other tech-
nical and conforming changes as may
be necessary to reflect the actions of
the House in amending the bill, H.R.
2401.

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

There was no objection.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER DURING CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3116, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
FISCAL YEAR 1994

Mr. FROST. Mr.Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 263 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 263

Resolved, That points of order against con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3116) making ap-
propriations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,
and for other purposes, for failure to comply
with clause T of rule XXI are walved. During
consideration of the bill, all points of order
against provisions in the bill for failure to
comply with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are
walived except as follows: beginning with
“Provided” on page 20, line 17, through ‘‘oper-
ations:" on page 21, line 21; beginning on
page 27, line 23, through line 25; beginning on
page 108, line 20, through page 109, line 5; and
beginning on page 114, line 3, through page
115, line 10. where points of order are waived
against only part of a paragraph, a point of
order against matter in the balance of the
paragraph may be applied only within the
balance of the paragraph and not against the
entire paragraph, Points of order under
clause 2 of rule XXI against the amendment
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution are
waived.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 263
expedites the consideration of H.R.
3116, the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act for Fiscal Year 1994, by
waiving certain points of order against
its consideration and against provi-
sions in the bill.

The rule waives clause 7 of rule XXI
against the consideration of the bill.
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Clause 7 of rule XXI requires that
printed hearings and the bill's report
be available for 3 days prior to the con-
sideration of a general appropriation
bill. The Committee on Rules has pro-
vided this waiver only because the
transcripts of the hearings conducted
by the Defense Subcommittee in prepa-
ration for the fiscal year 1994 bill have
not been printed. The bill and report,
however, have been, and are, currently
available. .

Mr. Speaker, with the exception of
four provisions of the bill which are
specified in the rule, House Resolution
263 also waives clause 2 and clause 6 of
rule XXI against the provisions in H.R.
3116. Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits the
inclusion of unauthorized appropria-
tions or legislative provisions in a gen-
eral appropriations bill, and clause 6 of
that rule prohibits reappropriations in
a general appropriations bill.

As Members are aware, the House has
just finished its consideration of the
fiscal year 1994 Defense authorization,
and consequently H.R. 3116 contains
unauthorized provisions. The appro-
priations bill, however, largely tracks
the authorization, and in those in-
stances where there are major policy
conflicts, the Committee on Rules has
deferred to the authorizing committee.

Specifically, the Armed Services
Committee objected to the inclusion of
$1 billion in funds for a Carrier Re-
placement Program which was not in-
cluded in the authorization. Con-
sequently, the Committee on Rules did
not provide a waiver of clause 2 of rule
XXI against the specific provision in
the bill which provides these funds. In
addition, because the carrier provision
is found at the beginning of a long
paragraph entitled *‘Shipbuilding and
Navy,” and because this provision is
the only one in that paragraph which
was objected to by the authorizing
committee, the rule provides a specific
protection for the remainder of the
paragraph.

The Committee on Rules has also de-
clined to protect the provisos in the
paragraph entitled ‘‘Global Coopera-
tive Initiatives, Defense-Wide,” which
prohibit the use of funds for humani-
tarian or peacekeeping operations un-
less certain conditions have been met;
section 8099, which prohibits the pur-
chase by the Department of Defense of
certain cement products; and section
8113, which waives certain require-
ments of the Arms Export Control Act
and the Foreign Assistance Act. The
inclusion of these provisions in H.R.
3116 was objected to by the authorizing
committees with jurisdiction over
these matters, and the Rules Commit-
tee, therefore, did not provide waivers
of clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, House Resolu-
tion 263 waives clause 2 of rule XXI
points of order against an amendment
printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules which accompanies this reso-
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lution. This amendment, to be offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
WAXMAN]| extends a deadline for DOD,
the National Institutes of Health, and
the Food and Drug Administration to
certify that a large-scale clinical trial
of a specific AIDS vaccine should not
be performed.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3116 is the last of
the 13 appropriations bills to be consid-
ered by the House for fiscal year 1994,
It is a bill which has been carefully
crafted by the Defense Subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations
and which reflects the policy decisions
that have been recommended to the
House by the Committee on Armed
Services. House Resolution 263 provides
for the orderly consideration of this ap-
propriations bill and I urge its adop-
tion in order that the House may com-
plete its consideration of the funding
for the Department of Defense prior to
the end of the fiscal year. Mr. Speaker,
if this bill is to be sent to the President
prior to the expiration of the continu-
ing resolution we passed earlier today,
Congress must move quickly to finish
its work on this most important legis-
lation.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in the strongest
possible opposition to this rule, and I
urge every Member who is concerned
about the defense of our country to
join me in voting against it.

As the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FrosT] has just told the House, this
rule for the Defense appropriations bill
is typical of those granted for appro-
priation bills in that most points of
order are waived except for several
specified sections. It is those sections
that the rule does not protect which
are of greatest concern to me, and to
those who worry about what might be
happening in the next several weeks in
a place called Bosnia.

Frankly, I cannot support this bill on
final passage if the two sections deal-
ing with peacekeeping and the con-
struction of a new aircraft carrier are
knocked out by points of order. Those
issues ought to be debated on the floor
of this House, and they are not going to
be.

Mr. Speaker, I opposed the Defense
authorization bill on final passage be-
cause I believe that legislation does
not provide for an adequate defense of
our country. Is that going to ring home
in the not-too-distant future.

I am convinced that the authoriza-
tion bill does not meet the minimum
security requirements for this country
that were outlined by Secretary As-
pin's bottom-up review of our national
defense structure. Indeed, Secretary
Aspin himself has said publicly that
the projected defense spending over the
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4-year span of the Clinton administra-
tion does not meet the minimum re-
quirements identified by that bottom-
up review. I would urge every Member
of this House to go back and read it. It
is important.

When listening to testimony last
week in the Committee on Rules, I be-
came convinced that the appropriators
share these same concerns. Accord-
ingly, they put two provisions into this
defense appropriations bill which in my
view are a significant start in correct-
ing the deficiencies in the authoriza-
tion bill.

First, the appropriators established
some very realistic, very realistic and
necessary requirements and conditions
with respect to U.S. participation in
international peacekeeping operations.
People on the other side of the aisle
ought to be listening to these condi-
tions, because it is almost as if debate
has been turned around here. The world
is upside down, and I would say to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] that he gave a great speech. It
sounded like a speech that I ought to
be giving on my side of the aisle.

The appropriators put in provisions
that require 15-days notice to Congress
whenever the administration is going
to commit U.S. troops to a peacekeep-
ing operation. The language in this bill
before us requires congressional au-
thorization for such participation by
our troops, and even more importantly,
the appropriators also established a
ceiling. They established a ceiling on
Defense Department funds that can be
transferred into peacekeeping oper-
ations.

The distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA], gave very compelling testimony
before the Committee on Rules con-
cerning these provisions. He expressed
his serious concern that continued and
indefinite and indiscriminate U.S. sup-
port for peacekeeping operations,
which is about to happen, funded by
pirating the readiness accounts in the
defense budget, run the grave risk of
hollowing out our active duty forces.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] warned in the strongest
possible terms against a return to the
hollow forces of the late 1970's. My
God, every one of us sitting here re-
members that. When our troops were
stationed in Germany and Korea, their
families back home were on food
stamps because we were improperly
funding the defense needs of our coun-
try. We are on our way right back to
that very situation.

During the present fiscal year alone,
the United States has spent more than
$1.3 billion in support of peacekeeping
operations, at the expense of maintain-
ing the readiness of our own regular
forces. I am holding right here in my
hand an itemized list. Do the Members
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want to hear the names? Somalia, Iraq,
Angola, Cambodia, El Salvador, the
Western Sahara, the former Yugo-
slavia—that means Macedonia and
Bosnia. We have already spent $1.3 bil-
lion in these peackeeping efforts in
civil wars around the world.

Come and take a look at this list. It
is going to be 10 times bigger than that
in the next 3 months. Believe me, $1.3
billion hardly represents a downpay-
ment compared to the bill that will
come due if and when the administra-
tion commits 25,000 United States
troops into Bosnia. Do the Members
know how much that will cost per day?
Millions and millions of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, our ongoing participa-
tion in Somalia has become, in my
opinion, a monstrous folly. Getting in-
volved in the swamp known as the Bal-
kans is not only monstrous folly, it is
insanity. Adolph Hitler put 42 divi-
sions, 200,000 men, into the Balkans and
they were picked off 1 and 2 and 10 at
a time by snipers. What do we think is
going to happen to American troops
over there? The same thing is going to
happen.

The social, ethnic, and religious con-
flicts in the former Yugoslavia, how-
ever tragic that situation may be, have
defied resolution for centuries. We are
not going to solve it with 25,000 troops
or 50,000 troops or 200,000 troops. No
outside force has ever gone in there
and figured out a solution, not even
with hundreds of thousands of troops at
their disposal.

Mr. Speaker, I greatly fear that the
administration is getting us for a deba-
cle in Bosnia that will make the So-
mali operation look like a success
story by comparison. That is why the
provisions, the restraints that the ap-
propriators inserted in this bill, are so
terribly necessary. I can say only one
thing to my friends on the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, so many of whom I
served with for so many years. If the
Members knock out the peacekeeping
provisions in this bill on a point of
order, and they are coming to this floor
tomorrow to do it, at the request of
President Clinton, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs had better be prepared
to bring their own alternative to the
floor in the very near future. The Mem-
bers know that is not going to happen.
That is why it is important that we
maintain it in this bill today.

The debate we had yesterday con-
cerning Somalia was thanks to the ini-
tiative of the ranking member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
sitting next to me, who insisted that
the sense-of-Congress language be put
in the Defense authorization bill. For-
tunately, the House had sense enough
to do that.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs as
a whole, in my estimation, however,
has been derelict in its duty by letting
this whole issue go this far without
having done anything.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-—HOUSE

0O 1800

I sincerely hope that the committee
will come up with a legislative vehicle
that will provide this House with an
opportunity to have a comprehensive
debate on the subject of peacekeeping.
It is the most important issue facing
this Nation today, because we are talk-
ing about lives. This debate absolutely
must take place before a single United
States soldier sets foot in Bosnia.

Now the second item, Mr. Speaker,
that I am concerned about in this bill
is the provision that provides for a §$1
billion appropriation toward the con-
struction of a new aircraft carrier. Why
should we be concerned about that?

This provision is also subject to a
point of order, according to the rule. It
is my understanding, based on the tes-
timony presented in the Rules Commit-
tee, that the appropriators included
this provision as a way to anticipating
the Clinton administration’s expected
request for such a carrier in the fiscal
year 1995, next year out, defense budg-

et.

I would note further that the bottom-
up review, which I do not think 50
Members of this body have read, called
for the construction of an additional
carrier to replace one presently in sery-
ice which is more than 40 years old. La-
dies and gentlemen, we owe it to the
men and women in service to give them
the best.

By starting construction this year,
and this is where all fiscal conserv-
atives ought to pay attention, by start-
ing construction this year the eventual
cost of finishing the carrier would be
reduced by $300 million. Members know
we are drowning in a sea of red ink. We
have a chance here tonight to save $300
million, and yes we are going to flush
it down the drain. We are going to add
$300 million to the cost of that carrier
by putting off the funding until next
year.

Again, the Rules Committee leaves
this provision unprotected, a provision
which has bipartisan support, wide sup-
port on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, the provision on peace-
keeping will save American lives by
the thousands, if we are able to debate
that on this floor. The provision for the
new carrier will save taxpayers mil-
lions of dollars.

This rule does the irresponsible
thing. The Rules Committee, by leav-
ing these two provisions unprotected,
will not give us important debate on
the floor tomorrow because two Mem-
bers of Congress will stand up and
knock these provisions out on points of
order.

That is why we ought to vote down
this rule and come back here with a
good rule and a real debate. We are not
talking about pork-barrel projects. We
are not talking about domestic
projects. We are talking about the de-
fense of this country and the lives of
American men and women, the All-Vol-
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unteer Force that serves our country.
Why can we not debate this on the
floor? We owe it to our troops and we
owe it to our constituents back home
to vote down this rule. I urge defeat of
it.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 6 minutes
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS], the chairman of the author-
izing committee.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have the
attention of my distinguished col-
league from New York, because I did
listen to every word that my colleague
uttered this evening. There are a num-
ber of remarks that the gentleman
made that I would like to respond to,
but time does not permit. Let me go to
the salient issue.

First, Mr. Speaker, let me raise this
rhetorical question: How many times, I
would ask my colleagues, have we been
asked to vote against rules that waive
points of order? How many times? More
times than I can count, Mr. Speaker.

It sets history on its head. It takes
me aback. It is shocking to me to hear
tonight on the floor of this body that
the gentleman is asking us to oppose a
rule that does not waive all points of
order. We cannot walk both sides of the
street simultaneously, unless your legs
are pretty wide open, and when they
are, Mr. Speaker, you stand pretty vul-
nerable.

The gentleman from New York is my
good friend and I respect him. He says
one person can rise to raise a point of
order. I do not stand here in the capac-
ity of one person. This is not an ego
trip. This is no personal issue. I stand
here as the chairperson of the authoriz-
ing committee charged with a respon-
sibility. It sets history on its head, Mr.
Speaker, when you argue to sanction
violations of a process that the gen-
tleman from New York and I have al-
ready marched into the well on numer-
ous occasions to defend, that the integ-
rity of the process must be maintained.

Let us come specifically to the car-
rier. Let me say something to my col-
league. We asked for a point of order to
be allowed against a $1 billion appro-
priation, against a $4.8 billion weapons
system. Now that is not an accommo-
dation. That is real money.

Mr. Speaker, the bill says appropria-
tion based on authorization. First, to
simply say that is a prima facie case
that that is a weapons system that is
not authorized.

Second, I would say to the gentleman
from New York, this weapons system
was not even requested in fiscal year
1994.

Now to the integrity of the process.
“If authorized.”” The House authoriza-
tion bill did not authorize it, it does
not appear anywhere in the companion
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report of the fiscal year 1994 authoriza-
tion bill just passed by the House.

Mr. Speaker, further, in the other
body, the companion bill of the DOD
authorization for fiscal year 1994 also
did not authorize this weapons system.
Their report does not speak to it.

To the gentleman from New York I
would ask this question that he might
answer in his time: If the bill says ap-
propriate upon authorization, and the
House authorization bill did not au-
thorize it, the Senate authorization
bill did not authorize it, the only way
that it can be authorized in fiscal year
1994 is both bodies to report back in a
conference report $1 billion out of
scope, where is the precedent for com-
ing back to a body $1 billion out of
scope? I would suggest that logic
stands on this gentleman’s side. If you
can authorize the bill in fiscal year
1994, and you say you cannot appro-
priate until you authorize, and you
cannot authorize until fiscal year 1995,
then query: Why then encumber $1 bil-
lion in budget authority to appropriate
in fiscal year 1994 saying that it is sit-
ting there waiting so some business-
man says well, if I can take this money
from 1994, sit it there until we author-
ize, on October 1 we can rush to start
signing contracts.

Mr. Speaker, we on the House Armed
Services Committee take our jobs very
seriously. I will say to the gentleman
from New York if we have rules here,
how can we argue to votedown a rule
because it waives points of order? We
ought to maintain the integrity of the
authorizing process. But then when it
comes to defense we say but, let us set
that aside. Do you want a kangaroo
court here, do you want rules that gov-
ern different subject matters in dif-
ferent ways? Then this would be a bi-
zarre experience. There has to be some
continuity. This would be a bizarre ex-
perience. So there has to be some way.

You can say yes in the authorizing
process. You can say no in the appro-
priation process. But you cannot turn
that around. You cannot say no au-
thorization and yes in the appropria-
tion. That is the rules that were set up
before I came here, Mr. Speaker, so I
am not here on some personal trip.
That is insulting. I am not here on
some ego trip, some turf war. That is
insulting.

Either this body operates on dis-
cipline, it operates on principle, it op-
erates on integrity, or it does not.

So this is not a personal fight here.
This is not some one-man show.

Finally, I would say in order to get
beyond that, Mr. Speaker, I met with
the Democratic caucus of our commit-
tee and I said I serve at your pleasure,
what do you wish to do. I am prepared
as the chair of the committee to tell
you what I think, but you act. If you
want to blink, blink. If you do not
want us to blink, then do not blink.
They said do not blink. That is why I
am here.
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I ask Members to support this rule.
Give us the opportunity to maintain
the integrity of the process.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume,
briefly, to respond to one of the people
whom I respect most in this House. I
have always respected him over all of
these years, the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, Mr. RON DEL-
LUMS. He has grown in further respect
by the membership of this entire House
in the way he has conducted himself,
believe me, and I have said that a num-
ber of times. I mean it sincerely, so in
no way would I ever want to insult the
gentleman, because he is extremely ca-
pable and sincere in everything that he
does.

Mr. DELLUMS. I stand corrected and
thank the gentleman.

Mr. SOLOMON. Having said that, let
me just point out that the authorizers,
when they came before the Rules Com-
mittee, asked for restrictive rules. The
rules did limit what we could do in the
way of amendments on the authoriza-
tion bill.
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Let me finish and I will yield to the
gentleman.

Furthermore, we went on for some 7
weeks now, putting out four rules.
That ties a record for the number of
rules dealing with a single piece of leg-
islation.

Let me say to the gentleman that I
am not as concerned about the aircraft
carrier as I am about the other issue. I
am concerned about the aircraft car-
rier because it saves $300 million, and
any time we can do that we ought to be
doing it.

What I am really concerned about, I
will say to the gentleman, is the other
provision that is being left subject to a
point of order, namely peacekeeping.

You know, if we put ourselves in a
position—and I served in the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps and know what it is to be
the military—if our troops are put in
Bosnia, it is going to be very hard for
this gentleman here to cut off funding
for them and bring them home. I am
going to owe it to them to support
them.

Therefore, before that happens, I
want the opportunity to be able to say
to the President on behalf of the Amer-
ican people that we do not want those
troops placed into a civil war situation
in the Balkan countries.

Having said that, let me just read to
you what we are arguing about. This is
the language at issue in the bill. It pro-
hibits the use of funds for humani-
tarian or peacekeeping operations un-
less—unless—the President notifies
Congress at least 15 days before approv-
ing the operation. That gives us the op-
portunity for debate before the fact,
and not after the fact.

We owe that to these young men and
women.

23043

No. 2, the President specifies the esti-
mated costs, method of payment, dura-
tion, and scope of the operation, and
States the United States interest and
goals that will be served by the oper-
ation. That is reasonable to request.

No. 3, the funds for such operations
are derived only from operations pro-
vided under the heading of global coop-
erative initiatives for humanitarian as-
sistance.

That limits the amount the adminis-
tration can spend on peacekeeping ef-
forts to about $380 million, almost half
a billion dollars, without coming back
to this Congress and asking permission
to continue.

This to me is reasonable language to
include. And we could do it because it
is for the defense of this country. It is
not arguing over whether we are going
to spend money on this domestic pro-
gram or that one; it is for the defense
of the country. We ought to have that
debate.

Then, if Mr. LEE HAMILTON, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, wants
to come to this floor and offer an
amendment to strike this language, we
have the debate and an opportunity to
vote ‘‘yes” or ‘‘no.’” But let's have the
debate; don’t short circuit the whole
thing by a simple point of order.

I say to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] the appropriators
are right.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, a point of clarification:
My point of order does not go to the
gentleman's latter point, as he well
knows.

Mr. SOLOMON. I know it does not.

Mr. DELLUMS. This gentleman’s
point goes only to the appropriation of
the carrier that has not been re-
quested, nor authorized.

Secondly, I know the gentleman was
sitting there the day I walked into the
Committee on Rules for the first time
as chair of the Committee on Armed
Services. I said to the gentlemen that
you can fashion whatever rule you
choose, and I did not walk in the door
offering any restrictions. I said that I
am prepared to live with whatever the
Rules Committee fashioned in order for
the deliberation of the debate.

So the gentleman is not speaking to
this person.

I was prepared to live with the open
rule or whatever rule.

So the rule that got laid down the
Rules Committee laid down; this gen-
tleman did not walk in and ask you for
some limited rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is ab-
solutely right, and I am not criticizing
the gentleman. I am criticizing the
rule. I am asking every Member to vote
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“no”” on the rule. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, the very distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN].

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of the distin-
guished ranking Republican member of
the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

I share Mr, SOLOMON’s concerns about
the arbitrary manner in which the
Rules Committee majority has exer-
cised its power on this and other bills
to prevent important issues from com-
ing to the floor.

One significant item in this bill that
this rule will keep from the floor is a
provision concerning the so-called
global cooperative initiative which is
the new Defense Department program
established by the administration to
significantly step up our Nation’s par-
ticipation in U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations.

I have previously raised serious con-
cerns about this global cooperative ini-
tiative. The provision that this rule
will keep from the floor would impose
some very sensible restrictions on De-
fense Department support for and in-
volvement in U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations pursuant to the global coopera-
tive initiative.

It is unfortunate that the Members of
this House will once again be denied an
opportunity to debate and vote on this
very significant matter.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on this issue prob-
ably looking at it a bit differently than
others do. But first let me address my-
self to the gentleman from New York.
I have deep concerns regarding the pro-
posed peacekeeping thoughts and sug-
gestions. I have communicated with
the White House an entire set of condi-
tions that they should consider before
any peacekeeping is to be instituted in
Bosnia. So I understand whence you
come on that issue.

Our committee—and as the gen-
tleman knows, I am a member of the
Committee on Armed Services, the au-
thorizing committee—our committee
did not have anything to do with that
issue on peacekeeping. But I under-
stand whence you come, and I want the
gentleman to know that I have made
my position quite clear at the White
House on the conditions that ought to
be taken into consideration.

And I think they would be parallel to
some of the gentleman’s conditions.
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I do speak, however, on the issue
dealing with the aircraft carrier. I look
at it, I am sure, in a different light
than my chairman. This was not asked
for by the administration. It was not
authorized by our committee.

I will probably help lead the charge
for an aircraft carrier when it is rec-
ommended and requested. I feel very
strongly about the seapower of our Na-
tion.

But what happens in this instance
where we have gone through a machi-
nation of trying to crunch numbers and
fit them all together to make them
come out, doing our best to have
enough training, operation, mainte-
nance, and a respectable number of
young men and young women in uni-
form, plus the other systems that go
into it. I am fearful that if we at the
last minute, without all the previous
time which we should have had, had
they asked for the aircraft carrier we
could have done it and found where you
would take the money from. At this
date, what happens? The only easy
place to take money is from the end
strength; that is, you cut people out of
uniform. You get 100 cents on the dol-
lar when you do that.

For that billion dollars, let me say
this, the average salary cost on a man-
year basis for a serviceman or woman
is $35,000 per year. On that basis we
could use that billion dollars toward an
aircraft carrier to pay the salaries of
28,600 troops. That is 28,600 service
members that we could keep on active
duty if that billion dollars were not
spent on the aircraft carrier.

Now, if that is to become a part of
the budget, the quick way to find the
billion dollars is right out of the end
strength of those and we end up at
least cutting 28,600 additional troops.
We do not want that.

Let me go on and tell you my con-
cerns because I think you on the other
side of the aisle will understand and
agree with me. We have additional du-
ties coming up, like it or not, in the
peacekeeping area. I am convinced that
when the bottom-up review refers to 10
Army divisions, for instance—a divi-
sion slice is 48,000—that is 480,000
troops plus the training and the doc-
trine command, which would be 42,000,
that is 522,000 soldiers, bottom.
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I think it is too low, but in addition
to that, if we have peacekeeping ef-
forts, those people in peacekeeping
should be over and above those troops,

because it is those troops that give us-

the capability of fighting a successful
conflict on two fronts. Frankly, it is
not enough.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The time of the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] has ex-

pired.
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

additional minutes to the gentleman .

from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON].
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Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I am of
the opinion that should we enter into
peacekeeping duties, we will need
around 60,000 people for that. Do you
take them out of hide or do you take
them in addition thereto?

So what we are looking at is addi-
tional soldiers and sailors, people in
uniform, rather than cutting.

An aircraft carrier that has not been
taken into consideration by an author-
ization committee causes a cut in
troop strength. I am truthfully con-
cerned about that. I want the Members
of this body to understand, I feel very
strongly about keeping a high level of
troops, keeping a high level of training
for them.

I will be for the aircraft carrier, but
we have to make sure that the troops
are not cut in the process. That is a
deadly serious situation. We have to
consider that. If we do it properly, and
hopefully we will, I assure the gen-
tleman on the other side that I will
lead the charge for that aircraft car-
rier, but I do not want our troops to
get cut. Frankly, we are going to need
more if we have any type of peacekeep-
ing obligations in the future.

I hope those on the other side will
help me find those additional troops
when that time comes, because there
will be a major battle on this floor
comes the time for the budget consid-
eration, and I hope to do my best to
make sure we have sufficient troops,
sailors, marines, soldiers, and airmen,
to meet our commitments throughout
this world.

I hate to see anything even as impor-
tant and vital as an aircraft carrier to
invade that number and to hurt the
possibility of keeping our end strength
at a proper level.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman who just spoke that he
is one of the most respected Members
of this House; particularly in the chair-
manship of the subcommittee that he
chairs, he certainly does look out for
those troops. .

Mr. Speaker, I yield time to another
respected Member, one from the State
of Florida. He is also a member of the
Intelligence Committee, and he is the
ranking Republican on the Legislative
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

I had no intention of getting into
this debate on the rule, but I was as-
tonished at some of the debate I heard
between the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], the
ranking member of the Rules Commit-
tee, about the issue of an aircraft car-
rier.

The question was whether or not the
Appropriations Committee was funding
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an aircraft carrier that had not been
authorized. I would remind the very
distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee that last year his
committee authorized nearly $1 billion
for advanced procurement on this spe-
cific aircraft carrier. Our committee
appropriated the funds to go along with
that authorization.

Now we are talking about dropping
out a year. The Navy has told us if we
drop out a year, that aircraft carrier is
going to cost at least $200 million more
than it would if we proceed with the
funding included in the bill we will
consider tomorrow morning.

Now, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. SKELTON], the very distinguished
gentleman, raised the issue of end
strength. There is no doubt in this
Member’'s mind that we have reduced
the end strength to a level that I think
is dangerous, but listen to this, the end
strength that we provide in the appro-
priations bill is exactly the end
strength authorized by the gentleman'’s
committee, and in the area of end
strength for Reserves we have actually
gone beyond the authorization and ap-
propriated for an additional 7,000 per-
sonnel end strength for Reserves.

So the arguments that the carrier is
not authorized are hollow, because the
carrier advanced procurement was au-
thorized last year by the gentleman's
committee.

On the end strength argument, we
have actually appropriated for more
end strength than the Armed Services
Committee authorized.

I think the arguments made by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] in opposition to this rule are
valid arguments. I think the argu-
ments of the distinguished gentleman
who is chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, while they might be ar-
ticulate, which he always is, do not
really address the issue as it exists
today.

Again I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his cogent remarks.

I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE-
MAN], a member of the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing this time to me.

Certainly within the 3 minutes there
is a lot more that needs to be said than
I can possibly say; but one aspect of
this discussion needs to be addressed
and is not being addressed, and that is
to the extent we are in this position
where legitimately the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee can call
this proposal for the aircraft carrier
unauthorized and where we risk cost-
ing the taxpayers of America over $200
million if we delay funding the aircraft
carrier in this session, and when you
bear in mind that we now operate
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under rules as to authorization and the
other workings of authorization and
the Appropriations Committee de-
signed long before we had the account-
ing rules thatnow go to how you score
outlays and budget authority and how
you match one with the other and how
the timing in which the authorizers act
relative to when the appropriators are
required to act, we have some incred-
ible mixed mishmash of how we make
the gears of our wheels mesh in order
to cogently and rationally legislate.

I would call upon all the Members of
this body, especially those on the Rules
Committee, to address this problem
and how the Rules of the House need to
be changed so that we do not have to
make unintelligent, even silly, stupid
public policy decisions, because of the
complexities of our rules and their in-
ability to match the reality in which
we need to make public policy deci-
sions.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that it does
strike this Member as odd that we say
something we appropriated and author-
ized $832 million for last year is an un-
authorized activity or project. That
strikes me as strange. It strikes me as
strange that if the appropriators have
said in funding something that none of
this money can be obligated until it
has been finally formally and officially
authorized that this is a substantial
accommodation.

I do not understand this in the con-
text that we may be depriving our tax-
payers of America of $200 million un-
necessarily for a defense platform that
I think every knowledgeable person on
the authorizing and Appropriations
Committee feels is one of our most vi-
tally important platforms and which is
justified under the bottom-up review.

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

Mr. BATEMAN. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, where
does the gentleman seek to find the $1
billion? The gentleman served with me
on the committee as we assiduously
went about the business of putting to-
gether a $263 billion military budget
that all fit. Where would the gen-
tleman find this additional $1 billion?

Mr. BATEMAN. I would say to my
chairman that that is indeed a problem
and one which needs to be addressed
and should be addressed.

I do not know. No one has been able
to tell me what the Appropriations
Committee has done or not done in
order to make it possible to at least ap-
propriate conditionally the $1 billion.
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But we have a long ways to go before
we will ever enact either an authoriza-
tion bill that gets signed into law and
passes this Congress in an appropria-
tions bill, and what we ought to be
doing is seeing that we go forward to-
gether in order to do it the logical way

23045

in order that we do not hamstring the
end strength of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] and the person-
nel account, but at the same time we
get the platform, and we get it in a
way in a timetable that avoids wasting
$200 million. That is my plea.

Mr. Speaker, the concluding point I
want to make is: I am not quarreling
with my chairman, or anyone else on
the authorizing committee. The only
committees I serve on are authorizing
committees. I, too, am jealous of their
prerogatives, but certainly there is
enough wisdom, enough judgment, and
enough responsibility in this body that
we can come together in a way that we
do the practical, common sense thing
that serves the public interest and our
national security.

We have a rule which, if passed,
makes the carrier subject to a point of
order. It may be subject to a point of
order, but it does not require a point of
order, and logic would dictate that no
point of order should be raised, even if

it can.

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

Mr. BATEMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN]
really backs up what I have been say-
ing: ““You cannot pinpoint where the
billion dollars comes from."

We went through a very arduous pro-
cedure of piecing together a $263 billion
defense authorization bill. I am for the
carrier, but where in the world are we
going to find—

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
claim my time.

Mr. SKELTON. I will tell the gen-
tleman where to find it.

Mr. BATEMAN. The one thing that is
not being done: It has not been taken
out of personnel to this point, and we
can make sure that it does not get
done this way before we are through
and does get done in the most respon-
sible way.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire what time remains for each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
McNuLTY]. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FROST] has 12 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield T minutes
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, let me
just respond.

First of all, this is a debate on the
rule. The rule goes to the question of
the process that governs how we do
business here. We are trying to change
this debate into a discussion about the
carrier. This debate is about the integ-
rity of the process, or the lack thereof,
and Members' willingness or ability to
make judgments in that regard.

Having said that, let me just now
come to both the process and the sub-
stance.
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I say to the gentleman. A carrier is
probably more important to the Navy
than anything else. If they had wanted
it, why did they not ask the authoriz-
ing committee? As the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] pointed out, he
was prepared to support it, and, if you
had asked me, I would imagine that the
majority of my colleagues would sup-
port it. But why did they not ask if it
was that important?

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have heard this
figure: $200 million. We are going to
save the taxpayers $200 million. Where
did that figure come from? Did it drop
from the air? Did it come from our
committee?

No. Some CEO said, "'If you guys ap-
propriate the money and authorize it, I
can show you where I can save you $200
million.” Yet these are the guys that
have never built a ship with the money
they said they would build it on in his-
tory.

Mr. Speaker, we are replete with cost
overruns, so suddenly there is going to
be this great accuracy of this $200 mil-
lion? Give me a break.

Now my distinguished colleague said
he could not answer the question of
where would the money come from.
That is precisely the responsibility of
the authorizing committee, to deter-
mine those judgments within the
framework of intelligent and rational
policy considerations, policy discus-

sions.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield and I will answer
the question?

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, just one
second, and I will come back to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLO-
MON] because I want answered one
other question.

The gentleman from Florida said $800
million was authorized by this commit-
tee last year, long-lead items.

No. 1, this gentleman was not the
chair last year; but, No. 2, that $800
million for long-lead items was for a
nuclear propulsion system that rou-
tinely is requested 2 years in advance
of the request and authorization be-
cause it takes a substantial amount of
time in order to build that nuclear pro-
pulsion system. So, there is nothing
off-color or unusual about that. But
the request has not been made.

To summarize, Mr. Speaker, No. 1,
this is not a debate about the carrier.
That ought to be dealt with in the nor-
mal course of things. This is a debate
about the process, the integrity or the
lack thereof. I am suggesting to you
that it sets this institution on its head
when my colleagues, day after day,
come here banging against rules that
waive points of order, and we simply
ask for a rule that gives point of order,
and suddenly they are saying, ‘‘Defeat
the rule.”

I say, ““You can't walk both sides of
the street.”

Finally, let the administration ask in
the normal course of things, and let us
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do our job in the normal course of
events.

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I just
say to the gentleman, "'You wanted to
know where the money is going to
come from. Let me give you two very
good sources: First of all, bring our
troops home from Somalia. We'll save
$500 million in the next few months
alone. Do not deploy our troops in
Bosnia, and we will save hundreds of
millions of dollars over the next 7 to 8
months. That more than pays for any
carrier, believe me, I would say to the
gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman
will take that into consideration.

Mr. DELLUMS. I would simply say to
my colleague on both of those issues:

On the issue of Somalia, my col-
league, that is going to be a debate
that is going to go into the future. The
gentleman and I know that. We know
we are going to ultimately resolve that
matter. The question of Bosnia is a de-
bate that lies before us, an the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
knows where this gentleman stands on
that, the authority and responsibility
of Congress in war making and my con-
cern about war powers.

I come back to the issue: Why are we
appropriating in fiscal year 1994 $1 bil-
lion for a $5 billion weapon system that
cannot legally be authorized until fis-
cal year 19957

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

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the subcommittee, and I know
that my colleague has spoken on this
already, but we saw an opportunity be-
cause long lead had already been ap-
proved by the authorization committee
to put in $1 billion because of this com-
plex relationship, and we felt, because
of the interrelationship of outlays and
budget authority, we had an oppor-
tunity to invest $1 billion in the car-
rier, which is needed. We are going to
build it, we know we are going to build
it, and, because of that, by doing that,
and this is the point I heard the gen-
tleman make when I first came to the
floor.

I called the Secretary of the Navy. I
called the Chief of Naval Operations. I
sald, “Is this $200 million number
real?"’

I was told, **Yes, we will save in the
acquisition of the carrier $200 million.”

Now I know that sometimes these
numbers get stretched, sometimes by
contractors, but this came right from
the top leadership of the U.S. Navy.

Mr. DELLUMS. If I might reclaim
my time for a moment——

Mr. DICKS. And so we just thought it
was a good investment. We——
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Mr. DELLUMS. I will yield back, but
I would like to reclaim my time at this
point because I think the record should
be complete.

Mr. DICKS. Yes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I have
talked with the Deputy Secretary of
Defense who said they did not, while
they may have wanted it. I said, “Why
didn’t you ask?"”

They said, “We didn't, and we're not
trying to go around the authorizing
process.’’

They said that as a matter of fact
and as a matter of record, my friend.
The administration should not be
about going aroune the authorization
process——

Mr. DICKS. They were just—

Mr. DELLUMS. They——

Mr. DICKS. The number of $200 mil-
lion, of whether that was a real num-
ber, and they said, ‘‘Yes, that was a
real number.” They did not say they
were asking us to do it. They wanted
the whole carrier.

Mr. DELLUMS. One other thing they
agreed with me on is that in the course
of the markup they did have ample op-
portunity to penetrate the process with
a request on a timely enough basis that
we could have considered it ordinarily
within the framework of H.R. 2401.
They agreed with me in that regard.

So, my question is: “Why wasn't it
done?”’

One last comment, Mr. Speaker.

During the authorization process I
tried to maintain the integrity of keep-
ing the playing field level.

0 1840

What this does is it unlevels the
playing field. You start down the road
on this defense conversion effort here.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY), The Chair would advise
that each side has 5 minutes remain-

ing.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER], the chief deputy whip.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding. I
would like to comment to those who
ask, where is the money coming from?
It is going to come from the same place
every other dollar comes from, and
that is the taxpayer.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to report to
the chairman, this bill we consider to-
morrow, the appropriations bill that
includes this amount, is under the
602(b) allocation budget authority, as
well as outlay.

I would like to, if I may, make just
one further comment. The reason that
we are having this debate today, I
would say to the gentleman, on the
subject of the carrier, is because to-
morrow, once the gentleman makes his
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point or order, we are not going to be
able to have any debate on the subject
of the carrier. So, when the iron is hot,
you strike, or whatever the cliche is.
That is why we are doing it today, be-
cause I think the gentleman is going to
preempt us tomorrow.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I think this discussion of
process here has been fascinating this
evening. I have enjoyed it. It is a little
interesting, the fact that they do waive
points of order on 95 percent of the bill,
because the fact is none of this is au-
thorized and will not be authorized by
the time this bill becomes law. So to
suggest that somehow we can carve out
one or two little territories here and
that is destructive of the process, the
fact is the rule coming down here
waives about 95 percent of the bill. But
they leave a couple of places where
they are going to allow no debate.

One of the places that is particularly
of concern to me, as the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] sug-
gested is of concern to him also, is the
introduction of peacekeeping forces
possibly into Bosnia.

Mr. Speaker, the reason why that be-
comes important is because when the
authorization bill was here, it was here
under a closed rule, where typically we
would have been able to offer language
under an open rule to deal with this
matter. But we were prevented from of-
fering amendments. We could not even
offer amendments on the authorization
bill to knock out pork projects that
were protected by the Committee on
Rules.

In the case of the introduction of
military troops on peacekeeping mis-
sions, we were not able to address that
issue. The Committee on Appropria-
tions found the need to address that
issue so compelling that they included
it in their bill.

Mr. Speaker, what happens? Well,
now the rules process is used to see to
it that we will never get to debate it
under the appropriations process ei-
ther.

So what has happened here is the
rules process has been used to prevent
this House from debating whether or
not peacekeeping forces ought to be
put into Bosnia without congressional
approval. That is wrong. That is the
use of the process, that is the use of
governance, in the wrong way.

We ought to have a right to debate
that issue. It is a fundamentally impor-
tant issue at this point. Young men
and young women are going to be sent
to die in Bosnia, and we are not going
to even have a chance to debate it be-
forehand. This administration does not
want us to have that debate on this
floor, because they feel that debate
might embarrass them, It is wrong not
to have that debate, and this rule pre-
vents us from having that debate. It
should be turned down.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield 4 minutes
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to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HamivToN], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr., HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I operate a little bit at
a disadvantage here because I did not
hear all of the previous statements
with regard to the waiver. As I under-
stand it, the rule does not protect the
provision from objection, and it is my
intention to object.

Now, it is not my intention to be ob-
streperous here. It is true that the par-
ticular language is authorizing lan-
guage, which, as I understand it, very
clearly falls within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

That is a parochial argument. It is an
argument on the basis of protecting
the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. It is really not, how-
ever, the most important thing to be
said here.

It just so happens that this whole
business of peacekeeping is a threshold
issue in this Congress at this time. It is
a very important issue, we all recog-
nize that. The-provision that has been
drafted has been drafted with the best
of intentions, but it could be a very
mischievous provision.

It is a provision that is strongly op-
posed by the administration. It is a
provision which they believe seriously
hampers the power of the Commander
in Chief. It is a provision that, as they
have stated to me, they object to seri-
ously enough that it would make this
bill subject to a veto.

Now, I want to say to my friends who
support this provision that I under-
stand their motivation here, and I
think it is a motivation that is worthy,
because they are deeply concerned
about peacekeeping here, and this 15-
day prenotification provision calls for
good information.

But let me just argue not to proceed
too quickly. This is a very tough, dif-
ficult issue. The way this particular
provision is drafted, it raised very
grave concern on the part of the Presi-
dent, the Commander in Chief, as to
whether the exercise of the powers of
the Commander in Chief would in fact
be seriously hampered.

That is the reason I intend to object
to this tomorrow. Not to be obstrep-
erous, but because I think we are act-
ing too quickly on a very grave matter.

I do want to say that the Committee
on Foreign Affairs and other commit-
tees here are working very closely now
with the administration on the whole
question of a better consultative mech-
anism than we now have. Some of us
saw that in action last week as the ad-
ministration came up with prior con-
sultation with respect to the introduc-
tion of troops, possibly into Bosnia
under the peace agreement. I think we
are moving in the right direction.

I also want to say that with regard to
the remarks of the gentleman who just
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spoke, his deep concern about Bosnia;
that is a legitimate concern, obviously.
It is my very strong view that if Amer-
ican forces are introduced into Bosnia
as part of a peacekeeping agreement,
that those steps should be authorized
by the Congress. The administration
agrees with that position. There is no
intent, as I understand it, no intent to
introduce American forces into Bosnia
as part of a peacekeeping agreement
without getting the authorization of
the United States Congress.

That is my strong view. So far as I
can understand it, it is the strong view
of the administration. And everybody
in this chamber is quite right to be
concerned about Presidents acting
without the authorization of Congress
there.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate very much
the opportunity to make these observa-
tions.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON],
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, is one of the most re-
spected Members of this House. I
served with him for years on that com-
mittee. Much of what the gentleman
says is true. I hope the President does
come and ask permission to put these
troops in.

However, there is no guarantee that
that is going to happen. What the argu-
ment is today is over this language. It
simply says the President notifies Con-
gress at least 15 days before the oper-
ation, The gentleman agrees with that,
so why not write it into the bill.

The second portion says, and this is
so terribly important to the American
people, that the President specifies the
estimated cost, the method of pay-
ment, the duration and scope of the op-
eration, and states the U.S. interests
and goals that will be served by that
operation.

We do not believe that a civil war
warrants any U.S. participation, and
we want that explained to us. This sim-
ply says the President will explain it to
us.

Mr. Speaker, this may be the only
vote that Members have on whether we
put American troops into a civil war in
Bosnia. If Members defeat this rule, it
will not only save $300 million on the
aircraft carrier issue, but, more impor-
tantly, it will save American lives.

0 1850

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman and I are not really, I do not
think, in too much difference here.

The gentleman supports this particu-
lar provision, but there may be times
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when the President cannot notify the
gentleman 15 days ahead of time. We do
not write something that arbitrary
into the law.

There has been a lot of complaining
done about micromanagement of the
executive power. This is a classic illus-
tration of it.

We are micromanaging a President
and saying that he must give us 15
days. There may be occasions when he
cannot give us 15 days.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time I say to my good
friend, that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] is one of the
most respected Members of this House.
He would never do anything to impair
the Commander in Chief of the United
States of America. This is his lan-
guage. He believes in it. We believe in
it.

Members ought to vote *‘no’ on this
rule so that we can keep that language
in the bill.

Vote ‘no.”

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

The issues here have been adequately
aired. We have had eloquent speeches
on both sides.

The Committee on Rules has tried to
be fair and reasonable in its approach,
and I urge the adoption of this rule.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The question is on the reso-
lution.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays
176, not voting 3, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 475]
YEAS—254

Abercrombie Brewstar Coppersmith
Ackerman Brooks Costello
Andrews (ME) Browder Coyne
Andrews (NJ) Brown (CA) Cramer
Andrews (TX) Brown (FL) Danner
Applegate Brown (OH) Darden
Bacchus (FL) Bryant de la Garza
Baesler Byrne Deal
Barca Cantwell DeFazio
Barcia Cardin DeLauro
Barlow Carr Dellums
Barrett (WI) Chapman Derrick
Becerra Clay Deutsch
Bellenson Clayton Dicks
Berman Clement Dingell
Bevill Clyburn Dixon
Bilbray Coleman Dooley
Bishop Collins (IL) Durbin
Blackwell Collins (MI) Edwards (CA)
Bonfor Condit Edwards (TX)
Borskl Conyers Engel
Boucher Cooper English (AZ)

English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Flelds (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutlerrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilltard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Holden
Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (8D)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein

Klink
Kopetski
Kreldler
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman
Levin

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoll
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelost
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Plckett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson

NAYS—176

Combest
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Drefer
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fish
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gllchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
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Roemer

Rose
Rostenkowsk!
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sangmelster
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
tudds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Willtams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Houghton
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kim

King
Kingston
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Klug Nussle Shuster
Knollenberg Oxley Skeen
Kolbe Packard Smith (MI)
Kyl Paxon Smith (NJ)
Lazio Petri Smith (OR)
Leach Pombo Smith (TX)
Levy Porter Snowe
Lewls (CA) Portman Solomon
Lewls (FL) Pryce (OH) Spence
Lightfoot Quillen Stearns
Linder Quinn Stump
Livingston Ramstad Sundquist
Machtley Ravenel Talent
Manzullo Regula Taylor (NC)
MeCandless Ridge Thomas (CA)
McCollum Roberts Thomas (WY)
McCrery Rogers Torkildsen
McHugh Rohrabacher Upton
McInnis Ros-Lehtinen Vucanovich
McKeon Roth Walker
McMlllan Roukema Walsh
Meyers Royce Weldon
Mica Santorum Whitten
Michel Saxton Wolf
Miller (FL) Schaefer Young (AK)
Molinar! Schiff Young (FL)
Moorhead Sensenbrenner Zelify
Morella Shaw Zimmer
Myers Shays

NOT VOTING—3
LaFalce McDade Torricelll

0O 1909

Messrs. CANADY, BAKER of Califor-
nia, and KASICH changed their vote
from ‘“‘yea’’ to “‘nay."

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3167, EXTENDING THE UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAM

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 103-269) on the resolution (H.
Res. 265) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3167) to extend the emer-
gency unemployment compensation
program, to establish a system of
worker profiling, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

JEMEZ NATIONAL RECREATION
AREA

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the bill (H.R. 38) to establish
the Jemez National Recreation Area in
the State of New Mexico, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Senate amendments:

Page 4, line 19, strike out ‘‘religious pur-
poses, and insert: ‘‘customary uses,”.

Page 4, line 20, strike out ‘‘shall,” and in-
sert ‘‘shall, subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 2(n)".

Page 4, line 23, strike out ‘‘religious pur-
poses,’’ and insert: ‘‘customary uses,’.
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Page 5, line 2, strike out all after “Act")."”
down to and including line 9 and insert ‘*The
Secretary, in accordance with such Act,
upon request of an Indian tribe or pueblo,
may from time to time temporarily close to
general public use one or more specific por-
tions of the recreational area in order to pro-
tect traditional and customary uses in such
portions by Indian peoples.”

Page 6, line 7, strike out all after “law.”
down to and including line 15.

Page 9, after line 5, insert:

(n) RESOURCE PROTECTION.—The Secretary
may designate zones where, and establish pe-
riods when, any activity otherwise permitted
in the recreation area will not be permitted
for reasons of public safety, administration,
fish and wildlife management, protection of
archaeologlical or cultural resources, or pub-
lic use and enjoyment. Except in emer-
gencles such designations by the Secretary
shall be put into effect only after consulta-
tion with the appropriate State agencles, ap-
propriate tribal leaders, and other affected
parties.

Page 11, after line 13, insert:

SEC. 5. ACQUISITION OF LAND.

(a) STATE LAND.—Land and interests in
land within the boundaries of the recreation
area that are owned by the State of New
Mexico, or a political subdivision of New
Mexico, may be acquired only by donation or
exchange.

(b) OFFERS TO SELL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Secretary may acquire land and interests
in land within the boundaries of the recre-
atlon area by donation, purchase with do-
nated or appropriated funds, or exchange.

(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not ac-
quire lands within the recreation area with-
out the consent of the owner thereof unless
the Secretary has determined that such
lands will be put to a use different from their
use as of the date of enactment of this Act
and that such new use would be incompatible
with the protection of the natural and cul-
tural resources of the recreation area.

Page 11, line 14, strike out “SEC. 5." and
insert “‘SEC. 6.”"

Mr. VENTO (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate amendments be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the initial request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, under my reserva-
tion I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] for an explanation
of the Senate amendments.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 38, introduced by
Mr. RICHARDSON, was passed by the
House last April and has now passed
the Senate with amendments.

The Senate amendments which are
acceptable to me clarify the language
protecting traditional uses by Indian
peoples, require consultation with trib-
al leaders, and provide more specific di-
rection on how lands within the NRA
can be acquired.
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H.R. 38 would establish a 57,000-acre
Jemez National Recreation Area with-
in the Santa Fe National Forest in New
Mexico. The national recreation area
would encompass a portion of the
Jemez Mountains that includes steep
canyons with brilliantly colored
rimrocks and rich biological diversity.
The largest elk herd in New Mexico mi-
grates through the area and the moun-
tains are home to many Federal- and
State-listed threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species.

The Jemez also contains one of the
highest densities of archeological and
cultural sites in North America, esti-
mated at approximately 15 sites per
square mile and totaling approxi-
mately 30,000 sites. Large, ancient
Pueblo Indian village sites are particu-
larly abundant. Many of these sites
have been nominated and placed on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Easy access and scenic surroundings
make the Jemez a popular recreational
area. National forest figures show that
almost 300,000 people a year visit the
Jemez Mountains. Within the area is
the east fork of the Jemez River, 11
miles of which have been designated as
a national wild and scenic river.

The legislation, in addition to en-
hancing the public’s use and enjoyment
of the area, will also protect the re-
sources of the Jemez by withdrawing
the area from mineral entry and pro-
viding that timber harvesting would
have to be compatible with the pur-
poses of the national recreation area.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill which will protect and enhance the
Jemez Mountains.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, the mi-
nority has no problem and we agree
with these amendments.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2403,
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE,
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 261 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 261

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2403) making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994,
and for other purposes. All points of order
agalnst the conference report and against its
consideration are waived.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON] is recognized
for 1 hour,

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary one-half hour of debate time
to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
QUILLEN] pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, Mr.
Speaker, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 261 is
the rule providing for consideration of
the conference report on H.R. 2403, the
bill making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal
Service, and the Executive Office of the
President for fiscal year 1994. The bill
also includes funding for several inde-
pendent agencies, including the Gen-
eral Services Administration, the Of-
fice of Personnel Management, and the
Federal Election Commission.

So that the House may consider this
conference report as expeditiously as
possible, both the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Treasury, Postal Serv-
ice, and General Government Appro-
priations requested, and the Rules
Committee granted, a rule waiving all
points of order against the conference
report and against its consideration.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment provides $22.538 billion for fiscal
year 1994, which is $169.958 million
below the level approved by the House
in June.

We are also advised by the Budget
Committee that the conference report
is $50 million below the discretionary
budget authority and $20 million below
outlay spending allocations and the
602(b) spending allocations for this sub-
committee.

It is within the target for discre-
tionary budget authority and outlays
set by the Appropriations Committee
pursuant to the fiscal year 1994 budget
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we commend the chair-
man of the Appropriations subcommit-
tee responsible for this legislation, the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER],
and the ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT],
for their good work on this bill and I
urge my colleagues to approve this rule
so that we may act this evening on this
conference report.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, as my colleague, the
gentleman from California, has de-
scribed, this rule waives all points of
order against the consideration of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2403, making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal
Service, the Executive Office of the
President and certain Independent
Agencies for fiscal year 1994.
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While I do not endorse this frequent
practice of granting blanket waivers
against conference reports for appro-
priation bills, we need to complete our
action on these funding measures in a
timely manner, and I will not oppose
this rule.

I hope Members have taken the time
to review the provisions of this con-
ference report. Of particular concern to
many Members, myself included, is the
absence of language to prohibit the use
of tax dollars to pay for abortions
under the Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program. This language has
been around for some 10 years, but it is
not included in this bill. Passage of
this conference report will open the
door to allow taxpayer financing of
abortion on demand for Federal em-
ployees. I find this unacceptable.

Additionally, the conference report
contains a modification to the revenue
forgone reform provision to include a 6-
year phase-in for postage rate increases
for nonprofit mail. The bill also pro-
hibits a cost-of-living increase for Fed-
eral employees but adopts the phasing
in of the locality-pay increases.

Mr. Speaker, earlier today the House
adopted a continuing funding resolu-
tion because we could not move the 13
appropriation bills through the Con-
gress prior to the beginning of the fis-
cal year. In fact, only one of the appro-
priation bills has been signed into law.
So I will not oppose this rule since it
will expedite the consideration of this
conference report.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
for his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 261, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2403)
making appropriations for the Treas-
ury Department, the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice, the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, and certain Independent Agen-
cies, for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1994, and for other purposes.

0O 1920

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuULTY). Pursuant to the rule, the
conference report is considered as hav-
ing been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 24, 1993, at page H6983.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
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the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHT-
FoOT] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

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

Mr. Speaker, the conferees have
reached agreement on H.R. 2403 the
treasury, postal service, and general
government appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 1994. It was not an easy con-
ference, because the fiscal restraints
required the conferees to make some
difficult decisions.

The conference report will fund the
agencies in this bill at a level which
will enable them to perform their as-
signed functions in an effective and ef-
ficient manner.

H.R. 2403 provides a total of $22.5 bil-
lion in new budget authority for the
agencies under this bill for fiscal year
1993. The conference agreement is
below the 602(b) allocations for both
budget authority and outlays. I ask
unanimous consent to insert a table in
the RECORD providing details of this
conference report.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
on H.R. 2403 funds Federal agencies
deeply involved in the war on drugs.
The conference report provides funding
for a number of law enforcement agen-
cies in the Department of the Treasury
such as the U.S. Customs Service, the
Secret Service, the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Firearms, the Internal
Revenue Service, the Financial Crimes
Enforcement Network, and others.

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE

In the Postal Service, the conferees
included revenue forgone reform which
represents a compromise between com-
mercial and nonprofit mailers to elimi-
nate the authorization for revenue for-
gone appropriations. Mr. CrLAY, chair-
man of the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee did an outstanding job
in crafting the original compromise on
revenue forgone. This compromise cre-
ates a mechanism to continue pre-
ferred, lower postage rates for non-
profit mailers without the need for tax-
payer subsidy. The compromise also es-
tablishes a 6-year phase-in of postage
rate increases for nonprofit mail. Com-
mercial use of nonprofit third-class
mail has been prohibited. Advertising
for nonprofit second-class mail has
been limited, as has the use of library
rate mail by commercial publishers.
Publishers may use library rate mail

only for matter which has been ordered.

by libraries or schools.
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

In the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, the conferees have fulfilled the
President’s commitment to reduce em-
ployment in the Executive Office by 25
percent below the total level in fiscal
year 1993. The conferees have included
language in the bill that requests the
Office of National Drug Control Policy
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to maintain a level of 40 positions, 15
above the President’s request. Both the
administration and the House were op-
posed to mandating personnel levels. In
fact, the House conferees were success-
ful in eliminating all personnel floors
and ceilings except this one. But con-
ferees do involve compromises, and the
other body was adamant on this issue.
The conferees did require the Execu-
tive Office to reduce other Executive
Office accounts by 15 positions to guar-
antee to the House that the total ceil-
ing on the Executive Office of the
President reflects the 25-percent reduc-
tion below 1993 levels. The conferees
have provided appropriations above the
President’s request in the special for-
feiture fund in the Office of the Na-
tional Drug Control Policy for
ADAMHA and community partnership
grants for drug prevention and drug
treatment in the Department of Health
and Human Services.
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
EMPLOYMENT LEVELS

We wish to clarify the intent of the
conferees with regard to the employ-
ment levels for the Executive Office of
the President. The statement of the
managers states that the total employ-
ment level for the Executive Office of
the President shall not exceed 1,044,
with the understanding that this level
will fluctuate as the President man-
ages the day-to-day operations of the
White House.

It is the intent of the conferees that
this total should not include the staff
requirements for the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Office of Federal
Procurement Policy, or the Office of
the U.S. Trade Representative.

The President’s pledge of a 25-percent
reduction in White House staff excludes
these offices, and therefore the con-
feree's agreement of a 1,044 employ-
ment level at the White House also ex-
cludes these offices.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

In the General Services Administra-
tion the conferees have provided fund-
ing for additional construction
projects, and have also included lan-
guage which gives the legislative com-
mittees of both the House and Senate
an opportunity to review in detail
these projects and to approve or dis-
approve the projects prior to the obli-
gation of funds.

The conferees have also fully funded
the Government payment for annu-
itants, employees’ health benefits.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

The conferees have fully protected
locality pay and its implementation on
January 1, 1994. In order to avoid the
necessity of reduction-in-force by agen-
cies whose budgets did not preserve a
pay raise in 1994, the conferees have
blocked the across-the-board employ-

.ees cost index pay increase that was to

be effective in January.
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REINVENTING GOVERNMENT

Mr. Speaker, I also want to discuss
what the conferees have done to recre-
ate Government and our response to
the Vice President's challenge to make
“Government Work Better and Cost
Less.”

First, the conferees stated their
strong support for the goals of making
our Government work better and more
efficiently.

Second, the conferees initiated
changes in the bill to achieve imme-
diate impact toward the Vice Presi-
dent’s goals.

We created an “‘innovation fund" for
all agencies within this bill, which will
allow agencies to carry over 50 percent
of their savings for productivity invest-
ments, employee bonuses, and em-
ployee training. Adding market incen-
tives for efficiency is, in our opinion,
the key to making Government work
better for less.

We deleted almost every mandated
FTE employee ceiling and floor in this
bill, with the only exception being law
enforcement and the Office of Drug
Control Policy.

We provided agencies flexibility to
reallocate funds by providing limited
transfer authority.
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We directed agencies to work toward
reducing Government redtape and pa-
perwork—not only for internal Govern-
ment paperwork, but for small busi-
nesses and people who must deal with
the Government as well.

We have urged IRS and Customs to
restructure their workforce to meet
modern day requirements and service
standards.

We have directed GAO and GSA to
begin the process to make GSA com-
pete with private companies in provid-
ing services to Federal agencies. It is
our belief that if GSA can offer the
best price, they should win, if not, they
should lose agencies business.

We have provided support for the
President’'s Labor-Management Council
or the ‘‘National Partnership Council”
as it is called.

The conferees have approved a provi-
sion that would allow multiagency
funding of the National Partnership
Council. The conferees recognize that
the Council may be established under
current law with single agency fund-
ing. This provision would simply allow
the Council also to proceed under
multiagency funding, subject to au-
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thorization, in case this type of added
funding capability is deemed desirable.

We have directed the Administrator
of GSA to review every project in this
bill and ensure that it meets a Federal
need, is of appropriate design, and its
costs are fully justified, and report
back to us on their findings.

And we have put in place through the
House report, the basis for performance
management, which we intend to fully
pursue in next year’'s hearings in my
subcommittee. We believe that we
must be about identifying achievable
goals and performance measures to
measure progress or failure, if we are
to restore the American people's trust
in how their Government spends their
money.

In summary, the conferees funded all
agencies at a level that would enable
them to continue their operations in
the most effective and efficient way
possible.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this is a
good conference report. It represents a
reasonable compromise with the Sen-
ate. I believe that it is fair, it is well
done, and I urge Members to support
the conference report.



23052 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE September 29, 1993
Treasury Department, U.S. Postal Service, Exec. Office of the President and Ind. Ag. (H.R. 2403)

Conference
FY 1883 FY 1964 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacled
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Departmental Offices:
Salaries and Expe: 71,202,000 104,567,000 104,567,000 105,700,000 105,150,000 433,848,000
I | Affairs. 33,408,000 -33,408,000
Total, Depart tal Offices 104,610,000 104,587,000 104,587,000 105,700,000 105,150,000 +540,000
Office of Inspector G J 28,147,000 28,887,000 28,897,000 28,897,000 28,887,000 -250,000
Fl Crimes Enf N 18,342,000 18,280,000 18,280,000 18,280,000 18,280,000 62,000
T y Forf Fund (limitation on availability of deposits) 14,770,000 14,770,000 50,000,000 32,500,000 +32,500,000
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center:
Salaries and Expe: 47,158,000 47,185,000 47,185,000 47,685,000 47,445,000 +287,000
Acquisition, C: jon, Imp: t
and Related Exp 12,301,000 6,712,000 7,712,000 12,712,000 12,712,000 +411,000
Total, Federal Law Enf Training Center 50,458,000 53,807,000 54,807,000 60,407,000 60,157,000 +668,000
Fi lal Management Servi 214,089,000 200,877,000 209,877,000 200,877,000 200,877,000 4,182,000
B of Alcohol, Tob and Fi 370,372,000 364,245,000 364,245,000 388,048,000 368,448,000 -3,826,000
United States Customs Service:
Salaries and E; 1,317,535,000 1,311,818,000 1,311,818,000 1,383,668,000 1,350,688,000 +33,133,000
Operation and M Alr and Mari
Prog 81,624,000 48,063,000 48,083,000 47,863,000 47 883,000 -33,761,000
Op and M G P-3Drug
terdiction Prog 28,000,000 28,000,000 28,000,000 28,000,000 28,000,000 ...cimiiinm.
Alr and Marine Interdiction Programs, Procurement ..........cceccun 21,174,000 21,083,000 21,083,000 21,083,000 21,083,000 -81,000
Customs Facilities, Construction, Improvements
and Related Exp 4,600,000 10,000,000 5,000,000 +400,000
Customs Forfeiture Fund (limitation on availability of deposits)... 15,000,000 -15,000,000
Customs Services at Small Alrports (lo be
derived from fees coll d) 1,500,000 1,408,000 1,408,000 1,408,000 1,406,000 -84,000
Total, United States Cust Servi 1,469,433,000 1,408,381,000 1,408,381,000 1,472,030,000 1,454,030,000 -15,403,000
United States Mint 53,001,000 54,770,000 54,770,000 54,770,000 54,770,000 +1,768,000
Bureau of the Public Debt 191,243,000 189,209,000 188,208,000 187,208,000 187,208,000 4,024,000
Payment of G Losses in Shipment 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 BO0000  .iicrsinasirmimrininists
Intemnal Revenue Service:
Administration and Manag 157,368,000 167,822,000 167,822,000 187,822,000 187,822,000 + 10,454,000
Processing Tax Retums and Assist 1,632,624,000 1,606,853,000 1,606,853,000 1,696,853,000 1,606,853,000 +64,2298,000
Tax Law Enf t 3,831,375,000 4,043,281,000 4,007,862,000 4,043,281,000 4,007,962,000 +176,587,000
Information Sy 1,478814000  1,487,722000  1,402,620,000 1,487,722,000  1,471,448,000 -7,468,000
(By transfer) (38,751,000)
Total, Intemal F Servi 7,100,281,000 7,385,878,000 7,275,266,000 7,385,678,000 7,344,085,000 +243,804,000
United States Secrel Servi 480,432,000 457,360,000 457,360,000 481,831,000 481,931,000 -18,501,000
Total, Title |, Department of the TreaSUTY ... 10,090,888,000 10,300,471,000 10,181,059,000 10,413,325,000 10,323,832,000 +232,843,000
TITLE Il - POSTAL SERVICE
Payment to the Postal Service Fund. 121,812,000 81,434,000 91,434,000 81,434,000 91,434,000 -30,478,000
Payment to the Postal Service Fund for Nonfunded Liabilities ......... 38,614,000 38,803,000 38,803,000 38,803,000 38,803,000 +188,000

Total, Title Il, Postal Servi 160,526,000 130,237,000 130,237,000 130,237,000 130,237,000 -30,289,000

TITLE il - EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
AND FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

Compensation of the President 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000

The White House Office 42,795,538 38,914,000 38,914,000 38,754,000

Executive Residence at the WIHE HOUSE ..............sswesersrsmsrassersrnnns 7,568,000 7,925,000 7,825,000 7,825,000

Official Residence of the Vice President 324,000 324,000 324,000 324,000

Special Assistance 1o the President 3,257,000 3,270,000 3,270,000 3,270,000

Council of E: ic Advi 3,428,000 3,420,000 3,420,000 3,420,000

Office of Policy Development 3,772,000 5,122,000 5,122,000 5,122,000

N | Security Council 6,118,000 8,648,000 8,648,000 8,209,000

A Critical Materials Council 185,000

Office of Administrath 24,853,000 24,850,000 24,850,000 24,850,000

Office of Management and Budget 52,981,000 53,481,000 56,530,000 53,481,000

Office of Federal P Policy 3,058,000 BOBBOOD. i, 3,058,000

Office of National Drug Control Policy:

Salaries and Exp 101,248,000 5,800,000 5,800,000 11,887,000 11,887,000 -88,561,000
Transfer to other agencies:

Federal Law Enforcement Training Conter ...........eussssrsssssssiss (5,000,000) (-5,000,000)
m P J'a (2,000,000 (-2,000,000)
Alcohol, Drug Abuse & Mental Health Administration............... (33,701,000) (-33,701,000)
Financial Crimes Enf it Network {2,800,000) (-2,800,000)
immigration & Naturalization Servi (7,000,000) (-7,000,000)
United States Marshals Servi (2,500,000) (-2,500,000)

Unhted States Customs Servi (5,741,000) (+5,741,000)
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Conference
FY 1803 FY 1604 companed with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Cont chad
Dept of Justice: B of Justice (2,000,000) (-2,000,000)
Counter-Drug Technology A t Conter (15,000,000) . 15,000,000)
Total, transfer io other agenciys (75,742,000) (-75,742,000)
Total, Office of National Drug Control Policy.........sseseis - 101,248,000 5,800,000 5,800,000 11,687,000 11,887,000 88,561,000
Unanticipated Needs. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000  cionininirironsnsasnns
Federal Drug Control Programs:
nghlm.mnybaw'rm‘m" g 88,000,000 88,000,000 86,000,000 88,000,000 +88,000,000
ial Forfeiture Fund 75,742,000 28,000,000 28,000,000 75,000,000 52,500,000 -23,242,000
Trlnlhr to other agencies:
R S [ iy BE————— (8,000,000) (+6,000,000)
Drug Enf: Agency (4,000,000)  ..oovnrisiarsssrnsssranns (4,000,000) (+4,000,000)
C Orug Technology A 1t Center (5,000,000)
B of Alcohol, Tob and Fi (1,000,000) {5,000,000) (5,000,000) (+5,000,000)
United States Customs Senv (3,000,000)
ADAMAHA. (25,000,000) (15,000,000) (+15,000,000)
CTAC (R&D) (15,000,000) (7,500,000) (+7,500,000)
Community Pamormlp Grants (CSAP) (10,000,000) (10,000,000) (+10,000,000)
ONDCP Director di (7,000,000) (20,000,000) {5,000,000) (+5,000,000)
Total, Federal Drug Control Prog 75,742,000 114,000,000 114,000,000 161,000,000 138,500,000 +82,758,000
Total, Title lll, Executive Office of the President..............ccoovvvnee - 326,600,538 268,062,000 268,062,000 322,350,000 298,289,000 -28,220,538
TITLE IV - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
sm Buudlnga Fund:
\pprog 281,601,000 312,814,000 288,486,000 +8,885,000
Unobilig bal © 150,218,000 295,284,000
Rescissk (-185,344,000) (-107,781,000) (-185,344,000) (-185,344,000) (-185,344,000)
Limitations on availability of revenue:
Construction & acquisition of fACIHItIes..............currrescesssees (828,312,000) (748,965,000) (820,478,000) (833,787,000) (625,027,306)  (+208,715,308)
Repairs and alterations (584,086,000) (546,882,000) (538,882,000 (516,782,000) (523,782,000) (-70,284,000)
Energy | Proposal (8,700,000)
Energy Investment Proposal 8,700,000
Instaliment acquisition payment (143,381,000) (118,108,000) (118,108,000) (118,108,000} (118,108,000) (-25,273,000)
Rental of space (1,882,601,000)  (2,125373,000)  (2,124,373,000)  (2,117,421,000) (2,117,421,000)  (+234,730,000)
Real property op (1,130,871,000)  (1,233,085,000)  (1,231,085,000)  (1,226,085,000)  (1,226,085,000) (+985,214,000)
Program direction (142,000,000) (157,813,000) (156,813,000) (158,813,000) (158,813,000) (+14,813,000)
Design and I i (178,830,000 (188,274,000) (188,274,000) (184,081,000) (184,081,000) (+4,151,000)
Total, Federal Bulldings Fund 281,601,000 158,918,000 205,204,000 312,814,000 288,488,000 +6,885,000
(Umitations) (4,698,251,000)  (5,118,100,000)  (5,185,611,000)  (5,253,877,000)  (5,251,117,308)  (+551,866,306)
Federal Supply Servi 56,144,000 55,804,000 55,804,000 43,420,000 43,420,000 -12,724,000
Use of proceeds of sales and overpay 12,384,000 12,384,000 +12,384,000
Information R Manag nt S 48,418,000 46,281,000 45,875,000 44,730,000 45,875,000 -T44,000
Federal Property F Servi 13,833,000 15,756,000 15,756,000 15,756,000 15,756,000 +1,823,000
G | Manag and A i 34,000,000 31,435,000 31,435,000 31,435,000 31,435,000 +2,565,000
Office of Inspector General 34,748,000 34,825,000 34,825,000 34,825,000 34,825,000 +177,000
Allowances and Office Staff for Former Presidents..........c..ccseee 2,388,000 2,833,000 2,833,000 2,833,000 2,833,000 +447,000
Expenses, Presidential Transition 5,000,000 -5,000,000
Total, G J Admink ! 474,231,000 343,962,000 481,722,000 488,297,000 474,814,000 +683,000
Office of Personnel Management:
Salaries and Exp 118,000,000 118,533,000 118,533,000 118,533,000 118,533,000 -467,000
(imitation on administrative exp ) (69,963,000) (72,754,000) (72,754,000 (72,754,000) (72,754,000 (+2,761,000)
Office of Insp 4,227,000 4,253,000 4,253,000 4,253,000 4,253,000 +26,000
(limitation on administrative exp (6,500,000) (8,514,000) {8,514,000) {8,514,000) (8,514,000) (+14,000)
Govemment Payment for Annuitants, Ernplown
Health Benefits 4,148,245,000 3,458,480,000 4,148,480,000 3,458,480,000 3,805,480,000 -343,765,000
Government Payment for Annultants, Employee
Life Insurance 12,433,000 1,607,000 1,607,000 1,607,000 1,607,000 -10,828,000
Pay to Civil Service Reti and Disability Fund.............. 6,800,000,000 7,065,818,000 7,085,818,000 7,085,818,000 7,065,818,000 +165,818,000
Employees Health Benefits Fund (limitation on
admir ive expenses) {14,702,000) (14,774,000 (14,774,000) (14,774,000 (14,774,000 (+72,000)
Employees Life | Fund (limitation on
dministrath P ) (1,088,000 (826,000) (826,000) (828,000) (826,000) (260,000
Retired Employees Health Benefits Fund
(limitation on administrati P ) (251,000) (165,000 (185,0004 (165,000) (165,000) (-88,000)
Total, Office of P 4 Manag it 11,184,805,000 10,648,692,000 11,336,662,000 10,648,682,000 10,885,682,000 -189,213,000
Administrative Conference d' the United Stm .............................. 2,314,000 2214000 ' ..o 1,800,000 1,800,000 -514,000
Advisory C: on i 1,620,000 1,880,000  ..ocrirmnrrrmrmrrerse 1,000,000 1,000,000 -820,000
Cllinm C on F\bﬂc s and f" P Hon ....ooumeee 250,000 254,000 -250,000
) A -250,000 -250,000 -250,000

Oomnm“hrPul:hn-ﬁum People Who Are Blind or
Disabled 1,653,000 1,678,000 1,688,000 1,689,000 1,688,000 +38,000

y
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Conference
FY 1983 FY 1994 compared with
Enacted Estimate House s Conf enacted
Federal Election Commission 21,143,000 21,151,000 23,584,000 23,584,000 23,564,000 +2,421,000
Federal Labor Relations Authorit 21,647,000 21,341,000 21,341,000 21,341,000 21,341,000 308,000
Merit Systems Protection Board:
s and Exp 24,450,000 24,674,000 24,874,000 24,674,000 24,674,000 +224,000
(limitation on admini P ) (1,850,000) (1,888,000 (1,888,000 (1,868,000 (1,888,000) (+38,000)
National Archives and R A 168,042,000 193,182,000 193,182,000 198,482,000 195,482,000 +27,440,000
Reduction of debt -3,397,000 3,387,000 -3,387,000 3,397,000 3,367,000
Office of G nt Ethics 8,265,000 8,313,000 8,313,000 8,313,000 8,313,000 +48,000
Office of Special C i 7,852,000 7,662,000 7,062,000 7,882,000 7,862,000 +40,000
United States Tax Court 32,435,000 35,350,000 33,850,000 35,350,000 33,850,000 41,215,000
Total, Title [V, Independent AGENCIes ............... s .. 11,849,107,000 11,307,386,000 12,120,422,000  11,485,547,000  11,7868,484,000 -162,843,000
(limAation on administrative exp ) (4,783,733,000)  (5,028,778,000)  (5,174,852,000)  (5,165,555,000)  (5,162,785,308)  (+380,062,308)
General Reduction, 1.478 % of Discretionary 173,772,000
Grand total:

New budget (obligational) authort 22527,131,538  22,006,136,000 22,708,780,000  22,157,887,000  22,538,822,000 +11,680,482
(Appropriations) (22,527,131,538)  (22,008,136,000) (22,708,780,000) (22,157,837,000) (22,536,072,000)  (+11,940,482)
(Rescissions) (-250,000) {-250,000) (-250,000)

(Limitations) (4,793,733,000)  (5,028,778,000)  (5,174,852,000)  (5,1685,555,000) (5,162,795,306)  (+360,082,308)

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of we removed the mandated floors in attract the most qualified profes-

my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2403, the Treasury, Postal Service, and
General Government appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1994. Mr. Speaker, I
concur with my chairman and good
friend, Mr. HOYER, on a number of
points in this bill.

As a Republican and the ranking
member of the subcommittee, there are
a number of things in this conference
report I can strongly support.

For one, as my chairman says, the
total numbers of the bill are below the
House-passed bill. Our discretionary
numbers are slightly higher, but by
less than 2 percent. When combined
with the mandatory figures, the total
bill is actually only $6 million more
than fiscal year 1993. In most accounts,
we basically split the difference be-
tween the House and Senate bills, and
in addition we are below the sub-
committee's 602(b) allocation in budget
authority.

The funding for the executive office
of the President is $28 million below
fiscal year 1993 levels, although most of
that can be accounted for by cuts to
the office of national drug control pol-
icy, or the drug czar's office.

One issue I would like to call to the
attention of Members is our bill's in-
corporation of some of the Vice Presi-
dent’'s national performance review
recommendations. As a Republican, I
find myself supportive of many of these
recommendations, such as the call for
reductions in the numbers of Federal
employees, and eliminating legislative
mandates to the agencies which micro-
manage the Federal Government. For
many of the agencies funded in the bill,

FTE [full-time equivalent positions]
levels, in following the Vice Presi-
dent’s national performance review
recommendations to stop micro-
managing Federal agencies. I do be-
lieve we could have gone farther than
we did in this area, by completely
adopting this approach for all agencies,
but there were concerns about the im-
pact this might have on law enforce-
ment agencies.

I was also pleased the conference in-
cluded language I proposed to rec-
ommend that Federal agencies make
efforts to reduce by 50 percent the pa-
perwork burden, both internally and
for individuals and businesses which
are required to prepare Government
forms for various purposes.

I also want to mention to my col-
leagues who have concerns about con-
struction of new Federal buildings in
the bill, that language is included in
the conference report requiring the au-
thorization of the buildings by the pub-
lic works committees of both bodies
prior to the obligations of any funds.
The conference report takes the same
approach it did last year, by not fund-
ing any nongovernment, or special
projects, as was done in previous years.

For those who are concerned about
postal revenues forgone and non-profit
postal rates, our conference report also
reaffirms the so-called Clay com-
promise adopted by the budget rec-
onciliation bill enacted earlier this
year. Therefore, this section of the bill
should also be noncontroversial.

Another positive point in this con-
ference report carried over the intent
of last year's bill with respect to the
family-friendly policy of the Federal
Government, The conferees directed
OPM to take a stronger leadership role
in addressing this issue, stressing that
the Government’s ability to retain and

sionals depends highly on employee
satisfaction, and the perception of
such.

The conference report also included
language carried over from the House
bill requesting that GSA initiate a
management review to determine the
feasibility of making the Federal sup-
ply service a totally reimbursable serv-
ice. I believe this is an excellent goal,
and I think my colleagues on this side
of the aisle would agree.

One final matter which I know was
important to my Republican colleagues
was the elimination, in the House bill,
of several small agencies or organiza-
tions funded in previous years by this
bill. Although we were not successful
in defunding all of them, and partially
because of objections on both sides of
the aisle, I was pleased that the final
conference report did refund two of
these small entities. As many of you
know, once a commission or agency is
created, it takes on a life of its own,
and is virtually impossible to ever
eliminate. I myself have had second
thoughts at times.

Unfortunately, if we are ever to get a
grip on the Federal budget, we have got
to start somewhere. I know many peo-
ple felt both of these entities had
merit, but nonetheless, I was pleased
we had the ability to start somewhere,
and I commend my colleagues who had
the backbone to ‘‘just say no.”

Now let me take just a few moments
to mention a couple of concerns I have
about this conference report. First of
all, I was extremely disappointed that
the conference report eliminates com-
pletely, as did the House bill, language
contained in this bill in previous years
prohibiting the use of Federal funds to
finance Federal employees’ health ben-
efit plans which fund abortions. I do
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not believe the American public is sol-
idly behind public financing of abor-
tion, and I therefore believe most
Americans will not want to be com-
pelled to pay for abortions through
Federal employees health Dbenefit
plans. Adoption of the Hyde amend-
ment by both bodies is clear indication
of that. I know many of my colleagues
share my concern about this matter,
and some may seek to work their will
with respect to that portion of the
bill—I will not oppose such efforts. It
was clear during committee and floor
consideration that we did not have the
votes to reinstate the abortion prohibi-
tion language, but I will let the House
work its will on that issue.

I also was quite concerned about the
statement of managers’ failure to in-
clude language discussing the recently
completed GAO report on White House
payroll practices. We have seen, we be-
lieve, unprecedented actions taken by
the White House with respect to the
backdating of pay raises, retroactive
appointments, and double-dipping by
White House employees on two feder-
ally funded accounts. I believe it is
wrong to simply turn a blind eye to
that, and I would like to thank the
chairman for agreeing to hold a hear-
ing on this matter. GAO made clear
that Congress should revisit the issue
of title 3 employees and the President's
discretion in that regard to prevent po-
tential abuse in the future.

Because the White House and both
bodies of Congress are -controlled by
the same party, we have all the more
need to ensure that the proper amount
of oversight is being maintained. The
minority party has a very important
role to play in this oversight process,
because we are the only ones providing
any scrutiny over the executive
branch. This Congress did a very effec-
tive job at oversight, I might add, dur-
ing the past 12 years of Republican ad-
ministrations, and 1 urge my Demo-
cratic colleagues not to forget that. We
are still separate branches of Govern-
ment, and should not simply take ev-
erything said or done by the White
House at face value without careful
evaluation. If we do, we will be failing
to do our jobs for the American people.
I will continue to urge my chairman to
hold an oversight hearing on White
House actions in several areas.

On a final note, I would like to ex-
tend my thanks to Bill Smith, Betsy
Phillips, Robin Bason, Jenny
Mummert, and John Berry on the ma-
jority staff, and Michelle Mrdeza on
the minority staff, for all their hard
work. I especially appreciate the co-
operation we have had. In my first year
as ranking member of the subcommit-
tee, it has made my job easier. I also
thank my friend, Chairman HOYER, for
his willingness to hear all sides, and to
accommodate the minority when he is
able to. I have enjoyved working with
him in his first year as chairman of the
subcommittee.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. WoLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I will be
very brief.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the bill, but before I give the reasons,
let me just stipulate publicly my admi-
ration and respect for the job that the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER]
and his staff did, also the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTF0OOT] and his
staff did.

Nothing that I say here is meant to
be criticism in any way of them. You
could not have a fairer team.

Let me just say to the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] that I think
it is the A-team, it has always been the
A-team. The work of the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] has always
been *“*A,"” and I think the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] has been a
great improvement over the one he re-
placed; so let me just stipulate that for
the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to oppose
the bill for two reasons. There were
five Federal employees who lost their
jobs because of firing in the Travel
Gate. There has been a lot of activity
now to try to help them find jobs, and
partially because of the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HovyER] I think
they have been successful in finding
them, but all five of these employees
now have legal fees of over §20,000. One
gentleman is perhaps in the range of
$30,000.

We are asking that the administra-
tion work out something to pay for
their legal fees,

Now, the Members know and the peo-
ple listening know that when a Member
of Congress or a high-profile employee,
a political employee gets in trouble,
they go to their campaign funds or to
their wealthy friends. These career
Federal employees have no place to go.
One or two or them may be bankrupt
for this activity.

The White House on this issue is out
of control, and this issue has to be
dealt with. I have been disappointed
that but for the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER] and one or two oth-
ers, there have been very few people
who have really expressed any interest.

I say to the Federal Employee Unions
whose job it is to represent and defend
your Members and employees, your si-
lence has been basically an indictment,
because you had an obligation to come
to the defense of the least, and if you
come to the defense of the least, many
times your employees will be better
off.

Second, let me cover an issue that is
equally important. It came out in the
Wall Street Journal last week that a
friend of the President, Mr. Ickes, who
is a prominent lawyer up in New York
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who is alleged—and I say alleged—to be
connected with organized crime had a
White House pass.

Now, your constituents when they
come to Washington do not have a
White House pass. He had a White
House pass that enabled him to walk
into the White House whenever he
wanted to.

In fact, Mr. Ickes was quoted, he
said:

Many people get access to the White
House. I am one of those and I see nothing
improper in it.

Then if you go back and you read in
the Wall Street Journal piece it says:

When New York lawyer Harold Ickes vis-
ited the Capitol in early June, a Senator's
aide asked him quizzically, “Are you here in
behalf of the White House or Puerto Rico?"

The confusion was understandable.
Mr. Ickes, the son of Franklin Delano
Roosevelt’s Interior Secretary, is wide-
ly known as an influential friend of
President Clinton and has often been
mentioned for a top White House job,
and even has the kind of Secret Service
issue pass that is given to Presidential
aldes allowing him to roam the White
House corridors at will. That is wrong.
It was wrong in the Reagan adminis-
tration when Deaver had the pass, and
it is wrong in this administration and
it ought to stop.

0 1940

Second, we have Carville, and, if my
colleagues read in the latest Time/
Newsweek magazine, it is a picture.
Adviser James Carville spins the Presi-
dent’s message.

Well, Bob Teeter, who was the poll-
ster and political adviser for President
Bush, did not have a White House pass.
Mary Matalin did not have a White
House pass. But Carville has a White
Hose pass; Begala has a White House
pass.

Now it is said, ‘“Well, they are friends
of the President. What's wrong with
that?"

Well, the people who work on the
White House staff ought to have White
House passes. The President’'s family
ought to have a White House pass.

Now, if the President wants Begala
and Carville to come in, just put their
name on the list, same way when any
Member goes down to the White House.

But it is wrong, and what they are
doing is they are trading on their
knowledge and ability to enter the
White House and be friends of the
President. They are trading on that to
pick up clients.

Now, if my colleagues read the full
article, Ickes is on retainer with the
Government of Puerto Rico for $10,000
a month, and I ask my colleagues,
“Why do you think they are hiring
him?" They are hiring him because he
has the access to the White House.

I would urge Members to vote ‘‘no”
on this bill. I say to my colleagues, “‘I
think, if you constituents knew that
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Begala, and Carville, and then Ickes
and others, and we have asked the
White House for a list of those, and
what I think would be an acceptable
compromise, I would feel comfortable,
is if they gave the list of those who had
the White House passes to the chair-
man, Mr. HOYER, and to Mr. LIGHTFOOT,
and no other Member, if that were the
case, whereby they could then make a
decision whether or not it was appro-
priate. But when people are on the
White House list, and they are also
outside selling their wares, I think it's
wrong. I think it's wrong morally, and
I think it's wrong ethically.

*Second, by voting this bill down and
sending a message to the White House
you may do more to help the Clinton
administration by stopping this than
anything else that you can do.

‘‘Last, I ask that any Member of Con-
gress, if you ever happen to be the sub-
ject of an indictment, think about
these five Federal employees who now
have hanging over their head the situa-
tion where they still can potentially be
indicted. They are still running up
legal fees. One has Akin Gump, who, I
can tell you, is not very cheap, and no
one is coming to their defense. The
White House has a moral obligation to
take care of that.”

Second, Mr. Speaker, the White
House ought to stop these passes, lift
the White House passes, and at the
minimum, anyone who has a White
House pass, the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HoYER] and the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] ought to be
able to see them.

I urge a no vote to send a message to
the White House that these things are

wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the conference report. I want to thank
the chairman of the committee, Mr.
HovEeR, for his leadership in bringing
this conference report to the floor
today. I also want to recognize Mr.
LicaTrooT for his efforts. I was pre-
viously the ranking member of this
committee, so I'm aware of the de-
mands placed upon Mr. LIGHTFOOT.
Both Members have worked hard on
this legislation, but because of a num-
ber of important changes in this year’s
bill, I cannot support it.

This bill contains a number of provi-
sions which I support. It expands from
three to four the number of Federal
telecommuting pilot projects in the
Washington metropolitan area. As
Members know, these centers will
allow Federal employees to work from
regional centers—complete with com-
puters, fax machines, and telephones—
rather than spending hours commuting
to downtown District of Columbia.
This is a win-win concept: Federal em-
ployees will be able to spend more time
with their families rather than being
stuck in traffic and they become more
productive in their jobs.

I also want to mention one provision
which I feel strongly about which was
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stricken from this bill before it was
originally passed in the House. This
provision would have allowed Federal
employees to apply their accumulated
sick leave for the adoption of a child.
Right now, Federal employees may use
sick leave for the birth of a child, but
families which adopt may not, creating
an unfair double standard for adoptive
parents. I am pleased that the House
recently passed legislation which au-
thorizes this change and I am hopeful
that the other body will quickly act on
that important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak
about serious concerns in this bill.
From the firings of the Travel Office
staff to the backdating of pay and pro-
viding White House passes to lobbyists,
this Executive Office of the President
is skating close to and maybe even
over the ethical edge. There are var-
ious White House staffing and financial
issues that should be examined more
closely.

First of all, I am deeply concerned
about the fate of the five fired employ-
ees of the White House travel office. It
is incomprehensible why the Federal
employee unions haven't made this
issue a top priority. This is a case
where Federal employees were wrong-
fully accused of a crime, fired from
their jobs without just cause, publicly
criticized for political gain, leaving
them unemployed and straddled with
thousands of dollars in legal fees. I un-
derstand that the Justice Department
has ruled that these five employees
will be allowed to make their case for
Federal reimbursement of legal fees,
but that there is no guarantee that the
Government will reimburse these peo-
ple.

Second is the question of White
House security passes. Recently I
wrote to White House Chief of Staff
Mack McLarty regarding the prolifera-
tion of White House passes being given
out to individuals who are not White
House employees but who are basically
working in the White House while hold-
ing lucrative paid positions outside the
White House.

The Chief of Staff declined to provide
information on individuals who hold
White House passes, but did say that
these non-Government persons were
holding passes because they provide
regular services to the White House. I
am seriously concerned that at least
some of the non-Government persons
known to have White House passes are
highly paid lawyers, consultants, and
lobbyists who are not subject to any
kind of oversight or disclosure require-
ments that are routine for regular
White House employees. Serious ethi-
cal and conflict of interest problems
abound with this kind of loose oper-
ation.

I am concerned that this White
House seems to be developing a pattern
of having highly paid—from outside
sources—volunteers working on a regu-
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lar basis in the White House with po-
tentially unknown dubious connec-
tions. What outside group or corpora-
tion wouldn’t mind paying an employee
to go volunteer at the White House if
that volunteer could promote their
cause or have the White House access?

Furthermore, many of these volun-
teers have the best of both worlds:
They don't have to give up their out-
side salaries or subject themselves to
financial disclosure or limits on out-
side income yet they have the access
and the cache of working from the
White House. Look at James Carville,
for example: He holds a White House
pass, works regularly at the White
House—see picture featuring him spin-
ning the President’s health care mes-
sage at the Talk Radio fest at the
White House last week—and heads out
after he is done and gets paid for
speeches all over the country and even
in foreign countries. He is not subject
to any of the restrictions that a regu-
lar White House employee must abide
by. During the Bush administration
outside operatives such as Bob Teeter
or Mary Matalin never held such passes
or worked at the White House in such
a fashion.

If these individuals are providing reg-
ular services doesn't the public have a
right to know who they are, what their
connections are and what potential
conflicts of interest they might have?

Earlier this year we saw the con-
sequences of providing Harry
Thomasson with the wide roaming ac-
cess that he had with his White House
pass. Now we have individuals such as
corporate attorney, Susan Thomases,
providing regular services on a volun-
teer basis and Harold Ickes who re-
cently lobbied successfully to get the
White House to switch positions on a
Puerto Rican tax break and has been
put on retainer by the Puerto Ricans to
instruct them on “how best to deal
with the Clinton administration” (WSJ
9/21/93). Prior to the vote on the Clinton
budget, Mr. Ickes met with freshman
lawmakers who in turn made personal
pleas to the President on June 10 which
were said by Clinton aides to have been
critical to his decision to bend on the
issue. Yet Mr. Ickes insists he doesn’t
have to register as a lobbyist because
he is serving as a strategist and adviser
to the Puerto Ricans in dealing with
the Democratic Party. And all this
from a President who campaigned on
ending the clout of Washington influ-
ence peddlers. So much for change in

the ethics arena.

Mr. Ickes, who is under investigation
for his role in representing a union in
New York that is alleged to be domi-
nated by organized crime, bragged to
The Wall Street Journal: ‘‘Many people
get access to the White House; I am
one of those, I see nothing improper
about it."” Mr. Ickes was also involved
with questionable legal dealings on be-
half of New York Mayor David Dinkins
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in the past. It was these very reasons
that the President decided not to name
Mr. Ickes as Deputy Chief of Staff as he
had originally planned. If he could not
pass White House muster and go
through financial disclosure procedures
and clearance procedures for a White
House job, why is he known as, Mr. Ac-
cess? In an ironic twist, Newsday re-
ports that Mr. Ickes was the transition
official who drafted this administra-
tion's ethics rules. Talk about the fox
guarding the henhouse.

In Mr. McLarty's letter to me, he
stated that, “*A limited number of non-
Government persons who, for the most
part, have rendered regular services to
the administration, also have White
House passes.” Given that these indi-
viduals are providing regular services
to the White House while some or
many continue to hold high paying
outside jobs, we should know:

First. Who are these non-Government
persons who have rendered regular
services to the administration? (Re-
gardless of whether they have White
House passes or not.)

Second. Have these individuals ob-
tained White House clearance and have
they filed financial disclosure?

Third. Since I would assume these
non-Government persons are unpaid,
what kind of efforts have been made to
determine potential conflicts of inter-
est?

Fourth. For whom do these individ-
uals providing regular services work or
who pays their salaries? From whom do
they receive outside contracts or con-
sulting fees?

Fifth. What types of positions are
these non-Government persons serving
in on a regular basis? Do they have use
of office and secretarial services? Do
they have limited or unlimited passes
throughout the White House?

Sixth. If these individuals are provid-
ing services to the administration on a
regular basis in what way, if any, are
they considered different than Govern-
ment employees?

Seventh. How are the various war
rooms being staffed and paid for? Are
there nonpaid staff who are paid from
other sources on the outside working
these war rooms?

Eighth. Is the Democratic National
Committee, labor organizations, lobby-
ing groups, for example, Families USA
which paid for the families who at-
tended the White House health care
event to discuss their health care situ-
ations, or other groups paying the sala-
ries of any of these volunteers?

I have been told that many of the
staff and volunteers continue to hold
temporary passes with many clear-
ances pending and being held in the
White House Counsel's office for fur-
ther review. I am told that information
on many individuals is of a nature that
would in previous administrations
make them ineligible for clearance.
What is the status of these pending
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clearances? We need to know more. Mr.
Chairman, I ask that you join me in re-
questing from the White House a list of
all people who have White House passes
and a justification for their holding
these passes. Taxpayers deserve to
know if the people inside the White
House are there to help America or to
help themselves.

Further, I am told that earlier this
year, White House Administrator
David Watkins made inquiries as to
whether it would be possible to put pri-
vately donated transition money or
other private donations into some kind
of nonprofit fund that could then be
used to hire individuals and pay them
on that payroll while allowing them to
be volunteers in the White House. Has
this been done?

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
before us provides more than $150 mil-
lion for the operation of the White
House and the Executive Office of the
President. This is taxpayers money and
should be scrutinized as closely as any
other Federal program. With serious
questions still unanswered regarding
the travel office and unlimited White
House access by influence peddlers, I
believe the White House has a lot of ex-
plaining to do.

I want to publicly state to the chair-
man that I intend to get to the bottom
of each of these issues. I will not let up
until I am satisfied that tax dollars are
being spent in a prudent and ethical
manner, This administration is calling
on us to reinvent Government and re-
invent health care, but for starters,
they need to get their own house in
order first.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WASHINGTON, DC,
September 22, 1993.
Mr. THOMAS MCLARTY III,
Chief of Staff, The White House, Washington,
DC

DEAR MR. MCLARTY: I am writing in regard
to your response to my letter concerning the
issuance of White House passes.

While you declined to provide Information
on individuals who hold White House passes,
I continue to remalin concerned given that at
least some of the non-government persons
known to have White House passes are high-
ly paid lawyers, consultants and lobbyists
who are not subject to any kind of oversight
or disclosure requirements that are routine
for regular White House employees. As a
member of the Treasury/Postal Appropria-
tions subcommittee, I am concerned with
this situation. Serious ethical and conflict of
interest problems abound with this kind of
loose operation.

In your letter you stated that, “A limited
number of non-government persons who, for
the most part, have rendered regular services
to the Administration, also have White
House passes.”” Given that these individuals
are providing “regular services" to the
White House while some or many continue to
hold high paying outside jobs, I would like to
know the following:

1. Who are these non-government persons
who have rendered regular services to the
Administration? (Regardless of whether they
have White House passes or not)
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2. Have these individuals obtained White
House clearance and have they filed finan-
cial disclosure?

3. Since 1 would assume these non-govern-
ment persons are unpald, what kind of ef-
forts have been made to determine potential
conflicts of interest?

4. For whom do these individuals providing
“regular services' work or who pays their
salaries? From whom do they receive outside
contracts or consulting fees?

5. What types of positions are these non-
government persons serving in on a regular
basis? Do they have office space such as was
made available to Harry Thomasson earlier
this year? Do they have use of office and sec-
retarial services? Do they have limited or
unlimited passes throughout the White
House?

6. If these individuals are providing serv-
ices to the Administration on a “regular
basis’ in what way, if any, are they consid-
ered different than government employees?

7. How are the various “‘war rooms" being
staffed and paid for? Are there non-paid staff
who are pald from other sources on the out-
side working these “‘war'' rooms?

8. Is the Democratic National Committee,
labor organizations, lobbying groups (for ex-
ample, Families USA which paid for the fam-
ilies who attended the White House health
care event to discuss their health care situa-
tions) or other groups paying the salaries of
any of these ‘‘volunteers"?

I also understand that many of the staff
and volunteers continue to hold ‘“tem-
porary” passes with many clearances pend-
ing and being held in the White House Coun-
sel's office for further review. I am told that
information on many individuals is of a na-
ture that would in previous Administrations
make them ineligible for clearance. What is
the status of these pending clearances?

I am concerned that this White House
seems to be developing a pattern of having
highly paid (from outside sources) “‘volun-
teers’’ working on a regular basls In the
White House with potentially unknown dubi-
ous connections., What outside group or cor-
poration wouldn’'t mind *“‘paying’ an em-
ployee to go “volunteer” at the White House
if that “volunteer" could promote their
cause or have the White House access?

Furthermore, many of these “‘volunteers”
have the best of both worlds: They don’t
have to give up their outside salaries or sub-
ject themselves to financial disclosure or
limits on outside income yet they have the
access and the cache of working from the
White House.

Your letter declining to disclose who holds
these passes at least admitted that these in-
dividuals who are holding passes are provid-
ing “regular services and as such virtually
operate as employees of the White House. If
these individuals are providing “regular
services’ doesn't the public have a right to
know who they are, what their connections
are and what potential conflicts of interest
they might have?

Earlier this year we saw the consequences
of providing Harry Thomasson with the wide
roaming access that he has with his White
House pass. Now we have individuals such as
corporate attorney, Susan Thomases, who I
understand will be doing the President's
scheduling until November 1 on a ‘“volun-
teer'’ basis. In addition, Harold Ickes who re-
cently lobbied successfully to get the White
House to switch positions on a Puerto Rican
tax break and has been put on retainer by
the Puerto Ricans to instruct them on “‘how
best to deal with the Clinton administra-
tlon" (WS8J, 921/92) bragged to The Wall
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Street Journal: ‘*Many people get access to

the White House; 1 am one of those. I see

nothing improper about it."” The scrutiny of

Michael Deaver during the Reagan Adminis-

tration was for conduct very much like that

of Mr., Ickes. It was wrong when Michael

Deaver did it; it is wrong now.

Further, I am told that earlier this year
White House Administrator David Watkins
made inquiries as to whether it would be pos-
sible to put privately donated transition
money or other private donations into some
kind of nonprofit fund that could then be
used to hire individuals and pay them on
that payroll while allowing them to be ‘‘vol-
unteers' in the White House. I would like to
know if this has been done in any capacity.

I would appreciate your response to this
matter as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
FRANK R, WOLF,
Member of Congress.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, August 19, 1993.

Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,

U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN WoLF: Thank you for

your letter of July 29.

To our knowledge, there have been no ma-
terial changes in security procedures at the
White House when compared to those of pre-
vious administrations. The security function
.as to personnel rests primarily with the Of-
fice of White House Personnel Security,
which 1s under the direction of the Office of
Counsel to the President. Other security
functions regarding the White House are pro-
vided by the Secret Service and other agen-
cies, such as the Department of Defense. The
Office of White House Personnel Security
originates the necessary paperwork for secu-
rity clearances.

The vast majority of the holders of White
House passes are employees or detailees. Cer-
tain administration officials employed by
various agencies of the Executive Branch,
whose duties require regular White House ac-
cess, possess White House passes. A limited
number of non-government persons who, for
the most part, have rendered regular services
to the Administration, also have White
House passes. The list of these persons is
confidential. As a result of a review being
conducted by my office, In conjunction with
the Office of Counsel to the President, there
may be some modification of our pass policy
with respect to non-government persons.

Personally,
MACK MCLARTY.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 21,

1993]

ICKES, CLINTON INSIDER AND PUERTO RICO AD-
VOCATE, SHOWS NOT ALL WHO LOBBY MUST
WAIT IN THE HALL

(By Jeffrey H. Birnbaum)

WASHINGTON,—When New York lawyer Har-
old Ickes visited the Capitol in early June, a
senator's alde asked him quizzically, “‘Are
you here on behalf of the White House or
Puerto Rico?”

The confusion was understandable. Mr.
Ickes, the son of Franklin D. Roosevelt's In-
terior secretary, is widely known as an influ-
ential friend of President Clinton, has often
been mentioned for a top White House job
and even has the kind of Secret Service-
issued pass that is issued to presidential
aldes, allowing him to roam the White House
corridors at will.

But Mr. Ickes was hardly representing the
president that day on Capitol Hill. Rather,
he was lobbying for Puerto Rico and working

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

to defeat one of Mr. Clinton's most impor-
tant tax proposals, the severe curtallment of
a generous subsidy to U.S. manufacturers,
especlally pharmaceutical makers, with op-
erations in the Island commonwealth. In the
end, the president relented, and Mr. Ickes's
side won, when most of the tax break was
preserved.

MANY HATS

During his election campaign, Mr. Clinton
insisted that he wouldn't tolerate special ac-
cess for narrow interests, and promised to
“take away power from the entrenched bu-
reaucracies and speclal interests that domi-
nate Washington." As Mr. Ickes's example
shows, however, not only have special inter-
ests continued to flourish, but people close
to the president are participating in the ba-
Zaar.

The Puerto Ricans placed the 54-year-old
Mr. Ickes on retainer starting in mid-April,
at a fee that lobbylsts put at $10,000 2 month.
Mr, Ickes won't discuss how much he is being
paid. He began meeting with prominent law-
makers and their staffs; he also attended nu-
merous strategy sessionswith lobbyists and
Puerto Rican officials, helping to plot how to
beat the president's proposal. Participants
say he gave advice on a varlety of matters,
including how best to deal with the Clinton
administration.

Mr. Ickes's roles as White House adviser
and Puerto Rico lobbyist sometimes blurred.
The chief of staff of the Senate Finance
Committee, Lawrence O'Donnell, talked to
Mr. Ickes as If he were the Puerto Rican’s
conduit to the White House, and even ad-
monished Mr. Ickes for failing to lobby the
White House harder.

“It struck me as something of a waste of
time being in my office when all the resist-
ance was coming from the administration,”
Mr. O'Donnell says. “I made it clear that
anyone who has access to the White House
on this should be lobbying the White House.”

Mr. Ickes, whose practice 1s based in Min-
eola, N.Y., contends he wasn't lobbying the
White House at all at the time. In fact, after
serving as the chief operating officer of the
Clinton transition in Little Rock, Ark., he
had agreed not to lobby any government
agency for six months after the start of the
new administration. He inslsts that the ad-
vice he gave to lobbyists didn't violate that
agreement, and adds that “I certainly had no
information and did not attempt to obtain
any information about where different peo-
ple in the White House stood” on the issue.

But he did meet with several Democratic
lawmakers whose influence proved to be piv-
otal. These included such tax writers as
House Ways and Means Chairman Dan Ros-
tenkowski of Illinoils, New Jersey Sen. Bill
Bradley, New York Rep. Charles Rangel and
Connecticut Rep. Barbara Kennelly. Mr.
Ickes’ also met with twofreshman lawmakers
of Puerto Rican descent, Reps. Nydia
Velazquez of New York and Luls Gutierrez of
Illinois, whose personal pleas to the presi-
dent on June 10 were said by Clinton aides to
have been critical to his decision to bend on
the issue.

Despite those meetings, Mr. Ickes Insists
that he doesn’t have to register as a lobbyist
because he is serving as a strategist and ad-
viser to the Puerto Ricans in dealing with
the Democratic Party. The current lobbying-
registration laws are so loosely worded that
he appears to be correct.

REDUCING THE CUT

But his work produced results nonetheless.
The original Clinton proposal would have cut
the Puerto Rican tax subsidy by $6.8 billion
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over five years. The final tax change reduced
the break by $3.7 billion over the period.

Mr. Ickes is continuing to represent Puerto
Rican interests, and has been meeting with
the White House officlals on their behalf
since the six-month ban on contacts by
former transition staffers lapsed in July. He
arranged a meeting for himself and the gov-
ernor of Puerto Rico with senior White
House aide Marcia Hale at the National Gov-
ernors Association meeting in Tulsa, Okla.,
last month. He also arranged, and stayed for
the start of, a meeting between the governor
and Hillary Rodham Clinton at the sa