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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 6, 1993 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our hearts are grateful, 0 God, that 
whatever our need or whatever the 
human situation, Your spirit of love 
and peace is with us this day and every 
day. We labor for righteousness in life, 
but it does Iiot seem enough; we work 
~~ a.nd..we fall short~ we seek to 
understand those who differ from us, 
and we miss the mark. 

We pray especially for those who suf
fer because of the conflicts of our time 
and that Your grace will be sufficient 
for them in their need. 

Gracious ,God, from whom comes 
every good thing, lift us from our 
weaknesses and grant us new hope that 
we will be the people You would have 
us be and do those good works that 
honor You and serve people every
where. 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 gentleman 

from New Hampshire [Mr. SWE.TT] come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance? 

Mr. SWETT led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

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

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

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 2685. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to extend the Federal Physi
cians Comparability Allowance Act of 1978, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 2399. An act to provide for the settle
ment of land claims of the Catawba Tribe of 
Indians in the State of South Carolina and 

the restoration of the Federal trust relation
ship with the tribe, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 2243) " An act to amend 
the Federal Trade Commission Act to 
extend the authorization of appropria
tions in such act, and for other pur
poses" disagreed to by the House and 
agrees to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. FORD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
DANFORTH, and Mr. GoRTON, to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to sections 1928a-1928d, as 
amended, the Chair, on behalf of the 
Vice President, appoints Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPEC
TER, and Mr. BENNETT, as members of 
the Senate delegation to the North At
lantic Assembly fall meeting during 
the 1st session of the 103d Congress, to 
be held in Copenhagen, Denmark, Octo
ber 7-11, 1993. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair announces 

that it will receive requests for 35 1-
minute statements from each side of 
the House. 

TRIBUTE TO HON. "BOB" MICHEL 
(Mr. G EPHARDT asked and was 

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to begin by congratulating BOB MICHEL 
on a remarkable legislative career that 
has spanned almost 4 decades. His lead
ership, compassion, and good humor 
are going to be sorely missed on both 
sides of the political aisle. I know that 
I speak for many of my Democratic 
colleagues in saying thank you for a 
very distinguished service in the House 
of Representatives. You, BOB MICHEL, 
are a credit to this institution and to 
your country. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE JAMES MARTIN 

Mr. Speaker, on a more somber note, 
I want to pay tribute to James Martin, 
a young St. Louis Army private who 
lost his life serving in Mogadishu. We 
grieve for all of the American families 
who have lost loved ones in Somalia. 
James Martin and the other brave 
American soldiers have not died in 
vain. Mass starvation ended and hun
dreds of thousands of lives have lit
erally been saved as a result of their 
service. 

Our first priority is the protection of 
American troops that remain in Soma
lia and the safety of those currently 
being held hostage by the warlord 
Aideed. The United States holds Aideed 
and his followers responsible for the 
proper treatment and safe return of our 
soldiers. 

In light of the events of the last days, 
the administration is undergoing an 
e:x:tellSi.ve review of our policy. I expect 
the President to deliver a swift re
sponse outlining where we go from 
here. I urge Members to hold back from 
precipitous calls for dramatic action 
before hearing from President Clinton. 

We all very much want American 
troops to come home as soon as pos
sible. But we also want to protect the 
very real gains that have been made in 
ending mass starvation in Somalia. 

THOSE FABULOUS PHILS OF THE 
NATIONAL LEAGUE EAST 

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

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
begins the final feast of the fabulous 
Phils of the National League East. 
Make no mistake , they'll devour the Braves. 
Those Atlanta chops will become Philly 

waves. 
After all, we 've got Dykstra, Dutch, Inky, 

and Kruk. 
When they hit, its like lightning has struck. 
Hollins, Duncan, Stocker, and Wes. 
Then there's poor Atlanta, what a mess. 
Mulholland, Schilling, Rivera and Greene, 
Never a rotation so ferocious and mean. 
Eisenreich, Jackson, Mickey Morandini. 
Those poor Braves will have to hide in their 

teepee. 
Fregosi, Giles, and Lee have worked magic 
Poor Atlanta, poor Braves, death will be 

tragic 
And we've got the weapon for the most dif

ficult pitch. 
The madman, the Wild T}ling, miraculous 

Mitch. 
When he steps to the mound throwing blis

tering balls, 
The chop-chop Braves finally admit they 're 

just squaws. 
Phillies in six, then World Series thrills. 
The team of destiny, those fabulous Phils! 

LINKING HEALTH CARE REFORM 
AND GUN VIOLENCE 

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, violence 
in America is a national tragedy and is 
now a global embarrassment. 
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During his address on health care re

form, President Clinton spoke one sen
tence that should make this whole Na
tion stand up and take notice of the vi
olence tearing across this country. He 
said: · 

The outrageous costs of violence in this 
country stem in large measure from the fact 
that this is the only country in the world 
where teenagers can roam the streets at ran
dom, with semiautomatic weapons and be 
better armed than the police. 

Too many Americans know the 
human costs of gun violence. All too 
often the victims are innocent men and 
women, and yes, even children. 

There are medical costs of gun vio
lence, and those costs are staggering 
for the health care industry and our 
economy. Estimates are that each year 
firearm injuries cause $14.4 billion in 
lifetime medical costs. Public funding 
sources pay about 85 percent of these 
firearm injury costs, because most gun
shot victims are uninsured. 

Health care reform and gun control 
legislation are undeniably linked. Re
ducing gun violence will help reduce 
health care costs. 

Mr. Speaker, the violence will not be 
stopped by continuing to patch up vic
tims in hospital emergency rooms. It is 
time for the Congress to take the first 
steps toward reducing the easy avail
ability to weapons by passing the 
Brady bill and banning military-style 
assault weapons. This country cannot 
afford to wait much longer. 

SOMALIA: WHY ARE WE STILL 
THERE? 

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

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, day after 
day the Clinton administration tries to 
convince the American people that 
troop withdrawal from Somalia is close 
at hand. However, events of the last 
few days indicate something different. 
American soldiers are fighting and 
dying under U.N. command on an un
clear and ill-defined mission. 

During his campaign, Mr. Clinton as
sured the public that he would be deci
sive on foreign affairs decisions that 
could possibly lead to United States 
military involvement in situations 
such as Somalia. 

The current White House policy has 
waffled, though, on the important is
sues, and we have no idea where it is 
leading us, on such important issues as 
withdrawal, and when, on the commit
ment of new troops, how many, build
ing nations or not building nations. 
Again, much like the other campaign 
promises, the reality has not cor
responded with the rhetoric. 

Our mission in Somalia was very 
clear; we were there on a humanitarian 
aid mission. 

Mr. Speaker, the famine has been 
conquered, why are we still there? Mr. 

Speaker, I ask the President to be deci- want to put our soldiers in danger's 
sive and bring our troops home safely way. I urge the President to develop a 
and immediately. plan to get our troops out of Somalia, 

AMERICANS EXPECT AN AFFORD
ABLE NATIONAL HEALTH CARE 
PROGRAM . 

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

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks 
ago in this room President Clinton is
sued a powerful challenge to Congress 
to join him in solving the health care 
crisis. A recent LA Times poll shows 
that a majority of Americans believe 
adopting the President's reforms looks 
better than letting the health care sys
tem continue to evolve on its own. 

The President identified six key con
cepts that he wants included in any 
health care reform: security, simplic
ity, savings, choice of physicians, qual
ity, and responsibility. But crafting a 
national plan will not be an easy task. 
While most Americans wish for an ex
tensive program, budgetary constraints 
are an important reality. 

The impact of the health care plan on 
small businesses does concern me, but I 
believe that we can keep that impact 
to an affordable level. · 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are tired of partisan quibbling; they 
want results. I am optimistic that we 
can put aside partisan differences. We 
must design and implement an afford
able national health care program. The 
American people expect no less. 

ANOTHER VIETNAM? 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, ac
cording to the Washington Post today, 
the attack on American troops in So
malia reminds many experts of Viet
nam. It's an apt comparison. 

In fact, the American Ranger com
pany caught in the Somali crossfire 
suffered 70 percent casualties, a figure 
that officers compared to the Ia Drang 
Valley battle in Vietnam .. 

There is another similarity. We have 
no clearly defined plan of action in So
malia. American troops are simply tar
gets for discontented Somalis. 

President Clinton wants to send more 
troops to Somalia, but I have to ask 
this question: If we do not have a plan, 
why do we want to send more troops to 
this faraway country? 

What national interest is served by 
having Americans boys killed in Soma
lia? 

Mr. Speaker, the President is old 
enough to know how the Nation re
acted to the Vietnam war. He should 
know that, without a clearly defined 
mission, the American people do not 

and to do it now. 

THE CLINTON NEW DEAL 
(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given 

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

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, accord
ing to a Washi-ngton Post story, several 
top Democrats see health care reform 
as a chance to make history. In fact, 
according to the article, "It is their 
chance * * * to complete the New 
Deal." 

Complete the New Deal? Make His
tory? These are grandiose plans that 
the White House has made. But I must 
wonder if this is what the American 
people really want. 

Do the people want a radical expan
sion of the Government to take over 
health care for every American? The 
Clinton plan will certainly do that. Do 
we really want a huge State-Federal 
bureaucracy which will decide what 
benefits each American will receive 
from their insurance? The Clinton plan 
will do that. Do the people really want 
to change their health care plans, pay 
more in taxes, receive less choice, and 
encounter more bureaucracy? The Clin
ton plan will also do that. 

Mr. Speaker, there is another way to 
achieve that. There is a bipartisan way 
that we can come together. Let us fix 
what is broken. Let us get on with it. 

A SPECIAL DAY OF PRAYER 
(Mr. SWETT asked and was given 

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

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express deep concern for my constitu
ent, CWO Michael Durant and I urge 
my colleagues and the American public 
to join me in praying for his safe re
turn from captivity in Mogadishu. 

Michael Durant from Berlin, NH, has 
dedicated his life to serving our coun
try. He has served in the Army for over 
14 years and has sacrificed much so 
that others, including the people of So
malia, may live in peace and freedom. 
Now Michael's security and freedom 
have been taken from him. I am deeply 
concerned for Michael's safety and the 
safety of all of our soldiers in Somalia. 
President Clinton is currently reevalu
ating our role in Somalia, and we all 
must urge him to bring our troops 
home as soon as it is safe to do so, in
cluding those held hostage. I look for
ward to reviewing the President's goals 
for our troops in Somalia as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we make this 
a special day of prayer on behalf of Mi
chael Durant and the other soldiers 
who have done so much for thousands 
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of starving children and that we honor 
and remember them through our pray
ers. 

CLINTON DOCTRINE IN SOMALIA 
MUDDLED AT BEST 

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

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton's laser beam on the 
economy has blown a hole in our Na
tion's foreign policy. The Clinton doc
trine in Somalia is muddled at best. 

Our mission has expanded, but our 
force has contracted. As we downsize 
our military, the administration em
broils us in more conflict. Our military 
is now expected to chase down a So
mali warlord, build a nation, and estab
lish a brand new democracy in that 
strife-torn land, when what we in
tended to do initially was no more than 
feed the starving. Well, the feeding sta
tions have been closed since August 
and our troops are still there. 

In April, Republicans passed a resolu
tion recommending the immediate 
withdraw of our troops from this oper
ation. Instead, the President chose to 
stay, with no clearly defined mission. 

We must urge the President to ex
hibit leadership, to come up with a 
plan to get our troops out of Somalia. 
If we had acted timely, these American 
families would not be grieving for their 
loved ones today. 

AMERICA HAS BECOME THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME WATCH 

(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, it is 
not enough that America is the SWAT 
team for the world. We all know that. 
America has now become the neighbor
hood crime watch, too. 

Just think about, Somalia, Tokyo, 
Frankfurt. What is next, Soviet Geor
gia, Bosnia? 

Can we fathom the thought that we 
may have to go in and become the 
neighborhood crime watch in Moscow? 
I think this is a little out of hand. 

Now, if our major goal is to provide a 
safe environment, I can support that, 
all over the world after we have a safe 
environment in Miami, in Cleveland, in 
Chicago, in New York, in Youngstown, 
OH, for our own people. 

I say let us apply this formula to 
America. Then let us consider it for ev
erybody else. 

APPOINT A SPECIAL PROSECUTOR 
(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, 
Janet Reno, our tough Attorney Gen
eral, says that she will not appoint a 
special prosecutor to investigate 
charges that our Secretary of Com
merce Brown was offered a bribe and 
then lied about it. 

Yes, because the independent counsel 
statute has lapsed, this administration 
is not required to appoint an independ
ent investigator into charges of corrup
tion at high levels, but there is nothing 
that prevents this administration from 
making such an appointment if it 
chooses to do so. 

The American people ought to know 
this time about choosing not to inves
tigate these charges with an independ
ent counsel. 

The allegations into Secretary Brown 
are serious. There are questions that 
deserve answers. 

Was a $700,000 bribe offered to Sec
retary Brown, offered to facilitate the 
lifting of a trade embargo against Viet
nam? Did the Secretary suggest that 
such a payment be made to a hidden 
bank account in Singapore? 

Mr. Speaker, these questions deserve 
to be answered. We need a special coun
sel or an investigation right here in the 
Congress. 

0 1020 
WE HAVE ACHIEVED OUR GOALS

BRING THE TROOPS HOME 
(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, American lives are being lost 
in Somalia because of indecision and a 
lack of United States policy. 

The President needs to decide and de
cide today to bring U.S. troops back. 

Our men and women there have 
achieved the goals of the humanitarian 
aid. They met the mission set out by 
then President Bush with the full con
sultation of then President-elect Clin
ton. 

Do not let them languish now, en
gaged in a mission of nation building in 
a nation which does not seem to want 
a central government. 

Suppose Aideed is removed. In that 
vacuum, another warlord would only 
take his place. 

What is the achievable goal? Right 
now it should be to get out of Somalia 
with all our soldiers, including the 
ones that have been taken prisoners, 
without further American lives lost for 
the lack of a clear policy. 

Our fighting men and women should 
not be the victims of an administration 
whose foreign policy is watch and wait. 

IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 3137, HEALTH OUR NATIONAL PRIDE IS AT 
INFORMATION MODERNIZATION STAKE IN SOMALIA AND WE 
AND SECURITY ACT NEED ANSWERS 

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

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join with my Ohio colleague, 
Congressman DAVE HOBSON, in a bipar
tisan effort to set up an information 
network that will simplify our health 
care system. 

Our bill would create an information 
base that contains up-to-date, accu
rate, and uniform data. That means 
that Americans will not have to fill out 
piles of forms every time they visit a 
new doctor or go to the hospital, and 
doctors will not have to spend valuable 
time filling out papers when they 
ought to be treating patients. 

Americans, even more importantly, 
want a system they can trust. They 
want to be sure that their health care 
records will be used to provide their 
own personal and private treatment. 
That is why our legislation calls for 
stiff penalties for violating the privacy 
and confidentiality of a patient's 
record, easy access to health records 
that contain accurate and uniform in
formation, and a system that we can 
trust, good information and personal 
privacy. Those are the essential ele
ments of any new health care system. 
It is what Americans want and is what 
Americans deserve. 

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, our pol
icy in Somalia is indeed troubling and 
confusing to Members of Congress and 
to the American people. There is a 
growing gap between what the United 
Nations wants to do and what the Unit
ed States wants to do between our 
military objectives and our political 
objectives. We have much at stake here 
in our national pride and in our foreign 
policy. 

When Madeleine Albright, the U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations, 
says that the United Nations, quote, 
wants political reconciliation of that 
long-suffering country, in part through 
the establishment of basic civic insti
tutions such as a functioning judiciary 
and police, unquote, that is not why we 
sent troops over there. 

However, Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton is asking the right questions. 
In his speech to the United Nations he 
said we must answer these questions: 

Is there a real threat to international 
peace? 

Does the proposed mission have clear 
objectives? 

Can an end point be identified? 
How much will this cost? 
The Congress and the American peo

ple need these answers. 
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INQUIRING MINDS WANT TO KNOW 

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
this Congress was stunned, and so were 
the American people, to find that the 
administration did not have the va
guest idea of what to do in Somalia. 
The briefing yesterday was, in one 
word, "appalling." This is the adminis
tration who, without any congressional 
approval, put 300 American soldiers 
into Macedonia, next to that bloodbath 
in Bosnia. The American people have 
the right to know with our troops in 
Macedonia: First, what is their mis
sion; second, is there a good chance for 
success; third, when will we disengage; 
and fourth, does this mission have the 
support of the American people? 

To quote a liberal tabloid, Mr. 
Speaker, "Inquiring minds want to 
know." If the administration cannot 
answer these questions satisfactorily 
and now, then let us remove our troops 
from Macedonia today, before they suf
fer casual ties, and then we are told by 
the administration we cannot extricate 
ourselves without losing prestige. This 
is serious business. 

Mr. Speaker, before the body bags 
start coming home from that part of 
the world, we want to know what the 
adventurists in this administration are 
up to. 

RAYMON ROEBUCK, AN INSTITU
TION WITHIN AN INSTITUTION 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, Raymon 
Roebuck, who has managed the House 
Democratic Cloakroom lunch counter 
for many years, is retiring after 30 
years of service as a faithful House em
ployee. Those of us who know Raymon 
from his post in the Democratic Cloak
room are aware of his steadfast devo
tion to this institution and the atten
tion and kindness he extends to those 
around him. 

Raymon has become an institution 
within an institution in his 30 years of 
service-following in the footsteps of 
his sister, Virginia, and her husband, 
Clinton. Known for his dependability 
and unique ability to keep many a 
Member nourished with some of the 
finest cuisine a snack bar of its size 
can offer. And I can tell you there is 
nowhere in Washington, DC that you 
find a better tuna fish salad sandwich 
than offered by Raymon. 

Raymon is a kind and generous soul. 
If a young page needed a bite to eat 
and was short on cash-Raymon was 
there to help out. If you needed some
thing a little special, Raymon has been 
there for many years to take care of 
you. 

Raymon is a good listener-and a su
perb observer. If you needed someone 

to talk to-go talk to Raymon. Want 
an honest opinion about an issue? Con
sult with Raymon. Want to get the in
side line on a particular team? 
Rayman's your man. His knowledge 
about sports is legendary. 

In his 30 years in the Cloakroom, 
Raymon has seen and heard a wealth of 
history and-for that matter-a ton of 
secrets. If he wished to write the next 
"Insiders Guide to the U.S. House of 
Representatives," it would probably 
make the best seller list. But Raymon 
does not come from the infamous 
school of kiss and tell. He has the in
tegrity and political acumen to know 
that there are matters within this in
stitution better left unsaid, better left 
to the heart and soul. 

I would like to join my colleagues in 
the House in wishing Raymon the best 
with his future. We want you to remain 
our friend and not be a stranger to us. 
And if Raymon decides to open a 1 unch 
stand anywhere in Washington, I have 
no doubt that many Members in this 
House will beat a path to his door. 

Good 1 uck, Raymon. We all love you. 

ABSOLUTE POWER 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, former House Sergeant at Arms 
Jack Russ pled guilty to three felonies, 
including stealing money from the 
House bank. Last week, two former 
Members of Congress were sentenced 
for felonies committed while they were 
in the House. 

In the next several weeks, the Jus
tice Department is expected to indict 
another Member of this body. 

What links all of these sad cases? 
Mr. Speaker, every one of these Mem

bers is a Democrat. 
Mr. Speaker, the House has proved 

Lord Acton's famous dictum. Absolute 
power does corrupt absolutely. 

For 40 years, the Democrat majority 
has run every committee, made every 
Federal funding decision, and domi
nated every institution in this House. 
It was a Democrat majority who ran 
the House bank, who ran the House res
taurant, and who ran the House Post 
Office. 

What ever happened to the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of the 
Congress? It has been stalled by the 
Democrat majority. What about real 
campaign reform? Again, stalled by the 
Democrat majority. 

Mr. Speaker, for 40 years we have had 
one-party control, and it has not been 
healthy for this institution, and it has 
not been healthy for our great country. 

CHEZ RAMON 
(Mr. STOKES asked and was given 

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

. Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DINGELL] and my colleagues today 
to pay tribute to Raymon Roebuck, 
one of the House's most dedicated em
ployees. "Chez Ramon," as many of us 
fondly refer to him, has decided to re
tire after 30 years of loyal service. 

It is no wonder that his knees are no 
longer as sturdy as they once were 
given the fact that he always stood for 
long hours serving food to the Members 
at the cloakroom snack bar. 

As one of the Members whom 
Raymon would always find a little 
more tuna when he didn't have any 
more, I am going to miss him. More 
than that, I am going to miss his 
friendliness and our conversations. I 
am also going to miss having Raymon 
to go and find out what time we are 
really going to get out of session and 
how many votes we will have. 

Mr. Speaker, along with Members 
who have come and gone in this insti
tution are a host of pages over the 
years who revere Raymon. He has a 
host of young people all over America 
whom he befriended, counseled, and 
protected while they were pages. 

I wish Raymon well in his retirement 
which will be utilized to further his 
work in his church and the enjoyment 
of his family. 

The snack bar will never be quite the 
same without Ray, but each of us are 
left with a lot of great memories and 
favorite stories. 

0 1030 

YOUNG, SINGLE, AND SUPER
HEALTHY 

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent is talking a lot about health care. 
Even though he still has not finished 
adding up the cost, we're still supposed 
to believe it will cost us less. While he 
can't say how much it will cost, he can 
say who will pay for it. 

The President has said it would be 
the "young, single, and superhealthy" 
who would pay the most for his plan
in spite of the fact that they will be 
using it least. However, this short-run 
inequity is to be balanced out later in 
their lives when they are middle aged 
and will win big after health costs have 
gone down. Right. In other words, the 
check is in the mail, young folks. 

This belief that the young, single, 
and superhealthy should pay more says 
a lot about the thinking underlying 
this plan. There is absolutely no eco
nomic logic behind it. These people 
will pay more not because they use 
more or because they can more afford 
it. They will pay more simply because 
the Government says they should. 

The President may have added a new 
rule to live by. Never eat at a place 



October 6, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 23685 
called Mom's, never play cards with a 
man named Doc, and never expect 
something for nothing from someone 
named Bill. 

SUPERFUND ASSESSMENTS 
THREATEN FINANCIAL RUIN FOR 
SMALL BUSINESSES 
(Mr. SARPALIUS asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I 
serve as chairman of the subcommittee 
on small business that deals with 
trade, environmental issues, and rural 
development. We have just completed a 
series of hearings relating to the 
Superfund, which is a nightmare that 
the Government created several years 
ago. 

it will cost this Government and 
small businesses over a trillion dollars 
to clean up over 2,000 Superfund sites 
over the next several years. 

We heard within our committee sev
eral horror stories relating to 
Superfund sites and how this affects 
small businesses. One example was a 
small businessman who came before 
our committee and showed us two pint 
jars of glue which had his business's 
name on that glue. It cost him over 
$80,000 in attorney fees to settle for 
$22,000 of the cost to help contribute 
toward the cleaning up of that site. For 
2 pints of glue, it cost one small busi
ness $102,000. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to 
bankrupt the small businesses across 
this country. 

ARMY RANGER FROM NEW JER
SEY ADDED TO DEATH TOLL IN 
SOMALIA 
(Mr. GALLO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, Jamie 
Smith of Long Valley, NJ, a proud 
Army Ranger, gave his life Sunday in 
Somalia in the service of his country. 

His death is a tragic loss to our Na
tion and a cruel blow to his family, 
friends, and comrades. 

I spoke this morning with his fa
ther-himself a retired Army Ranger 
and disabled veteran of the Vietnam 
war. 

What do you say to a father who has 
suffered such a terrible loss, and is 
bearing it so bravely? 

Jamie Smith, like his comrades, did 
not question the decisions that brought 
him to Somalia. He saw his duty and 
he did it-proudly, effectively, with 
honor. 

Like him, Mr. Speaker, we must also 
do our duty. Duty demands that we call 
on the President to bring our troops 
home-and do it now. 

Our mission is done. Nothing is 
served by waiting any longer. 

Bring them home. 

THE RETIREMENT OF MICHAEL 
JORDAN 

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, today Michael Jordan is expected to 
announce his retirement from the 
NBA, and I would like to take a mo
ment to pay tribute to this remarkable 
young man who has brought so much 
excitement and good will to the city of 
Chicago and its residents, as well as to 
people across the Nation and the world. 

We all know that Michael Jordan's 
basketball feats were nothing less than 
amazing, and it is likely that the 
magic he performed on the Chicago 
Stadium court and on courts every
where will never be outdone. Michael's 
entrance into the NBA in 1984 ener
gized the league and brought thousands 
of fans back to the game of profes
sional basketball after many years. As 
we all know, he lifted the Chicago 
Bulls from their rather lack-luster past 
to their current status as the NBA dy
nasty of the 1990's. 

Mr. Speaker, the basketball euphoria 
that has gripped Chicago and the Na
tion will continue to live on indefi
nitely, and we can thank Michael Jor
dan for that wonderful gift. But we also 
must thank Michael for much more 
than the performances so often re
peated on the nightly sports highlight 
clips. 

Michael's positive influence upon and 
involvement with the young children 
on Chicago's West Side and elsewhere 
through the Michael Jordan Founda
tion and his many other activities con
tinue to foster hope and achievement 
in these youngsters. The bright, smil
ing faces that greeted Michael Jordan 
outside the Chicago Stadium before 
every game are likely to remember 
that hard work, drive, dedication, and 
a loving family are what it takes to 
succeed in any endeavor-and those 
youngsters that want to be like Mike 
will understand that they can and will 
if they follow his lead. 

DONNA SHALALA OFFERS NO 
CLUE TO FINANCING OF CLIN
TON'S HEALTH PLAN 
(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Post has a story today 
that should give everyone concern 
about the President's health plan. 

The Post reports on the testimony 
yesterday before two House commit
tees by Donna Shalala, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services. The 
story says that Ms. Shalala "repeat
edly said major financing elements 
were 'under review'." The Post reports 
that Ms. Shalala "angered several 
Members by failing to explain the 
subsidies * * *" 

The article says that Ms. Shalala 
"seemed perturbed at times by the 
questions." The story reports on Ms. 
Shalala's inability to answer Members 
questions or to provide details. 

It says one Democratic Member "lik
ened the administration's cost reduc
tion proposals to cold fusion-a great 
idea that has not been proven to 
work." 

Well, if the chief Cabinet officer in 
charge of health cannot explain this 
health plan, or how it will be financed, 
or how it will work, what does that tell 
us? 

Newsweek called the plan "Clinton's 
Trillion Dollar Cure." Yet no one 
seems to know yet exactly how much 
this plan will cost or what its impact 
on our economy will be. 

It is beginning to look as though the 
cost will be staggering and the impact 
both on the economy and our health 
care system will be devastating. 

PROTECTION OF FORCES PARA-
MOUNT IN DISENGAGEMENT 
FROM SOMALIA 
(Mr. REED asked and was given per

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican people are shocked over the death 
of their Rangers in Somalia, and they 
grieve them. It is particularly a bitter 
pill for someone like myself who had 
the privilege of commanding American 
paratroopers and qualifying as a Rang
er. 

But we owe these brave young Ameri
cans something more than impassioned 
speeches. We owe them clear thinking. 
The goal ahead of us should be clear
disengagement. But the question of 
how and when must be answered with 
one paramount concern in mind, the 
protection of our forces in Somalia. 

Mr. Speaker, today the White House 
and the Pentagon are undertaking that 
review. I urge them to move swiftly, to 
move surely, and to be sure that what 
they do will protect our forces while 
they are disengaging from that con
flict. 

UNITED NATIONS GOALS SERVED 
BY OUR OVEREXTENDED STAY 
IN SOMALIA 
(Mr. ROGERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, we went 
to Somalia with a very specific mis
sion, and that was to provide humani
tarian assistance to save the lives of 
children. There was no vital U.S. inter
.ests involved then or now. 

The United States has accomplished 
that mission. Everyone admits to that. 
Then why are we still there under 
these very dangerous circumstances? 
Because the United Nations expanded 
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the mission in Somalia, not with our 
consent. 

That mission now is not to just feed 
the hungry; it is to disarm the public, 
it is to nation-build, as they say, and 
the United States meekly under this 
administration went along. Now we are 
paying the price , the consequences of 
this administration's not focusing on 
why we are still there. Our losses in 
Somalia are the fruit of allowing Unit
ed States servicemen to be used for 
United Nations purposes and subser
vient to inept U.N. bureaucrats. 

The United Nations now has us in
volved in 17 such operations around the 
world, and there are another 14 of them 
pending. 

Mr. Speaker, let us come home from 
Somalia, and let us heed the lessons 
from Somalia. We should not put our 
professional and expert American serv
icemen under the command of inept, 
untrained foreign commanders in oper
ations where there are no vital U.S. in
terests at stake. 

NO PLACE FOR PARTISAN 
POLITICS IN SOMALIA DEBATE 
(Mr. WASHINGTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have not spoken much on 1-minutes 
during this term. I thought it was a 
proper thing to let some fresh views 
and fresh minds of the 103d class come 
and speak. But I sat in my office and I 
could not believe my ears. 

I have been in elected politics for 21 
years, and in listening yesterday and 
today, I found there were new ways to 
understand how people elected to pub
lic office can take the tragedy of what 
happened in Somalia and try to turn it 
to political advantage, advantage for 
themselves. I do not understand that. 

Let us set the record straight. There 
should not be any partisan sniping over 
the death of young men who serve this 
country in uniform. 

0 1040 
Let us not forget that it was Presi

dent Bush who put us in Somalia to 
begin with. And where were these peo
ple who were quiet as church mice 
then? They were being what they were, 
good, quiet church mice. They did not 
raise any criticism about whether we 

· had any interest at stake or anything 
like that. They marched over the cliff 
and followed President Bush to send 
the soldiers over there. 

But now that President Bush is no 
longer in office, they are singing a dif
ferent tune. If he was still in office, 
they would be church mice today, like 
they were in the Persian Gulf. 

It seems to me that anyone, Demo
crat or Republican, who would try to 
make political hay out of this tragedy 
would pick the pennies from a dead 
man's eyes. 

WHITE HOUSE MUST GET ITS ACT 
TOGETHER ON SOMALIA 

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

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, it is time 
to start pulling our troops out of So
malia, and start putting some sense 
back into the White House. 

After listening to Secretary's Chris
topher and Aspin yesterday, it is clear 
the administration has no real goal or 
no real plan, for our continued pres
ence in Somalia. 

Well , it is not worth having Amer
ican soldiers give their lives just to 
save face, for the Clinton administra
tion. 

We were right in getting into Soma
lia for humanitarian reasons, but that 
mission has been accomplished, and it 
is now time to get out. 

Mr. Speaker, if the Clinton adminis
tration cannot figure out what to do in 
Somalia-it terrifies me to think of 
how they would handle a real crisis
such as a possible bloody civil war in 
Russia. 

Never before in history has there 
been a full scale civil war in the midst 
of nuclear power. 

If that ever happened in Russia, this 
Nation would face the most critical 
foreign policy challenge in human his
tory. 

From what I have seen from the Clin
ton administration 's handling of Soma
lia, I have real fears about their readi
ness to handle such a crisis. 

It is time to get out of Somalia. It is 
also time for the White House to get its 
act together. Produce a plan that 
should have been detailed months ago. 

The world today is too dangerous, 
and the stakes are too high. 

TRIBUTE TO RA YMON ROEBUCK 
(Mr. WISE asked and was given per

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, this House 
has often come under a lot of attack, 
and you see the public debate that goes 
on here back and forth. What you do 
not see are the people often who run 
this place. And that is why I want to 
say how sad I am today to see Raymon 
Roebuck leaving, but also to thank 
him for all he has done. 

Raymon has in many ways run the 
Cloakroom for many years. What every 
new page and every new Member learns 
on the first day they get here, is when 
you want it straight, when you want 
the real information about what is hap
pening, first go to your leadership of
fices. And then, after you hear that, go 
talk to Raymon, because then you will 
find out what is really occurring. 

My first memory of that was asking 
every leadership office what time we 
were going to be getting out on a cru-

cial night. This was 6 months into my 
first term. I heard everything from 9, 
to 8, to 10 o'clock at night. 

I went to Raymon and he said, " 6 
o'clock," Mr. WISE. " I said, " Ray, ev
eryone else has told me differently. 
How can you say that?" He said, "Be
cause the Speaker has a dinner that 
night. " 

He was absolutely correct. We were 
out at 6. And it has been that way for 
the years that I have had the privilege 
of being here. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to thank 
Ray and the people like Ray who make 
this institution what it is, for all you 
have done, for Members, pages, and all 
of us in this body. Thank you. 

INVESTIGATION REQUIRED IN AD
MINISTRATION ROLE IN SOMA
LIA 
(Mr. WALSH asked and was given 

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I attended 
a briefing yesterday on Somalia of 
House and Senate Members led by Sec
retaries Aspin and Christopher, and I 
was furious when I left. Never have I 
heard a more confused, disjointed, 
vague defense of American foreign pol
icy in my professional career. 

Today we see the specter of the 
President and his team huddling at the 
White House to determine what is our 
policy and what is our mission. 

We accomplished our mission, to get 
relief to the people of Somalia. It is 
now time to leave. 

Now there are reports that our mili
tary leaders on the ground in Somalia 
asked for tanks and APC's over a 
month ago. Secretary Aspin denied 
that request. Those tanks would have 
saved that American ranger company 
on Sunday. 

Mr. Speaker, if these reports prove 
true, Secretary Aspin should tender his 
resignation. 

TRIBUTE TO BOB MICHEL AND 
RAYMON ROEBUCK 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, this 
House of Representatives is an institu
tion, but it is also a family. This week 
we mark the departure of two members 
of the family. 

This family is made up of people who 
have great and visible positions, and 
those who have less visible and smaller 
positions, but we are all part of that 
family. 

My colleague, BOB MICHEL, the mi
nority leader of the House of Rep
resentatives, has announced his retire
ment. I am sorry to see him go. We are 
on opposite sides of the aisle , we have 
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disagreed many times, but he has al
ways been a gentleman. And, most im
portantly, BoB MICHEL has been a voice 
of reason and moderation in an institu
tion which is becoming increasingly 
shrill, increasingly partisan, and in
creasingly destined for gridlock. We 
need his wise counsel. We have needed 
it over the years. And I am looking for
ward to working with him for the year 
and a half that he will remain as mi
nority leader. 

Another .friend of ours, another part 
of the family, Raymon Roebuck, who 
has served this Democratic cloakroom 
for over 30 years, has also announced 
his retirement. 

Raymon Roebuck is an example of 
the kind of man who makes the House 
of Representatives the great institu
tion which it is. He has dutifully come 
to work, day in, day out, serving this 
institution and its Members. 

He has done more than a good job. He 
has become a great and close friend to 
so many of us, and we wish him, too, 
the very best in his retirement. 

PRESIDENT URGED TO WITHDRAW 
TROOPS FROM SOMALIA 

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

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I urge Presi
dent Clinton to withdraw American 
forces from Somalia. 

I could not be more outraged at the 
atrocities committed against American 
troops. We went to Somalia to relieve 
suffering-to feed a starving people. 
They needed our help,-and we gave it 
to them. 

The original mission has been accom
plished. Yet, American troops are still 
there. I would like to know why and so 
would the people in my district. 

How many more times must we wit
ness the bodies of our own soldiers 
being dragged through Somalia's 
streets and being the center of barbaric 
celebrations and cheering? How many 
more American soldiers have to die be
fore the mission is defined. 

The people in my district want an
swers, they want to know what the 
mission is, and why this is such a 
pressing national security concern. 
And most of all, they want to know 
when their sons and daughters are 
coming home. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge President Clinton 
to answer these questions. 

SUPPORT CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION ACT 
(Mr. BROWN of California asked and 

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, later this morning the House will 

take up the conference report on H.R. 
2491, the VA, HUD, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriation Act. This act 
contains the funding for many of the 
programs that fall within the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Space, 
Science and Technology, including 
NASA, the National Science Founda
tions, and the research activities of the 
EPA. 

Needless to say, the staff of this com
mittee and members of this committee 
have been scrutinizing the bill with a 
great deal of interest and concern. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise this morning to 
compliment the chairman on the bill 
which he will bring before us. As is the · 
case with most legislation, it is not 
perfect, but it does represent a sub
stantial improvement over past years 
and a very substantial improvement 
over the language which originally was 
contained in the report in the other 
body. 

We look particularly at efforts to put 
legislation and earmarks into these 
bills. We will continue to do so. This 
bill is a good bill from that standpoint, 
and I urge the Members to support it. 

GENEVA ACCORDS MUST APPLY 
TO PEACEKEEPING FORCES 

(Ms. SNOWE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, millions of 
us watched in horror and disgust the 
images on television of the bodies of 
our soldiers being dragged through the 
streets of Mogadishu by ruthless Soma
lis. We saw the images of an American 
army helicopter pilot being held cap
tive by Somali gunmen. Other U.S. sol
diers are missing, including Sergeant 
Thomas Field, a 25-year-old Army 
Ranger from my district in Lisbon, 
ME. 

Yet, it has been reported that U.S. 
and U.N. officials have pointedly de- . 
clined to assert the rights of Warrant 
Officer Durant and possibly other cap
tured soldiers under the Geneva Con
vention relative to the treatment of 
prisoners of war. 

This is outrageous. Apparently the 
international peacekeeping bureau
crats believe that by invoking the Ge
neva Convention, the United States 
would somehow be legitimizing Gen
eral Aideed as a lawful combatant. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not care how the 
international relation bureaucrats 
want to characterize General Aideed. 
But I do care about the welfare of our 
soldiers held captive by Somali gun
men. By refusing to give our soldiers 
the full protection of the legal safe
guards under the Geneva Convention 
accords, we are actually increasing 
their likelihood of being harmed by 
their captors. 

Therefore, today I am introducing a 
resolution calling upon the President 

to ensure that prior to committing any 
U.S. forces as part of peacekeeping 
forces, that they will have the full pro
tection of the Geneva accords. 

D 1050 

SOMALIA 
(Mr. MACHTLEY asked and was 

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

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, Soma
lia is a unique opportunity for the Clin
ton administration to express its U.S. 
foreign policy/military engagement 
rules in a Third World conflict. We 
should not be isolationist. I supported 
our role in Desert Storm. I supported 
the humanitarian mission in Somalia, 
but that mission has been completed. 

When we are going to put our troops 
on any foreign soil, we should, in fact, 
follow three military principles. 

First, we should have a clear mission 
statement, and we should have an end 
point in which we will disengage our 
military. This has not happened in So
malia, as yesterday's briefing by the 
Secretary proved. 

Second, we should have an over
whelming military force to guarantee 
success with minimum casualties. That 
has not happened in Somalia. In fact, 
we are incrementally trying to in
crease our forces. 

Third, we must have a force which is 
commanded by a U.S. military com
mander. The United Nations force in 
Somalia in fact tried somehow to im
prove on what had been a United 
States success story, having military 
commanders control military forces. 
We must have that. 

I believe that it was Claude Wist, a 
military theorist, who said, never rein
force failure. 

Today we need a disengagement plan 
that safely guarantees our troops out 
of Somalia. 

MORE ON SOMALIA 
(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 

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

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Clinton's policy in Somalia is cer
tainly not the Bush policy in Somalia. 
The Bush administration went in there 
for humanitarian purposes. The Clin
ton administration policy, as closely as 
we can figure out, is for nation build
ing. 

Every one of us, the President, Mem
bers of Congress, must indeed be held 
accountable for our actions. We have a 
duty to get out of Somalia and to get 
out of there quickly, in my judgment. 
I spoke out against going in there in 
the first place. I voted against going in 
there in the first place, because we 
have no vital interest in Somalia. 
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Now what do we find? Our troops are 

in combat. I call upon the President to 
invoke the War Powers Act. It is the 
law of the land. 

If the President does not invoke the 
War Powers Act, I call upon the Con
gress to see to it that we can take ac
tion. It is the law of the land, and it is 
an impeachable offense for any Presi
dent to violate the law. 

Get out of Somalia now. 

GREAT NATIONS DO NOT CUT AND 
RUN 

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

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, 45 years ago, 
Senator Arthur Vandenberg, leader of 
the Republican internationalists, 
talked to Democratic President Harry 
Truman. He said, "Harry, we want to 
be in on the takeoffs, not just the crash 
landings. " That conversation set the 
tone for the bipartisan foreign policy 
which had largely guided this Nation 
for going on a half century. 

Yesterday, the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Defense met with 
several hundred of us from both Cham
bers. They did listen. We were in on the 
takeoff. The specifics will come. 

We succeeded in Somalia in our hu
manitarian mission. In the process, 
Americans have been killed, wounded, 
and degraded before the television 
cameras which spread those scenes 
around the world. 

Great nations do not cut and run 
when their soldiers have been killed, 
wounded, and degraded. This great Na
tion should use massive force to bring 
the warload Aideed and his henchmen 
to justice. Then we can withdraw from 
Somalia. 

GATT 
(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was given 

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

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker the 
Journal of Commerce reports that the 
present draft of the GATT agreement, 
will gut our antidumping laws by-re
stricting the right-to-file a petition 
and, limit the scope of products subject 
to duty orders. It allows foreign pro
ducers to circumvent antidumping or
ders by shifting production to a third 
country. 

The U.S. semiconductor industry also 
charges that proposed GATT settle
ment provisions would undermine sec
tion 301 of the 1974 Trade Act. 

If that is not enough, the GATT draft 
in the intellectual property rights sec
tion will allow foreign governments to 
force U.S. companies to transfer their 
technology as long as they receive ade
quate compensation. Mr. Speaker, we 
are talking about the real assets of 
U.S. business. 

For 200-plus years of this Republic, 
no foreign government could demand 
to take the real property of any Amer
ican-adequate compensation or not
without getting through our national 
defenses, using armed force. 

What in the world are we doing to 
our constitutional rights under the 
phony banner of free trade? 

UNITED STATES TROOPS IN 
SOMALIA 

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Decem
ber 4, 1992, President Bush sent troops 
to Somalia to secure food lines and 
feed the hungry and end the violence 
there. 

In January, January 15, the warring 
factions of Somalia signed a pact to 
disarm. In April , April 26, the United 
States Marines handed Somalia over to 
the UN peacekeeping forces and de
clared, to some degree, mission accom
plished. The folks were fed. 

Three times since then, President 
Clinton has escalated by sending more 
American troops to Somalia. As re
cently as Monday, 200 soldiers from 
Fort Stewart, GA, in my district that I 
represent, learned they would be going 
to Somalia. 

I can promise my colleagues that the 
soldiers from the 24th Infrantry will do 
well. They are trained; they are capa
ble. They have a great devotion to 
duty. I hope that they kick Aideed's 
read end, and I hope they do it soon. 
But aside from that, I am sure they are 
asking the same question my col
leagues and I are right now, as they 
look at the picture of Chief Warrant 
Officer Durant in the paper and see his 
haggard and worried look. 

They are saying, why are we there? 
How long will it last? What is at peril? 

Mr. President, we owe the American 
people the answers to these questions. 

A SERIOUS SITUATION IN THE 
HORN OF AFRICA 

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

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, we 
have a very serious situation in the 
Horn of Africa. Many Americans and 
rightfully so, ask, why are we still in 
Somalia. 

Congress and the American people 
committed to a humanitarian mission, 
and that mission was long-ago accom
plished. In recognition of that factor , 
the House Republican conference called 
on President Clinton to withdraw our 
forces from Somalia on the first of 
April of this year. Somehow, however, 
we have slipped into a police action 
under the control of the United Na
tions with no clearly defined mission. 

This is not what we signed up for. 
There are now American soldiers who 
are dead. There are now prisoners of 
war, and now we must confront there
alities that we face in that region. 

The thug Aideed did not go from war 
lord to guerrilla leader overnight unas
sisted. Aideed has been helped by 
Sudan and Iran. There are terrorist 
training camps in Sudan that have 
helped Aideed's people, and there have 
been meetings in Sudan as recently as 
June of this year, gaining support from 
the Iranian ·and the Sudanese intel
ligence and military experts. 

It is not an accident so many heli
copters have been shot down since we 
went to Somalia for the right reasons 
but stayed for no reason at all, and the 
wrong reason. 

We must now address this problem, 
but we must do it correctly and with a 
clearly defined mission. 

UNITED STATES INVOLVEMENT IN 
SOMALIA 

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my extreme concern 
for what I see as an escalation of Unit
ed States involvement in Somalia. In 
the wake of mounting United States 
casualties, President Clinton has called 
for an increased military presence in 
Somalia without clearly defining the 
purpose of continued United States in
volvement. 

Mr. Speaker, it appears that the mis
-sion of the United States in Somalia 
has evolved into something that was 
never intended when the peacekeeping 
force arrived 10 months ago. Some
where along the way, the Clinton ad
ministration changed the intent of op
erations in Somalia from a humani
tarian hunger relief program to an of
fensive mission aimed at capturing or 
disabling Somali warlords to establish
ing a government of our liking. Con
sequently, American troops are con
stantly at risk and, most unfortu
nately, some have indeed made the ul
timate sacrifice. 

It is inconceivable to me how we can 
continue military operations in a for
eign country without a specific goal, 
without clear cut rules of engagement, 
and without plans for eventually ceas
ing operations. 

Mr. Speaker, the original goals have 
been met. Those who have served have 
served nobly. But, now it is time to get 
American military personnel out of So
malia. 

URGING 
TION 
ISSUE 

0 1100 
BIPARTISAN 

TO RESOLVE 
COOPERA
SOMALIA 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
talk to my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle. This is not a Democratic 
issue. Somalia is not a Democratic 
issue, Somalia is not a Republican 
issue. It is not President Bush's prob
lem, it is not President Clinton's prob
lem, it is all of our problem. What are 
we going to do? 

I would say to my colleagues, if peo
ple choose to use this for partisan pur
poses, it will only delay and make us 
less able to get out of this thorny 
thicket. 

My personal view agrees with many 
on both sides. I think we ought to se
cure the release of the hostages and 
then get our troops home. I think after 
the hostages are secured, the only 
planes, transport planes, that ought to 
be flying are those taking our troops 
back. However, we have to work to
gether with our President in a biparti
san way to make this happen in as fair 
and as reasonable a way as possible. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON TOMORROW 
OR ANY DAY THEREAFTER CON
SIDERATION OF CONFERENCE 
REPORT, AMENDMENTS IN DIS
AGREEMENT, AND MOTIONS TO 
DISPOSE OF AMENDMENTS IN 
DISAGREEMENT ON H.R. 2518, DE
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, AND 
EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1994 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that notwithstand
ing the provisions of clause 2 of rule 
XXVIII, that it be in order at any time 
on Thursday, October 7, 1993, or any 
day thereafter, to consider the con
ference report, amendments in dis
agreement, and motions to dispose of 
amendments in disagreement, to the 
bill H.R. 2518, making appropriations 
for the Departments of Labor, Health 
and Human Services, and Education 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes, and that the conference 
report, amendments in disagreement, 
and motions printed in the joint ex
planatory statement of the committee 
of conference to dispose of amendments 
in disagreement be considered as read 
when called up for consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MINGE). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I reserve the right to object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana is recognized on 
his reservation of objection. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I have a parliamentary inquiry 
under my reservation of objection. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, this, as I understand it, is waiving 
the 3-day rule. If we object, this will 
have to go to the Committee on Rules 
in order for them to bring it down be
fore the 3 days; is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would state that that is one op
tion. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen
tleman that we have no intention of 
going to the Committee on Rules for a 
rule on this conference report. I know 
the gentleman from Indiana will be in
terested to know that since 1979, we 
have never asked for a rule on this bill. 
We will not go to the Committee on 
Rules and ask for a rule. Waiving the 3-
day availability rule is the only re
quest we make. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, reserving the right to object, I have 
reserved the right to object on all of 
these simply because the Committee 
on Rules continues to violate minority 
rights in this House. They bring rules 
down to the floor that are very restric
tive, so that the minority cannot pro
pose amendments. 

I have great admiration and respect 
for the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER], and I do not like to object to 
these kinds of things. The only reason 
I am considering objecting is because I 
would like to send it to the Committee 
on Rules and make them do more 
work. I would like to keep them up 
there until about 3 o'clock in the 
morning every night, but since the gen
tleman from Kentucky says there is a 
historical precedent for not sending 
this to the Committee on Rules, and 
because I have such high respect for 
him, I will not object, but the Commit
tee on Rules ought to bring fair rules 
to this floor. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion. -

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

There was no objection. 

BRING OUR TROOPS HOME 
(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I agree with everything the gen
tleman just said. Twenty-three young 

Americans have been killed, 70 wound
ed, 8 are missing. We have talked about 
this since April, bring our troops home, 
before any of them were killed. Noth
ing has been done. 

Yesterday, we had a meeting with 
Secretary of Defense Aspin and Sec
retary of State Warren Christopher. All 
I can tell the Members is that there 
were about 350 Members of the House 
and Senate that were there. I believe 
everybody in that meeting felt like we 
were watching jello being made. They 
had no plan. They had no coherent pol
icy. 

They were asking Members of Con
gress what we thought they should do. 
Imagine that, the executive branch of 
Government in a situation like that, 
asking 330 Members of Congress in a 
meeting like that what they should do. 

The fact of the matter is, young men 
and women of this country should not 
be put in harm's way when we have no 
coherent policy. As the gentleman 
!rom California [Mr. DORNAN) just said, 
send massive forces in, get our troops 
out of there, the ones that are being 
held captive, level part of that country, 
and bring our troops home. 

TRIBUTE TO RAYMON ROEBUCK 
(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and was 

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

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the ironies of life is that the people who are 
most essential to keeping our lives organized 
are often the people who are least known. 
They seldom get credit for their heroic work in 
creating a comfortable environment for the 
rest of us. 

Today I would like to break this tradition by 
recognizing the work Raymon Roebuck has 
done so well for so many years when it comes 
to the care and feeding of the Democratic 
Members. Our quick backroom lunches will 
not be the saiTle without him. 

He is always there-often well before we 
are-preparing the food that has kept many a 
legislative battle from turning nasty when the 
partisans were attacked by hunger pangs. He 
enforced some order with his rules-relish be
fore mustard for those of us who eat hot dogs. 

With Rayman's retirement the ambiance of 
the House will change, and all of his friends 
here will miss him. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2491, DEPARTMENTS OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, 
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 268 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 268 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
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conference report and amendments reported 
from conference in disagreement on the bill 
(H.R. 2491) making appropriations for the De
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commissions, 
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses. All points of order against the con
ference report and against its consideration 
are waived. The conference report, amend
ments in disagreement, and motions printed 
in the joint explanatory statement of the 
committee of conference to dispose of 
amendments in disagreement shall be con
sidered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH
TER] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes, for the 
purpose of debate only, to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 268 
provides for the consideration of the 
conference report on H.R. 2491, making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis
sions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. 

The rule further provides that the 
conference report, amendments in dis
agreement, and motions printed in the 
joint explanatory statement to dispose 
of amendments in disagreement shall 
be considered as read when called for 
consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
on H.R. 2491, the bill for which the 
committee has recommended this rule, 
provides $87.6 billion for veterans 
health, environmental protection, 
housing assistance, and space pro
grams. As we are already into the 1994 
fiscal year, I ask my colleagues to sup
port the rule so that we may proceed 
with consideration of the merits of this 
legislation. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. S.peaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] has ably 
explained the provisions of the rule. 
This rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report to ac
company H.R. 2491, making appropria
tions for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, and for sun
dry independent agencies. 

0 1110 
Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 

New York has ably described the provi
sions of the rule. This rule waives all 
paints of order against the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 2491, making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and 
other independent agencies. The rule 

also makes provisions to dispose of 
amendments in disagreement. 

During consideration of this rule in 
the Rules Committee yesterday, con
cerns were raised over the waivers con
tained in this rule. Motions were of
fered in the Committee on Rules to 
strike the blanket waivers and to 
strike the 3-day layover waiver, but 
they failed on a party-line basis. 

Of particular concern to some Mem
bers is the funding for the advanced 
solid rocket motor project. Although 
the House voted overwhelmingly to 
eliminate funding for the ASRM, the 
conferees provided $157.5 million for 
this program. The United States has 
begun negotiations with the Russians 
regarding space exploration. 

The funding contained in the con
ference report for the ASRM will pre
serve the program as an available op
tion if NASA determines that it is the 
most cost-effective booster system 
needed to efficiently launch elements 
of the space station to a higher orbit. 

On behalf of Aerojet, a subcontractor 
in my congressional district with prin
cipal responsibility for development of 
the advanced solid rocket motor, I 
strongly support continuation of this 
project. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sympathetic to the 
concerns of my colleagues over some of 
the provisions of this conference re
port. But I have the utmost respect and 
confidence in Chairman Lou STOKES 
and JERRY LEWIS, the ranking Repub
lican, and the other members of con
ference on this appropriations bill, and 
I know they did their best in negotiat
ing the final provisions of this meas
ure. I have expressed my opposition to 
these blanket waivers numerous times, 
but I support this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, we must defeat this 
rule. It is protecting a blatant pork 
barrel program-the advanced solid 
rocket motor [ASRM], which this body 
has voted overwhelmingly in the past 2 
years, to terminate. 

We have to send a strong a clear mes
sage that the majority of Members on 
this floor will not continue to be ig
nored by the appropriations con
ference, which is intent on keeping this 
program alive, year after year. 

Last June 29, 379 Members of this 
body voted to terminate the ASRM. 
Only 43 Members voted to keep ASRM 
going. That is overwhelming by any
one's standard. 

So why did the conference agree to 
add $124.9 million in new 1994 money 
for ASRM? Plus $32.6 million for con
tinued construction of redundant 
ASRM facilities? There is no valid sci
entific or technical reason. 

Did you also know, Mr. Speaker, that 
NASA will have to reprogram about 

$155 million from existing 1993 pro
grams just to bring the ASRM up to 
the $280 million request? 

That means that a lot of university 
research programs could be decimated 
now-just to fund a redundant rocket 
motor-jobs program. 

Now, the conference report would 
lead many to believe that they are sim
ply providing NASA the flexibility to 
use ASRM, should NASA determine 
that it is now needed to place the new 
redesigned space station in a higher in
clination orbit. 

The GAO has reported that ASRM is 
not necessary. Good government 
groups, such as Citizens against Gov
ernment Waste, and the National Tax
payer's Union have urged ASRM's ter
mination. 

Environmental groups have con
demned ASRM's effect on the humid 
Mississippi environment and eco
system. 

ASRM is grossly overbudget. It start
ed out as a $1.5 billion program. It is 
now over $4 billion, and it continues to 
grow. ASRM will continue to gobble up 
hundreds of millions in the future
possibly from housing and veterans 
programs-unless we kill it now. 

Did you also know, Mr. Speaker, that 
NASA has admitted-as recently as in 
this week's space news that it would 
require a minimum of $425 million in 
fiscal year 1994 just to keep the ASRM 
on· its already broken schedule; $280 
million will be wasted entirely, by 
NASA's own admission, even if the con
ference report is approved, the ASRM 
will not be ready in time for the last 
remaining use for which it was de
signed. 

It is a boondoggle-an embarrass
ment. The U.S. industrial base already 
has vast overcapacity in missile and 
rocket making-why in the world are 
we spending $4 billion in hard-earned 
taxpayer money to add to that over
capacity? It makes no sense. 

The facilities at Yellow Creek, MI, 
have problems with seepage in the 
casting pits-which will also create 
safety problems. There has also been 
documented problems which, to my 
knowledge, have not been corrected, in
volving the ASRM's new continuous 
casting method-they have had the 
solid propellant cure in the feeder 
lines. The list of problems goes on and 
on. 

ASRM is a paper missile. It will not 
be ready, in any event, until after the 
year 2000. 

The existing redesigned solid rocket 
motor [RSRMJ has performed flaw
lessly on 26 shuttle missions. 

Now please listen to this in answer to 
the question of going into higher orbit: 
The new aluminum-lithium external 
tank, along with minor modifications 
to the RSRM nozzles will provide an 
additional 8,000 pounds of lift-it will
of lift needed for higher-inclination 
orbit. And I have been reassured of 
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that by the designers who made the re
designed motors. So why do we need 
two? This, I might add, is at far less 
cost. 

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough. The 
time has come to just say no. The pub
lic is tired of pork-barrel as usual. Can 
we not ever succeed in killing any 
wasteful program around here? This 
one is so obvious. If we cannot kill 
ASRM, what can we kill? 

We cannot go along with this rule. It 
protects ASRM against points of order, 
and the rule should also have guaran
teed a motion to recommit with in
structions, based on the overwhelming 
vote in the House. Keep in mind, 379 of 
us voted against this. 

Defeat the rule. Let us get a more 
fair rule that allows the vast majority 
in the House to attack the ASRM, to 
send the bill back to conference and 
have them complete the job that we 
sent them there to do. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentlewoman from Utah 
[Ms. SHEPHERD]. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my 
colleagues to vote against the rule on 
the VA-HUD-independent agencies bill. 
On June 24, the House voted 379 to 43 to 
totally terminate funding for the ad
vanced solid rocket motor [ASRM]. 
However, for the second year in a row, 
the conference committee has bla
tantly disregarded the clear will of the 
House by providing $157.5 million for 
ASRM and allowing NASA to cannibal
ize other important space projects to 
fund this boondoggle. 

When we voted to terminate ASRM, 
we voted to cut Government waste and 
reduce the deficit. If you want to make 
your vote count, please support the 
motion to recommit on the VA-HUD
independent agencies appropriations 
conference report. I hope I can count 
on your support in this effort to stand 
up for fiscal sanity. 

Stop worthless pork. Make your vote 
count. Vote for the motion to recom
mit and kill ASRM once and for all. 

D 1120 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER]. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, this rule should be voted down. This 
bill and the rule that it is coming up 
under I think can best be titled, "Old 
Pork Barrel Projects Never Die. They 
Just Come Back In Appropriation 
Bills." 

On June 29, which was less than 4 
months ago, the House adopted an 
amendment which I sponsored which 
de-authorized the advanced solid rock
et motor. The vote on that amendment 
was 379 yeas to 43 nays. 

I would ask the 379 who supported my 
amendment to be consistent in their 

votes today by voting down this rule, 
and if the rule should pass, by voting 
down this conference report, because 
this is our last shot to kill the ASRM 
completely. 

Why should the ASRM be killed? We 
have heard from the two Representa
tives from Utah, the gentlewoman from 
Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] why it 
should be killed, but let me give an
other reason why it should be killed. 

Even if the ASRM is funded at the 
level contained in this appropriation 
bill, it will not be done on time to get 
the space station up to the higher ele
vation orbit that is being proposed. 
That is right. Spending all this money 
will give us a rocket that will be there 
too late. 

According to NASA, the revised 
space station, space station Alpha, will 
be completed and functional by the 
year 2003. 

Also, according to NASA, in their 
budget submissions earlier this year 
and in the testimony of NASA Admin
istrator Golden before the space sub
committee, the ASRM will not be 
ready until the year 2003. 

That is right, Mr. Speaker. We have a 
proposal here to fund a rocket to send 
up the space station that will not be 
ready until after the space station is 
up. 

Now, if that is contorted reasoning 
and contorted logic, which it is, then 
we should reject this bill and the par
liamentary procedure that is used to 
protect the space station and the 
ASRM rocket from points of order, 
send this back to the Appropriations 
conference committee for a rework job 
and bring it out here next week so that 
the business of NASA and the Veter
ans' Administration and HUD can go 
on unencumbered by one more pork 
barrel project that just will not die, 
but comes back in an appropriations 
bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONTGOMERY], the chairman of 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York for giving me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule and also of the conference agree
ment. 

I would like to point out, as chair
man of the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee, under this conference the veterans' 
programs are well funded and I am con
cerned that it is dangerous to vote 
against the rule and against the con
ference report because you endanger 
this funding for these programs. You 
send them back to the conference com
mittees, and we just do not know what · 
will happen when you turn down this 
conference report. 

Sure, there are some things in here 
that Members will object to, but over-

all I am mainly interested in the veter
ans ' funding, it is well done for the vet
erans. 

Speaking about terminating the 
ASRM that my two friends from Utah 
have gotten up here and spoken about, 
as I understand it, Mr. Speaker, to ter
minate that project is really left up to 
NASA. If NASA decided to continue to 
build this new engine, they would have 
to come back and ask for another $160 
million, so I would think we would be 
careful on account of the ASRM that 
we defeat this rule and defeat the con
ference report, because basically the 
ASRM is left up to NASA. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly rise in 
strong support of the rule and of the 
conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the rule and 
the conference agreement on H.R. 2491, and 
I want to commend the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and the distin
guished gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], 
chairman and ranking minority member of the 
subcommittee, for their work on this bill, espe
cially as it relates to veterans programs. 

I also want to again thank my very good 
friend and colleague, the distinguished chair
man of the full committee, Mr. NATCHER, and 
the very able ranking minority member of the 
committee, Mr. MCDADE, for always watching 
out for our veterans. 

The conference agreement provides almost 
$36 billion for programs administered by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs-an increase 
of more than $800 million over last year's 
level. 

The agreement includes $15.6 billion for VA 
medical care, $100 million more than the 
amount contained in the House-passed bill. 
The VA will need these extra funds, and more, 
to provide locality pay increases which will be 
paid to certain VA employees in accordance 
with existing law. The proposal to delay the 
implementation of locality pay was not agreed 
to in the reconciliation bill adopted earlier this 
year. So these funds will provide some relief 
to VA in this area. 

The conference report also includes $252 
million for VA medical and prosthetic research, 
$20 million more than last year's level and $46 
million more than recommended by the admin
istration. I want to again express my apprecia
tion to Chairman STOKES for honoring my re
quest that the House correct a major defi
ciency in the President's otherwise good budg
et. I think we all expect a better funding level 
for medical and prosthetic research in the 
President's fiscal year 1995 budget which is 
currently being negotiated with the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

In the amounts provided for construction of 
VA facilities, the conference agreement in
cludes $4 million in design funds for a much
needed clinical addition at the San Juan 
VAMC in Puerto Rico. The Resident Commis
sioner, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, came to me 
early in the session asking that our committee 
authorize funds for this purpose. He was very 
persistent in pursuing funds for this project 
and reminded us that the project had been 
given a very high priority by the VA. I appre
ciate the subcommittee's willingness to pro
vide design funds for this project, and I expect 
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the Secretary to include funds for construction 
in the VA's 1995 budget request. 

I also want to thank the Honorable BARBARA 
MIKULSKI and the Senate conferees for their 
cooperation in arriving at a very good con
ference agreement for our Nation's veterans. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. KLUG]. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, a number of 
us who have opposed the ASRM for the 
last several years are frankly a little 
bit puzzled by exactly what is going on 
in the conference committee, because 
if you follow the history of the ASRM 
legislation, it has been clear that both 
last year and this year overwhelmingly 
the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives wanted to see the program 
killed. When it gets to the conference 
committee, it suddenly seems to amaz
ingly and incredibly survive. 

Let me give you a sense of the chro
nology. 

Last July, the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. OWENS] offered an amendment to 
kill this program. It passed the House 
overwhelmingly by a vote of 249 to 159. 
Both a majority of Democrats and a 
majority of Republicans supported the 
Owens amendment to terminate the 
ASRM. 

Although the House cut ASRM fund
ing, and this was last year, down to 
$100 million and the Senate cut funding 
down to $50 million, during the con
ference of the V AJHUD and independent 
agencies appropriations, and this is a 
point the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] should note, money 
was siphoned from veterans' housing 
projects in order to fund the ASRM at 
$360 million. 

So last year everybody wanted it 
killed and it survived, and now this 
year after extensive hearings the au
thorizing committee, thanks to the 
fine work of the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. ROEMER] and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] 
voted to kill ASRM for an overwhelm
ing majority during markup. 

This June 1 offered an amendment to 
kill ASRM and it passed the House by 
a bipartisan majority of 379 to 43. 

Once again this year the conferees 
for V A/HUD adopted the Senate lan
guage which funds ASRM at $124.9 mil
lion. 

Now, where were the conferees from 
the House on this issue? Listen to what 
the language of the conferees says: 

The conferees regret that the full request 
for the ASRM program could not be accom
modated. 

Not only do they not want to kill it, 
they are disappointed that we cannot 
fund it at the complete level. 

Now, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER] , the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], and the gen
tlewoman from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] 
have made the point repeatedly, but let 
me emphasize several more points. 

We all wanted to kill it for a number 
of reasons. 

First of all, it is over budget. Accord
ing to NASA, costs for the program 
have risen $650 million this year. Total 
costs for the program are now esti
mated at $3.7 billion more than double 
the original projections. 

ASRM is behind schedule. The origi
nal estimate was 1995. Now it is 2002. 
Just like the original budget, the origi
nal time requested has doubled. 

It is unnecessary. Better alternatives 
to ASRM already exist, and NASA offi
cials themselves have admitted that it 
is one of the things that they are not 
deeply wedded to, and in fact likely is 
not even necessary for the redefined 
space shuttle mission. 

It is dangerous for the environment. 
Each ground test of ASRM will gen
erate 100 tons of hydrogen gas. If mixed 
with rain, it could produce acid rain. 

Finally, it is now being sold to us in 
the conference committee on the sug
gestion that it will help further part
nership with the Russian space pro
gram. Given the instability of the Rus
sian economy and our own budget pro b
lems, I suggest nothing could be fur
ther from the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues 
who voted to kill the program to once . 
again to vote to kill it and send it back 
to committee. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
reluctance that I rise today to ask this 
body to reject the rule provided to us 
for debate on this bill. 

I attempt to support rules whenever 
possible, but in this instance it appears 
that rejecting the rule is the only ap
proach we have to actually put forward 
the clear intention of this body to 
eliminate funding for the ASRM. 

I am amazed at the ingenuity that 
the conference committee and the 
other body has always found in bring
ing this back to life. If it is not a pork 
barrel project, it will come back to us 
as a foreign aid project for Russia. 

I am not going to repeat all the rea
sons why this thing needs to be killed. 
Three hundred seventy-nine of us al
ready know, because we have voted to 
kill it. If that is not an overwhelming 
indication of the desire of this body to 
eliminate this funding , I do not know 
what is. 
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How many times do we have to kill 

this program before it is dead? I sus
pect we are going to be voting every 
year on an annual basis . to kill ASRM, 
even after the space station is up in 
orbit. It is clear that in fact the cur
rent producer of the booster rocket can 
and is willing to provide a rocket with 
the necessary thrust to put the space 
station into orbit at the necessary de
gree. It is clear that this is unneeded, 
that this is unwise , and so I would just 

urge my colleagues to think about it as 
they come over here. This is our last 
chance this year to kill the ASRM. If 
we do not do it now, we are not going 
to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge the Com
mittee on Rules, if, in fact, we are able 
to send this rule back, to turn around 
and send us a rule to the floor that 
would allow us a recommittal motion 
with instruction to eliminate funding 
for the ASRM. I urge my colleagues to 
defeat this rule and vote for recommit
tal with instructions. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the ranking mem
ber of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
QUILLEN] for yielding this time to me. 
I will not take but a few minute~. 

Mr. Speaker, I do have some concerns 
about the rule itself, but I want mainly 
to call attention to the fact that there 
is an amendment in disagreement from 
this conference report which provides 
that the Selective System be funded at 
80 percent of the current cost. At the 
appropriate time this afternoon I will 
be offering a motion to recede and con
cur to the Senate amendment to appro
priate $25 million to keep the Selective 
Service System alive. I will not go into 
details about it now. I will just say, my 
colleagues, that today, more than ever, 
we depend on the all voluntary mili
tary. These are people we can be so 
proud of. They are a real cross-section 
of America. 

The Selective Service System also 
maintains the list of military recruit
ers who are denied, more and more 
every day, by certain school boards and 
school systems around the country 
from obtaining the names of eligible 
young men to recruit for our military. 
We really need the all voluntary mili
tary today and the Selective Service 
System helps us to maintain it. 

An amendment I offered to preserve 
the Selective Service System failed by 
one vote, excluding the Delegate votes, 
and I would certainly appreciate it if 
we could turn that around and at least 
preserve the program. Look at what is 
going on in Russia, at what is going on 
in Somalia. These are terrible, terrible 
situations, and we cannot afford to be 
unprepared. The Selective Service Sys
tem is a part of that preparedness, so I 
hope that my colleagues would support 
me later on. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, October 5, 1993. 

Ron. JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY, 
Chairman , Committee on Rules, House of Rep

resentatives , Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you may know, 

over the last several years, we have repeat
edly raised concerns about the practice of in
cluding Senate-added legislative provisions 
in conference reports on appropriations bills. 
In that regard, we have appreciated your as
sistance and consideration of the positions of 
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the authorizing committees. To further re
solve those concerns, we offered an amend
ment to the House Rules which was adopted 
by the Democratic Caucus and included in 
the Rules of the House for the 103d Congress. 
Under clause (2)(b)(2) of Rule XXVII, the 
Chairman of an authorizing committee with 
jurisdiction over the legislative matter re
ported in technical disagreement now has 
the right to offer a preferential motion to in
sist on disagreement. We believe that this 
amendment will help to restore the preroga
tives of the House and significantly reduce 
the number of legislative provisions in ap
propriations bills. As the House begins to 
consider the first set of appropriations con
ference reports under the amended rule, we 
and other Chairmen of the authorizing com
mittees plan to monitor the reports carefully 
for any inclusion of legislative language. 

The purpose of this letter is to request that 
the Committee on Rules not grant any waiv
ers of points of order against clause 2(c) of 
Rule XXI (prohibiting legislation in an ap
propriations bill) and clause 2 of Rule XX 
(prohibiting House conferees from agreeing 
to Senate amendments which would violate 
clause 2 of Rule XXI) for any appropriations 
conference report. We believe that any Sen
ate amendments proposing to add legislative 
language should follow regular order and be 
brought back to the House for a separate 
vote on technical disagreement. Providing 
blanket waivers of points of order, or provid
ing waivers to permit the conference report 
to contain legislative language, would sub
stantially infringe on the prerogatives of the 
authorizing committees and vitiate the ef
fect of the amendment to the House Rules 
adopted by the Caucus and the House early 
this session. 

We appreciate your consideration of this 
request. 

Sincerely , 
JOHN D . DINGELL, 
GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr. , 
GEORGE MILLER, 
NORMA:--/ Y. MINETA, 

Members of Congress. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen

tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY], the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I am signing a 
letter with the gentleman supporting 
the Selective Service System. As I un
derstand it, it will come up if the rule 
is adopted and if the conference report 
is accepted, which I hope it will be. 
Then this will be amendment in dis
agreement on Selective Service Sys
tem, and we are not talking about a lot 
of money, but these young men have. 
signed up, 98 percent of them, in the 
last 5 to 10 years, have gone to the post 
office, filled out the card and say, If 
you need me, I'm ready. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the system is work
ing well. Why change it? It does not 
cost a lot of money. We all know. the 
world is in turmoil now. It just does 
not make a lot of sense to do away 
with the Selective Service System at 
this time, and I appreciate the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
yielding to me. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I really 
appreciate the comments of the gen-

tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY]. I know he is so sincere in 
pointing out that there is a bipartisan 
effort to maintain the Selective Serv
ice System during these critical times. 

As my colleagues know, Colin Powell 
strongly spoke out on behalf of it. SAM 
NUNN did. Senator BYRD did. A lot of 
good men and women on both sides of 
the aisle have spoken out. These peo
ple, who have the expertise, are saying 
that we need this system. We really 
ought to preserve it, and I thank the 
gentleman for his support. I would also 
thank the chairman emeritus of the 
Committee on Rules, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], for hav
ing yielded me this time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentlewoman from Virginia 
[Ms. BYRNE]. 

Ms. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the motion to de
feat the rule for H.R. 2491. My concerns 
over this bill rise over a provision that 
was included in the final conference re
port but was not included in the House 
or Senate version. 

To the dismay of several of my col
leagues and myself, the conferees have 
eliminated a vital function to the 
space station program. By removing 
funding for the oversight and integra
tion functions for space station Free
dom, we will be scattering the cor
porate memory of this program at a 
time when it is most crucial. 

Without this corporate memory, all 
the lessons learned, all the mistakes 
that should not be repeated all the suc
cesses that this program has had will 
be tossed to the wind, leaving a pro
gram without a sense of mission, with
out a clear direction, and-most impor
tantly- without an oversight mecha
nism to endure that they do not make 
the same mistakes twice . 

When this program had major cost 
overruns a year ago, who was it who 
discovered them and reported them? 
The integration facility . We should ask 
ourselves, why on Earth should we get 
rid of this cost-saving oversight body 
at the same time we are cutting 
NASA's budget? 

NASA has proven time and again 
that, left to their own devices, cost 
overruns, inefficiency and waste is the 
rule, not the exception. Getting rid of 
the integration facility will be another 
major step toward more budgetary 
problems. Functions like this cannot 
be bought at the corner Seven-Eleven. 

It has never been more important 
than now to make sure that NASA has 
integration functions in its program. 
Lately, NASA has looked a lot more 
like the Keystone Cops in space, run
ning around chasing something that 
they cannot define or how to get it. 
Without any direction to the space sta
tion program, NASA is drifting out in 
space like their Mars Observer. 

I am finding it hard to believe that 
we did not learn anything from the 

Challenger disaster or that our memory 
is so short that we would forget the 
tragedy by leaving NASA to its own de
vices. 

I would ask all Members of Congress; 
If they are committed to a space pro
gram that is efficient, lives within its 
budget, sticks to deadlines, and builds 
a space station that works, how can we 
take away the one aspect of the pro
gram which has made sure NASA 
meets these goals? I share the desire to 
cut costs, but we should not cut cor
ners. 

I urge a "no" vote on the rule. 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge the membership 

of this body to vote for this rule. I 
know how important this measure is to 
my district, but I say this not on a self
ish basis but because I think it is right 
to do so. Second, I have great respect 
for the chairman of the committee and 
the ranking member, and I know they 
would not bring anything to the floor 
unless it is a good measure. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge sup
port of the rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, we face 
two very important questions on our 
upcoming votes here this afternoon. 
One is on the advanced solid rocket 
motor. The other is on the institu
tional integrity of what the House of 
Representatives wants and what they 
vote on. 

The first question on the advanced 
solid rocket motor: 

Here is a project, an individual 
project where I offered an amendment 
in committee, where we defeated 
ASRM. We killed it in committee be
cause it would not be completed until 
after its objective would be required, 
and it was going on 100 percent cost 
overrun. 
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This is not a project that is needed 

from a scientific perspective, nor can 
taxpayers afford it, because it is hugely 
overburdened with inefficiencies. 

The second question becomes one of 
institutional integrity. It has been 
mentioned that we voted 379 to 43 to 
kill this project. We should vote on a 
motion to recommit to send this back 
to conference and make sure that the 
conferees kill ASRAM once and for all. 

Now, on the institutional question, 
we make decisions on the House floor, 
and we take projects like ASRAM out, 
we cut Commerce, Justice, and State 
by $581 million, we send that over to 
the Senate, and it comes back fully re
stored and increased. We do the same 
thing with the Office of Science and 
Technology, and that comes back to 
our body. 

We must have the commitment on 
our side to not just vote against a 
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project but follow through on motions 
to recommit and final passage to make 
sure that these inefficient projects, 
these unscientific projects, do not stay 
in these legislative bodies. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, what ha,.ppens 
if this stays in? They have instructed 
us in the V A-HUD conference report 
that they funded ASRAM at $124 mil
lion. Now, if this passes, if we maintain 
ASRAM in here, an additional $300 or 
$400 million will come out of the exist
ing budget. So it is just like the space 
station's taking money away from this 
account; now ASRAM will be taking 
money away from this account. Money 
will be taken from very good, worth
while projects for a project that does 
not deserve to continue to be funded in 
this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col
leagues, from an individual project per
spective and from an institutional per
spective of our integrity, to kill this 
project once and for all. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentlewoman from New 
York for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on H.R. 2491, the VA
HUD-Independent Agencies appropria
tions bill. 

The conference report includes fund
ing for a number of agencies under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, in
cluding the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration [NASA], the Na
tional Science Foundation [NSF], the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
[EPA], and the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy [OSTP]. I would 
like to touch briefly on several matters 
in the report which deal with these 
agencies. 

First, with respect to the NSF, I wish 
to express my appreciation to Chair
man STOKES for ensuring that the con
ference report is free of directive lan
guage regarding that agency's role and 
mission. As the gentleman from Ohio is 
aware, the Senate report accompany
ing H.R. 2491 attempted to effect a fun
damental change in NSF's role, from 
support of basic research in science and 
engineering toward a strong focus on 
short-term, applied research. Both the 
scientific community and a number of 
Members of Congress, including myself, 
raised strong objections to the Senate 
report language, which seemed to be 
based on a faulty interpretation of the 
findings of several recent blue-ribbon 
panels and which was clearly inconsist
ent with the statutory authority for 
NSF's activities, specified by the NSF 
Act of 1950. 

While the Senate report did raise sev
eral valid points concerning the chang
ing role of science and technology in 
society, it did so in a venue-

unamendable report language-which 
clearly excluded the input of nearly all 
of the 535 Members of Congress. If Con
gress is to debate and amend the basic 
function of an agency as important as 
the NSF, it must do so through the reg
ular order of hearings, markups, and 
floor consideration of the Organic Act. 
In fact, the Science Committee is en
gaged in that very process. Today our 
Science Subcommittee is marking up a 
reauthorization for the agency which 
deals with many of the questions raised 
by the Senate report. I applaud the ef
forts of Mr. STOKES in ensuring that 
the Senate language was not carried 
over into the conference report, there
by protecting regular order in this 
matter. I can assure him and his Sen
ate counterparts that our committee 
will do all that it can to raise these 
matters through the appropriate proce
dures. 

Also regarding NSF, I am pleased 
that the conference report provides for 
a significant increase for the NSF's 
academic research facilities moderniza
tion program. This competitive, merit
based program was established by the 
NSF Authorization Act of 1988. Its goal 
is to address the serious deterioration 
in academic research facilities, which 
threatens to impair the ability of uni
versities to perform leading edge re
search in some fields of science and en
gineering. Although the NSF facilities 
program has been authorized at $250 
million per year for the past 2 years, 
the appropriations level has never be
fore exceeded $40 million. 

The appropriation of $100 million pro
vided by the conference report is an 
important step in expanding the pro
gram so that it is more in proportion 
to the scale of the problem. If other 
agencies begin to develop similar 
merit-based programs along with the 
NSF, we should see a serious diminu
tion in the pressures which have led in 
recent years to the explosion of pork
barrel projects for universities, many 
of whom have no other outlet available 
for their legitimate needs. I congratu
late Chairman STOKES and his fellow 
conferees for recognizing the impor
tance of making this investment in the 
Nation's academic research infrastruc
ture. 

With respect to NASA, I would like 
to commend the gentleman and the 
subcommittee on the overall treatment 
of the space program in this conference 
report. Although I firmly believe that 
the Nation would be better served by a 
greater commitment to civilian re
search in general, and to the space pro
gram in particular, I recognize the con
straints under which this bill was de
veloped. I do have some concerns about 
the process by which the space station 
will be reviewed early next year, but I 
will raise these concerns separately 
through a colloquy with the chairman. 

Finally, I do want to point out that 
this bill represents a radical departure 

from a disturbing pattern that I have 
been concerned about over the past 
several years. That is, there is a dras
tic reduction in this bill in the number 
of earmarks and unauthorized projects. 
I want to encourage my colleagues to 
continue to resist this temptation as 
we face increasingly stringent budgets 
in the future. 

In recent years, this conference re
port has become increasingly popular 
for academic pork. In the fiscal year 
1992 appropriation there were 67 ear
marks for $15l million. In the fiscal 
year 1993 appropriation there were 60 
earmarks for more than $176 million. 

According to my initial review of 
this bill, we find a handful of ear
marks-perhaps four, perhaps fewer
worth less than $10 million. We will 
continue to work with the agencies 
under our committee's jurisdiction to 
ensure that this remains the case. 

I want to laud the conferees involved 
in bringing this report back to the 
House, but particularly the wise and 
very able chairman of our V A-HUD 
panel, for their willingness to refrain 
from earmarking. Mr. STOKES' leader
ship on this issue, and the cooperation 
he has built with his counterpart in the 
other body, are to be commended. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield my 
remaining time to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. STOKES]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MINGE). The gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] has 12 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. STOKES] is recognized for up 
to the maxim urn time remaining. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentlewoman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this time just to try to clarify a couple 
of points with respect to the ASRAM. 

Several Members who have spoken 
this morning appear to be confused 
about ASRAM and about the action 
taken by our subcommittee in the con
ference. We have heard some figures 
thrown around here, also, that are not 
accurate. 

First, let me say that we have not 
continued ASRAM. I want to repeat 
that. We have not by our action contin
ued ASRAM, and I want to make it 
clear that with the amount of money 
that we have in this appropriation bill, 
which is $124.9 million in the space 
flight account and $32.5 million in the 
construction and facilities account, 
ASRAM will be terminated. The only 
way that ASRAM will be built or will 
go forward is if NASA believes it is ab
solutely essential to have the addi
tional 12,000 pounds of shuttle lift capa
bility in order to get to the Russian 
orbit of 51.6 degrees. This has been oc
casioned by the new agreement made 
by our administration with the Rus
sians since the bill left the House, and 
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we had to try to take that into consid
eration when we were meeting in the 
conference. 

But it is just that simple. Otherwise 
ASRAM is dead. So I want to make 
sure that all Members here today un
derstand that to vote for any motion to 
defeat the rule or any motion to re
commit this bill to conference could 
upset the very delicate compromise we 
have come to on the space station pro
gram, on the housing programs, on our 
environmental programs, and on the 
veterans' programs. 

Last, Mr. Speaker, I want to make 
this very clear because one point that 
I think is being missed is the fact that 
the $124.9 million that we have in the 
space flight account for ASRAM is not 
sufficient even for termination. NASA 
has estimated the termination cost to 
be higher than that number, and they 
would probably have to come back to 
us in any case with a reprogramming 
to add money to ASRAM in order to 
terminate the program. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, will my chairman yield to me? 

Mr. STOKES. I am delighted to yield 
to the distinguished minority member 
of the subcommittee. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak
er, I appreciate my colleague's yield
ing, and on this point I think my chair
man knows that I went to the Rules 
Committee with some reservations 
about not having a totally open rule. 
But on this point the chairman is mak
ing, it is very significant for the Mem
bers to know that the conference is 
concerned about ASRAM, they were 
concerned about the vote here on the 
floor, and they reflected that in their 
dialogue, and that is that this program 
is being terminated by our conference 
effort. As we have gone about that, the 
only reason we have left a crack open 
is because of the reality that we are in 
negotiations and discussions with the 
Russians regarding what attitude we 
may be flying the space station, and in
deed if we do need a heavy booster, 
there are a number of ways of solving 
that problem potentially. 
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But this is one that is very signifi

cantly down the technology line. So I 
just rise to express my appreciation for 
my colleague 's explanation, and sup
port his position. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STOKES. I am pleased to yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to merely confirm what 
the distinguished chairman and rank
ing member have said. We are at the 
present time at a stage where we do 
not know what the future of the space 

program is going to be and the space 
station as it involves our cooperation 
with the Russians, which is where the 
key rub is right at this time. If we 
should decide to move into a 58 or 61 
degree orbit, instead of the orbit we 
have been flying, we lose the capability 
to orbit payload into orbit, and we will 
need the extra boost capability re
flected by either the advanced solid 
rocket motor or an enhanced and light
er weight tank. Both of these options 
are in discussion at the present time. 
But we will not know for 2 or 3 months 
what the arrangements are with the 
Russians. The gentleman knows in the 
bill he has fenced off $1 billion, which 
is aimed at being withheld until we 
know where we are going. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to agree with 
the gentleman on the basic problem of 
where we ought to be going, and I look 
forward to his continued cooperation 
on that matter. I compliment the gen
tleman for the way he has handled the 
ASRM situation here. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the distinguished 
chairman. I would just say further, be
fore closing, that it is our intention to 
continue working closely with the 
chairman of the Committee on Space, 
Science, and Technology, and the 
members of his committee, as we try to 
cooperate with the administration in 
terms of the recent developments as 
they relate to the American-Russian 
component that is now taking place 
with reference to the space station. 
These are circumstances which have 
come up since the bill left the House, 
and we try to take into consideration 
what the House would want to do in 
light of this new and unusual cir
cumstance. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we pass the 
rule. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the rule on the conference report as 
well as our NASA program at Yellow Creek, 
MS. 

I once again point out that NASA sought a 
government-owned, contractor-operated facility 
for the production of the solid rocket motors 
after the Challenger accident in order to im
prove management ability as well as to in
crease state-of-the-art facility. 

This agreement provides for the construc
tion of portions of the existing solid rocket 
motor at this new facility. In addition, the con
ference report allows NASA to make the de
termination as to whether these needs are still 
necessary for the future of our manned space 
program in order to meet any international 
commitments we may enter into. 

Again, I point out the ASRM was initiated on 
a recommendation of the Presidential Com
mission and NASA to provide our space pro
gram with a ·motor that will: 

First, improve shuttle safety; 
Second, improve shuttle reliability; 
Third, increase shuttle payload by 30 per

cent; and 
Fourth, give NASA more control of the pro

gram by providing a government-owned, con
tractor-operated facility. 

I strongly urge approval of the rule and the 
conference report. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 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. 

MINGE). The question is on the resolu
tion. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject 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 123, nays 
305, not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 482] 
YEAS-123 

Ackerman Green Parker 
Applegate Hall(OH) Pastor 
Bacchus (FL) Hall(TX) Peterson (FL) 
Beilenson Hayes Pickett 
Berman Hefner Pickle 
Bevill H1lliard Price (NC) 
Bishop Hochbrueckner Qu1llen 
Bonior Hoke Rahal! 
Boucher Houghton Rangel 
Brooks Hoyer Richardson 
Browder Johnson, E. B. Rogers 
Brown (CA) Johnston Rose 
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Rostenkowski 
Callahan Kaptur Rowland 
Carr Kennelly Sabo 
Clay Kopetski Sarpalius 
Clyburn Laughlin Sawyer 

. Coleman Leach Schumer 
Condit Lewis (GA) Scott 
Coyne Lightfoot Serrano 
Cramer Lloyd Skaggs 
Darden Lowey Slaughter 
de la Garza Martinez Smith (IA) 
DeLauro Matsui Stokes 
Derrick Mazzoli Sundquist 
Ding ell McCloskey Tanner 
Dixon McNulty Taylor (MS) 
Durbin Meek Tejeda 
Edwards (CA) Menendez Thompson 
Farr Min eta Thornton 
Fazio Moakley Torres 
Filner Mollohan Torricell1 
Flake Montgomery Traficant 
Foglietta Moran Unsoeld 
Frank (MA) Murtha Valentine 
Gejdenson Myers Visclosky 
Gephardt Nate her Waxman 
Geren Obey Wheat 
Gibbons Ortiz Whitten 
Gonzalez Owens Wilson 
Gordon Pallone Yates 

NAYS-305 
Abercrombie Barela Bllley 
Allard Barlow Blute 
Andrews (ME) Barrett (NE) Boehlert 
Andrews (NJ) Barrett (WI) Boehner 
Andrews (TX) Bartlett Bonllla 
Archer Barton Borski 
Armey Bateman Brewster 
Bachus (AL) Becerra Brown (FL) 
Baesler Bentley Bryant 
Baker (CAl Bereuter Bunning 
Baker (LA) Bilbray Burton 
Ballenger Blllrakis Buyer 
Barca Blackwell Byrne 
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Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Coll!ns (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Glllmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hufflngton 

Engel 
Hastings 

Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kastch 
Kennedy 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lazlo 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvlnsky 
Markey 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meehan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 

NOT VOTING-5 
Mfume 
Pomeroy 

Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sangmelster 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (Mil 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smlth(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torklldsen 
Towns 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
W1lllams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zellff 
Zimmer 

Portman 
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Messrs. KASICH, YOUNG of Alaska, 
BAESLER, LEWIS of California, 
STARK, BEREUTER, and VOLKMER, 
Ms. WATERS, Messrs. LANCASTER, 
HUTTO, and SISISKY, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. WYNN, and Mr. WISE changed 
their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. SARPALIUS, Ms. UNSOELD, Mr. 
WILSON, and Mr. F ARR of California 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the resolution was not agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, 

today, during consideration of the rule waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
accompanying the VA, HUD, and independent 
agencies appropriations bill, I was unavoidably 
detained at a meeting at the White House. 
Consequently, I missed rollcall vote No. 482. 
Had I been here, I would have voted "no" on 
the rule. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
inquire of the Chair, on behalf of the 
Members who are a little confused 
right now about what the schedule is 
immediately following this, and what 
it might be for the remainder of the 
day. 

Mr. Speaker, I would propound that 
question to the Democratic leadership, 
if they could just tell us what now is 
going to take place. 

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
my very good friend, the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that in light of recent events, we now 
will go to the national biological sur
vey bill as soon as we get ready to do 
that. I believe that will be the rule on 
that piece of legislation. The gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] is ready 
to proceed on that. 

Then there may well be, subsequent 
to that, motions to go to conference on 
appropriation bills. 

Mr. SOLOMON. On appropriation 
bills? 

Mr. HOYER. Appropriation bills, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I cer
tainly thank the gentleman for en
lightening the Members. 

ADVISING A RETURN TO CON
FERENCE ON CONFERENCE RE
PORT ON VA-HUD-EDUCATION 
AND RELATED AGENCIES 
(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, in light 
of that vote on the V A-HUD bill on the 
legislation and the overwhelming sup
port of this body to speak against the 
advanced solid rocket motor, I under
stand there are a few options for the 
committee to pursue. One would be to 
go to the Committee on Rules and pur
sue a new rule to address the advanced 
solid rocket motor issue. The other 
might be to go back to conference. 

I would hope that we would go back 
to conference and expeditiously deal 
with that, so we can get the bill before 
this committee. 

PERMISSION TO INCLUDE 
1-MINUTE SPEECH 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
during the 1-minutes, I was unable to 
attend to participate in the 1-minutes 
paying tribute to an employee who is 
retiring. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to insert a statement at that 
point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 
ACT OF 1993 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 262 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 262 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1845) to estab
lish the Biological Survey in the Department 
of the Interior. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. Points of order 
against consideration of the bill for failure 
to comply with section 302(f), 308(a), or 40l(b) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour, with 
thirty minutes equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, thirty minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Natural Resources, and fifteen minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five
minute rule. In lieu of the committee 
amendments now printed in the bill, it shall 
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be in order to consider as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment under the five
minute rule the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute printed in the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res
olution. Each section of the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be considered 
as read. Points of order against the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute for failure 
to comply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the Ho-use on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
ma.de in order as original text. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

0 1220 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MINGE). The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HALL] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes, for 
purposes of debate only, to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER], 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider
ation of this resolution, all time that is 
yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 262 is 
an open rule providing for the consider
ation of H.R. 1845, the National Bio
logical Survey Act of 1993. The rule 
provides for 1 hour of general debate. It 
was the committee's intention to allo
cate 1 hour and 15 minutes of general 
debate time with 30 minutes to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries, 30 minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Natural Resources, and 
15 minutes to be equally divided and 
controlled by the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. How
ever, due to a drafting error, an addi
tional 15 minutes was inadvertently 
omitted in the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to extend the debate time on this 
bill by 15 minutes. This is necessary to 
correct a drafting error made in the 
rule we are considering. 

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask the gen
tleman to explain precisely what this 
does do, what his request accomplishes. 
It is not my intention, Mr. Speaker, to 
object. I will probably withdraw my 
reservation. I just believe that the 
body needs to hear a further expla
nation, because I am not sure we have 
the full attention of the body. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield, what we did 

in the Rules Committee is we allocated 
1 hour and 15 minutes, 1 hour and 15 
minutes of general debate which would 
be 30 minutes to be equally divided and 
controlled by the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries between 
the chairman and the ranking minority 
member, 30 minutes to be equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Natural Resources, and 
15 minutes to be equally divided and 
controlled by the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. Ap
parently, what happened in the draft
ing of the rule is it only specified 1 
hour. So what I am asking for is unani
mous consent to allow 1 hour and 15 
minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his very clear and lucid 
explanation. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 

rule makes in order the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute printed in 
the report to accompany the rule as an 
original bill for the purpose of amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. Each 
section of the substitute shall be con
sidered as read. 

Under the rule, points of order 
against the substitute for failure to 
comply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI 
prohibiting appropriations in a legisla
tive bill are waived. This is a fairly 
technical waiver, Mr. Speaker, which is 
necessary because of provisions allow
ing the Department of the Interior to 
accept certain contributions, including 
cash or in-kind donations. Points of 
order against consideration of the bill 
for failure to comply with sections 

· 401(b), 302(f), and 308(a) of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 are also 
waived. These too are technical waiv
ers, having to do with the consider
ation of the bill because of a provision 
designating the office of the Director 
as an executive level 5 position. Com
promise language on this provision has 
been reached by all concerned parties 
from the Committees on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries, Natural Resources, 
and Science, Space, and Technology, 
and is included in the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. Finally, the 
rule provides one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill addresses an 
important void in our current system
the availability of the best and most 
objective scientific information in one 
central location. This bill establishes a 
National Biological Survey [NBS] 
within the Department of the Interior. 
Currently, biological research, infor
mation, and analysis are dispersed and 
fragmented among eight different Bu
reaus in the Department. This bill con-

solidates them by transferring existing 
programs and staff from agencies in
cluding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the National Park Service, 
and the Bureau of Land Management. 
The resulting NBS will gather and ana
lyze the most objective biological in
formation necessary to manage our Na
tion's natural resources. 

This open rule was passed out of the 
Rules Committee in a voice vote and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
my dear friend, the gentleman from 
Sanibei, FL, for more than adequately 
filling in for the void that my absence 
provided here. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule will go down 
in the record as an open rule, but it is 
not a fair rule. I have in my hand the 
rule that was handed out in the Rules 
Committee Tuesday of last week. In 
the summary section, a fair open rule 
would consist of just one line, and it 
would read "open rule." This rule sum
mary has eight paragraphs, four of 
which waive points of order against 
Budget Act violations and the prohibi
tion against appropriating in a legisla
tive bill. 

This rule is especially unfair because 
it does not make in order two amend
ments by a Member of the majority, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. The amendments would pro
vide protection to private property 
owners whose land values would de
cline as a result of a biological survey. 

When the ranking member of the 
Rules Committee [Mr. SOLOMON] of
fered a motion to make these amend
ments in order because they need a ger
maneness waiver, he was criticized for 
wanting to give the Tauzin amend
ments the same treatment afforded to 
the bill. 

It is the Democrats on the Rules 
Committee that want to have it both 
ways, Mr. Speaker. If we are going to 
waive points of order against the bill, 
it is only fair that we grant waivers to 
the amendments. In fact, the Rules 
Committee on Tuesday of last week re
ported out six rules and every one of 
them waived points of order. 

We were also told that the author
izers have some sympathy for private 
property owners, and this problem 
would be addressed in legislation to re
authorize the Endangered Species Act 
or the Clean Water Act. 

That was the exact same excuse we 
were given on the issue of lender envi
ronmental liability. Last year, my 
lender liability amendment to the 
housing bill was not made in order be
cause, I was told, it would be addressed 
as part of RCRA reform. Mr. Speaker, 
we are still waiting for the RCRA legis
lation, and nobody seriously believes 
that endangered species or clean water 
legislation will make it though Con
gress this year. 



23698 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 6, 1993 
What this rule proves is that the pr o

cedural gimmicks used by the Rules 
Committee to undermine deliberation 
and accountability are not aimed sole
ly at the minority. They are aimed at 
anyone who has a difference of opinion 
with the Democrat leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, in theory, a national bi
ological survey makes sense. In prac
tice, the legislation made in order by 
this rule creates another regulatory 
agency that will pursue rigid environ
mental concerns at the expense of eco
nomics and property rights . 

The Tauzin amendments, as well as 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], which is 
made in order by this rule , will provide 
balance to the survey mission. 

At a minimum, we should allow the 
House to work its will on the property 

Rule number date reported Rule type 

rights issue. For this reason, Mr. 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD statistical information on open 
versus restrictive rules coming out of 
our Rules Committee, as follows: 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-1030 GONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted I Num- Per- Num- Per-ber cent 1 

ber cent 3 

95th (1977- 78) 211 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979-80) 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981- 82) 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983-84) !55 105 68 50 32 
99th (198~6) 115 65 57 50 43 
!DOth (1987- 88) . 123 66 54 57 46 
101 st ( 1989- 90) .... 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991- 92) ........ .. .. . 109 37 34 72 66 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 103d Gong. 

Bill number and subject Amendments submit
ted 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH- 103D CONG.
Continued 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total ru les rules 
Congress (years) 

granted 1 Num- Per- Num- Per-ber cent 2 
ber centl 

103d (1993- 94) ... 35 10 29 25 71 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the in itial consideration of legisla
tion , except rules on appropriations bills which only wa ive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those wh ich permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those wh ich limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered , and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed. 

Sources "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th- 102d 
Cong.; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules , 103d Cong., th rough 
Sept. 29, 1993. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2. 1993 MC H.R. 1: Family and medical leave ......... 30 (0- 5; R- 25) ......... . 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 .. ... .. .... .. .. .. .... .. .. MC H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ...... ......... . .. ............. 19 (0- 1: R- 18) ...... . 
H. Res. 103, Feb. 23 , 1993 ....... .. C H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation . . 7 (0- 2; R- 5) .... .. 

3 (D-{) ; R- 3) .. 
1 (0-{): R-1) .. 
0 (0-{); R-{)) 

PO: 246- 176. A: 259-164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
PO: 248- 171. A: 249-170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
PO: 243- 172. A: 237- 178. (feb. 24 , 1993). 
PO: 248- 166. A: 249-163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PO: 247- 170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10. 1993). 
A: 240- 185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 

H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 .. .. .. MC 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 ...... MC 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 .... ................ MC 
H. Res. !33, Mar. 17, 1993 .. MC 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23. 1993 .............. MC 
H. Res . 147, Mar. 31 , 1993 . C 
H. Res. 149 Apr. 1, 1993 .. MC 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 ... .. .. ................. 0 
H. Res. 171, May 18, 1993 ..................... . 0 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 ............. .. .... .. . 0 
H. Res. 173 May 18, 1993 .. .. .. ....... .... ...... MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 ... .... ..... .. ........ 0 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 ............. .. .... .. . MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 .. .. .. .... ...... .... .. . MC 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 .. .. ...... .... ....... 0 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 ... ..... .. MC 
H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 ... ...... MO 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 ...... C 
H. Res. 200, June 16, 1993 ..... MC 
H. Res. 201, June 17, 1993 ........ 0 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 0 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 218, July 20, 1993 0 
H. Res. 220, Ju ly 21. 1993 MC 
H. Res. 226, July 23, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 246, Aug. 6, 1993 . MO 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 ..... . MC 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 ... 0 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28, 1993 .... MC 

H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments .. ...... ....... . . ... .... .... ... 9 (0- 1: R--1!) .. .. 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 .................................... 13 (d- 4: R-9) .. . 
H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental Appropriations ......................... 37 (0--1!: R- 29) 
H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution ... ...... .. .................... 14 (0-2: R- 12) 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments 20 (0- 8: R- 12) ... . 
H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ............... 6 (0- 1: R- 5) .......... .. 
H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 8 (0-1 : R- 7) ......... .. 
H.R. 820: Nate Competitiveness Act ................ NA ............................ .. 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 NA ................... . 
H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act .. ..... .. NA .............................. . 
S.J. Res. 45: United States forces in Somalia ... .. ...... .. ........ .. ............ 6 (0-1: R- 5) .. .... .. .... .. 
H.R. 22 44: 2d su pplementa I appropriations ..................... ........ .. ....... NA ........ .. .... .. .. .. 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation .. .. .......... .. ... .. .. ....... 51 (0- 19: R- 32) 
H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations ........ .... .. .......... 50 (D-6; R-44) . 
H.R. 2200: NASA authorization .. .. ...... .. ...... .. .. .... NA .......... .. 
H.R. 5: Striker replacement ... .. ...... ...... .... .... .............. .. ... 7 (0- 4; R- 3) ........... .. 
H.R. 2333 : State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid ..... 53 (0- 20; R- 33) .. . 
H.R. 1876: Ext. of "Fast Track" ........ .. ............ NA ... .. ............... .. .. .. 
H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations . 33 (O- Il ; R- 22) . 
H.R. 2403: Treasury-postal appropriations ... NA ... 
H.R. 2445: Energy and Water appropriations . NA . 

3 (0-{) ; R-3) .. 
8 (D- 3: R-5) ................................ . 
!(not submitted) (0-1 : R-{)) ......... .. 
4 (1 -0 not submitted) (0- 2: R- 2) . 
9 (0- 4; R- 5) 
0 (0-{); R-{)) 
3 (0- 1: R-2) . 
NA .......... .. .............. .. 
NA ..... .. .... .. .. .... .... .. .. 
NA ....................... ........ .... ...... . 
6 (D- 1: R- 5) .. 
NA ................ . 
8 (0- 7; R- 1) .. 
6 (D- 3; R- 3) 
NA 
2 (0- 1; R- 1) 
27 (0- 12: R- 15) 
NA ...... 
5 (0- 1: R- 4) 
NA 
NA .............................. .. 

H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization ..... NA .................. .. .... .. NA .. . 
H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act ............ NA ... .. ...... . 
H.R. 2530: BLM authorization, fiscal year 1994-95 NA . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental 14 (0-8: R-6) ... .. . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental ........ 15 (0-8: R-7) . 
H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authority Act, fiscal year 1994 NA . 
H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration authority NA .............................. . 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authority 149 (0- 109: R- 40) . 
H.R. 2401 : National defense authorization . 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authorization .... .. 
H.R. 1340: RTC Completion Act ... .. ... .. .. .... ........ .. .................... ........ . 12 (0- 3: R- 9) . 
H.R. 1845: National Biological Survey Act .......... . NA .................... .. 
H.R. 2351 : Arts, humanities, museums 7 (D-{); R- 7) . 

NA . 
NA ... ... 
2 (D- 2: R- 0) 
2 (D- 2: R-{)) ... .. ........ .. ........ . 
NA 
NA ... 

91 (D- 67: R-24) 
I (D- 1: R-{)) . 
NA ... 
3 (0- 0; R- 3) . 

PO: 250-172. A: 251-172. (Mar. 18. 1993). 
PO: 252- 164. A: 247-169. (Mar. 24, 1993). 
PO: 244- 168. A: 242-170. (Apr. 1, 1993). 
A: 212- 208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 5, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (May 20, 1993). 
A: 308- 0 (May 24, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote (May 20, 1993) 
A: 251- 174. (May 26, 1993). 
PO: 252- 178. A: 236-194 (May 27, 1993). 
PO: 240- 177. A: 226-185. (June 10, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 14, 1993). 
A: 244- 176 .. (June 15, 1993). 
A: 294- 129. (June 16, 1993). 
A: Vo ice Vote. (June 22, 1993). 
A: 263- 160. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 17, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (June 23, 1993). 
A: 401-{). (July 30, 1993). 
A: 261- 164. (July 21. 1993). 

PO: 245- 178. F: 205--216. (July 22, 1993). 
A: 224- 205. (July 27, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (Aug. 3, 1993). 
A: Voice Vote. (July 29, 1993). 
A: 246- 172. (Sept. 8, 1993). 
PO: 237- 169. A: 234-169. (Sept. 13, 1993). 
A: 241- 182. (Sept. 28, 1993). 
A: 213- 191-1. (Sept. 14, 1993). 

Note.-Code: C-Ciosed; MC-Modified closed; MO-Modified open; 0-0pen; 0-Democrat: R-Republican: PO: Previous question: A-Adopted: F-Failed . 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HAMBURG]. 

Mr. HAMBURG. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the rule on H.R. 1845, the National 
Biological Survey, a rule which quite 
appropriately, does not waive points of 
order. It is essential to allow points of 
order to be raised on issues such as ger
maneness, particularly since I under
stand certain non germane amend
ments pertaining to takings of private 
property will be offered today. 

I would like nevertheless to take this 
opportunity to speak briefly to my col
leagues, particularly my freshman col-

leagues, about the dangers of 
" takings" legislation. 

" Takings" legislation poses a threat 
to many private property owners and 
ordinary citizens. Government could 
become so overburdened that it would 
be unable to act; unable to protect the 
ordinary citizen's public interest in 
wildlife and health and safety regula
tions; unable to protect individual 
property owner who could be harmed 
by the actions others. 

" Takings" legislation requires the 
establishment of huge, costly govern
mental regimes to oversee enforce
ment. Fiscal implications are stagger
ing. I would like to submit for the 
RECORD a statement by Republican 
State Representative Tony Grampsas, 
a fiscal conservative who helped lead 
the fight against " takings" legislation 
in Colorado. He argued that: 

The idea that landowners can demand gov
ernment compensation for their losses be
cause of perceived limitations imposes by en
forcement of reasonable regulations-and 
that this constitutes a " taking"-is not only 
constitutionally illogical but potentially of 
greater cost to the public good in terms of 
negative fiscal impact. 

Finally, " takings" legislation is un
workable. Whether a " taking" has oc
curred cannot be determined by gen
eral legislation or evaluated in the ab
stract. The U.S. Supreme Court has 
used common sense when it has held 
that " takings" cases must be decided 
on factors particular to each si tua
tion-such as the regulation 's eco
nomic effect on the individual property 
owner, the owner's particular expecta
tions, and the intrusiveness of the spe
cific regulation. 

I ask that my colleagues take these 
points into consideration in the event 
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that any future takings legislation 
reaches the House floor. 

COLORADO REPUBLICAN'S FISCAL OBJECTIONS 
TO "TAKINGS" BILLS 

(State Representative Tony · Grampsas, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, Col
orado House of Representatives) 
State Rep. Tony Grampsas, a native of Ev

ergreen, Colorado, was first elected to the 
Colorado House of Representatives in 1984. 
Rep. Grampsas currently serves as chairman 
of the House Appropriations Committee. He 
has served as chairman and vice-chairman of 
the Colorado J.oint Budget Committee and as 
co-chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Environment. He will serve again as chair
man of the Joint Budget Committee begin
ning in January 1994. 

Rep. Grampsas also acts as Director of Na
tional Affairs at Coors Brewery. 

Rep. Grampsas is a member of the Repub
lican Party. His views on fiscal issues are 
conservative. This year, he voted to kill a 
" takings" bill in his Appropriations Com
mittee because of its negative fiscal aspects. 

Attached is a statement by Rep. Grampsas 
discussing his opposition to " takings" legis
lation. 

STATEMENT BY STATE REPRESENTATIVE TONY 
GRAMPSAS 

As has been mentioned earlier this year in 
National Wildlife Federation publications, 
there are powerful special interests, under 
guise of protecting private property rights, 
that support bills which gut health, safety, 
pollution control and other necessary regula
tion. 

I was a co-founder of the Colorado General 
Assembly's Ad Hoc Committee on the Envi
ronment in 1991, so I understand all these 
implications and how serious they can be if 
allowed to happen unchecked and without . 
the necessary balance. 

But there is another, very important fac
tor surrounding the entire issue of the so
called "takings" legislation-the fiscal as
pect. My understanding in this regard also is 
keen because I have served as chairman and 
vice chairman of the Colorado Joint Budget 
Committee and I am chairman of the legisla
ture's House Appropriations Committee, 
which in this year's regular session killed 
the Colorado version of the takings bill. 

Basically, the bill we considered-and 
which I voted with the majority on the com
mittee to kill by a 7-3 margin-was too ex
treme; there were unfair provisions through
out, yet what really made the difference in 
my mind were the fiscal portions. 

The bill purported to provide criteria to 
which any Colorado state agency would have 
been required to adhere when implementing 
or enforcing actions that would have con
stitutional-taking implications of private 
property. The other, more-emotional issues 
aside, the costs involved simply did not jus
tify the measure advancing any further. 

By creating the Colorado Private Property 
Protection Act, in addition to doing just ex
actly the opposite (not protecting private 
property rights), the bill would have created 
a new, unneeded bureaucracy. The attorney 
general would have had to either designate 
an assistant attorney general or (worse, from 
a budgetary standpoint) hire a new one spe
cifit.:ally to oversee enforcement aspects of 
the act. 

Further compounding the situation after 
the original bill was introduced, the first 
committee which heard the legislation, 
House State Affairs, referred it out to our 
Appropriations Committee after amending 

the bill. One of the amendments would have 
added an appropriation, effective July 1, 1993, 
out of the Highway Users' Trust Fund for 
$354,273 and an added bureaucracy of 10 full
time employees. Yet another amendment 
would have added two full-time equivalents 
at a cost of $106,229, for a total of 12 new bu
reaucrats at a cost to Colorado's taxpayers 
approaching half a million dollars-for some
thing that was completely unjustified. 

Along with all this would have been costs 
for personal services estimated at $101,229 
and operating costs of $5,000. Anyone famil
iar with government bureaucracies, however, 
knows that these figures merely represent 
initial surface estimates and don't consider 
the "bloat" factor that accompanies such ad
ditional financial burdens on taxpayers. No 
doubt that a considerable amount of addi
tional research, analysis and added legal pro
ceedings would have resulted. 

This was deemed unacceptable-by me and 
by my six colleagues on the Appropriations 
Committee who joined with me in rejecting 
the bill-at a time when Colorado, like most 
other states, is facing tough budget deci
sions. Unlike some other states, though, we 
have a constitutional requirement for a bal
anced budget, to which we have managed to 
adhere. 

I am merely addressing the fiscal issue of 
takings legislation that seems to be running 
rampant in legislatures all over America. 
That alone is enough evidence for me to re
ject such bills. 

But of the dozen or so other states that 
joined Colorado this year in rejecting 
takings bills, each had varied reasons for 
killing those bills 

As detailed clearly by the NWF in the re
cent past, these include: 

Preventing corporate interests from injur
ing property rights of ordinary citizens. 

Keeping some industries that are irrespon
sible about pollution and clean-up from put
ting neighboring private owners; property 
values at risk. . 

Stopping the unnecessary addition of con
stitutional language to state and federal 
constitutions that already protect private 
property rights. 

Stemming the tide of unnecessary diver
sion of scarce resources. 

Putting a halt to intimidation by agencies, 
from whose funds court takings judgments 
would have to be paid. 

Finally, there is the two-pronged issue of 
what .exactly constitutes " just compensa
tion" and whether a " taking" has occurred. 
In the Colorado takings bill that we killed, · 
too much was left to the imagination, as we 
envisioned lawyers and accountants finding 
a new way to make money at the public's ex
pense. 

State legislatures like Colorado's are not 
alone in opposing the takings movement and 
all its hidden implications. It is well docu
mented that the National Governors' Asso
ciation opposes such legislation, having ap
proved a resolution last year that took a 
stance against takings bills, recognizing that 
courts are the appropriate venue to decide 
proper outcomes. 

The idea that landowners can demand gov
ernment compensation for their losses be
cause of perceived limitations imposed by 
enforcement of reasonable regulations- and 
that this constitutes a ''taking"-is not only 
constitutionally illogical but potentially of 
greater cost to the public good in terms of 
negative fiscal impact. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I have been a member of 
the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries since I arrived in Con
gress and have supported many bills to 
improve the management and protec
tion of our biological resources. I sup
port efforts to properly manage and 
protect wetlands, endangered and 
threatened species, forest, fisheries, 
grass lands, prairies, and other types of 
natural habitats. However, in recent 
years I have witnessed, as a member of 
the Merchant Marine Committee, a 
trend of increasing Federal Govern
ment control of private property and 
private resources in the name of envi
ronmental protection. Some of these 
measures go far beyond what is re
quired to accomplish the laudable goal 
of biological resource protection. As a 
result many property owners in our 
country now fear what may occur when 
our Federal Government begins count
ing and cataloging all the plant and 
animal species that exist on their prop
erty and how this information might 
be used. They are concerned that the 
information might be used to prevent 
landowners and resource owners from 
using their own property. 

I want to support a bill to create a 
national biological survey. However, if 
we do not include certain safeguards in 
the bill, there are many of our citizens 
who are going to be afraid to allow the 
survey on their property. My amend
ments will provide necessary safe
guards that will give those property 
owners assurance that the survey will 
conduct its business without violating 
the civil and constitutional rights of 
landowners. 

One argument that has been made 
against my amendments is that they 
do not belong in this bill, but should be 
addressed in the context of the endan
gered species debate. However, the 
data, information and research devel
oped by the survey will not be used just 
for the purposes of the Endangered 
Species Act. This data will be used for 
many of our natural resource manage
ment programs, including wetlands 
regulation-75 percent of which are pri
vately owned-forest management de
cisions-such as timber leasing-Bu
reau of Land Management decisions
which affects grazing and ranching
wildlife refuge management, leasing 
for oil and gas exploration and produc
tion, fisheries management, and other 
such resource management programs. 
This survey will find itself involved in 
providing research and data collection 
to support many types of management 
decisions and therefore it is important 
that the survey be given authority and 
directives broad enough that it can 
study means by which humans and 
other biological resources can coexist. 

When we originally adopted the En
dangered Species Act, we did not pro
vide for consideration of economic im
pacts in the decisions made under the 
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act. As a result , we have a law that 
does not contain the flexibility to pro
vide protections for species, while 
seeking to protect jobs and economic 
security as we have seen in the Pacific 
Northwest and many other areas of the 
country. 

One of my amendments would simply 
add language to the national biological 
survey bill that would require the sur
vey to include research that considers 
human impacts. Much of the work of 
the survey will be done in conjunction 
with a particular proposed or ongoing 
management action by the Govern
ment. As I said, this could be a wet
lands decision, a grazing decision, a 
fisheries protection decision, or many 
other types of decisions. Under my 
amendment when the survey conducts 
research to support these management 
decisions, they would also collect in
formation on how these management 
actions might impact human needs. 
They would also conduct research on 
alternative management actions that 
focus on reconciling conflicts and 
bringing together the goals of protect
ing species and habitat without these 
major economic dislocations brought 
on by unwillingness to look at human 
impacts. 

If this type of requirement is not in
cluded within the authorization of this 
Agency, they will conduct their re
search with blinders on, unable or un
willing to consider the human impacts 
of their recommendations and their 
conclusions because such research is 
beyond their authorized mission. 

Another amendment which I wish to 
offer would set up a new remedy to 
compensate landowners when the use 
of the research conducted by the sur
vey results in the substantial loss of 
value of their property. On two sepa
rate occasions, Secretary of the Inte
rior, Bruce Babbitt, has stated that the 
land and water conservation fund 
should be used to compensate land
owners who are deprived of their prop
erty due to overreaching Government 
action. I quote from Mr. Babbitt's tes
timony on April 1, 1993, before the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

And in those cases where the economic use 
of the property has been effectively taken, 
what we ought to do is use the land and 
water conservation fund to purchase the 
property. 

On July 15, Mr. Babbitt reiterated 
that position. 

I agree with Mr. Babbitt. For that 
reason I wish to offer this amendment. 
Let me make it clear that my amend
ment does not define or create a 
" takings" statute. The amendment 
does not define a takings and will not 
set a precedent or affect ongoing litiga
tion over the issue of what is a " tak
ing" under the fifth amendment. It 
simply sets up a procedure that author
izes the use of the land and water con
servation fund where there is a sub-

stantial reduction in a property's value 
caused by a decision based on NBS data 
made under the Endangered Species 
Act or section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, which regulates wetlands. My 
amendment would allow the Secretary 
some flexibility to offer payment of 
compensation either in cash or by way 
of a land exchange. 

Our Government needs to win back 
the trust of its people. Adoption of 
these amendments will help to bring 
back that trust. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield an 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] and ask 
the gentleman if he will yield to me. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply would like to 
congratulate my friend, the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] for his 
fine efforts in behalf of those who are 
concerned about property rights. I 
would also like to say that our concern 
with this rule is the fact that we pro
vide opportunities for nongermane 
items to proceed without waivers in 
the bill itself. 

I say that I believe it is not an even
handed treatment of my friend from 
Louisiana to prevent him from having 
the same rights that the bill has, and 
that is the reason that I am pleased, 
and I assume he is joining with us in 
opposition to the rule for that reason. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I certainly am. And I 
may have to vote against this bill if we 
do not get a chance to perfect it. The 
big concern I have is we are going to 
lose the faith of the American people in 
these environmental issues if we do not 
begin respecting individual property 
rights in the middle of it. 

The amendments we want to offer-! 
think- are going to be ruled non
germane. Now, imagine that, humans 
are going to be ruled nongermane in a 
biological survey; how ridiculous. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for his very helpful contribu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to our 
diligent member of the Committee on 
Rules who, as I said earlier, Mr. Speak
er, more than adequately filled in in 
the void that my absence provided, my 
friend, the gentleman from Sanibel, FL 
[Mr. Goss]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, all members of the 
Committee on Rules are diligent, but I 
appreciate the gentleman's kind re
marks. 

I want to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] and the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] . This is 
the essential debate that is going on in 
our environmental questions these 
years that we are trying to address. 
And that is the confrontation between 

private property rights and the appro
priate compensation thereto and the 
public benefit as expressed by the prop
er stewardship of the environment. We 
should be having that debate. There is 
no reason not to have the debate. The 
reason that this is only a 2-year exten
sion that really does not get us any
where or that this is not the time to 
debate, is not a good answer. It does 
not satisfy the people out there who 
are concerned. 
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By- not having- the ttebate , we are 
merely creating more suspicion that 
there is something afoot here. 

We all know that the credibility of 
this institution and the Government as 
a whole in terms of trust is down in the 
single digits at this point. The way to 
resolve some of that and get people 's 
confidence and credibility back is to 
have a good open debate. 

I do not know how it will come out, 
but we will profit by having a good de
bate. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] , the chairman 
of the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to commend the Rules 
Committee and ask my colleagues to 
support this rule. 

I think it is very clear that the de
bate is now being moved by those who 
apparently think an open rule is not 
enough, they want a rule that allows 
nongermane subjects to be discussed on 
the floor, which essentially puts your
self into the position of the Senate, 
where every vehicle becomes the means 
by which you can discuss any and every 
issue before American society. That is 
an interesting process, but that has led 
to paralysis in the Senate on almost all 
the legislation that they have consid
ered over the last 10 years. 

In fact , nobody wants to be held to 
the accountability of the Senate proc
ess. 

This rule , as allowed by the Rules 
Committee, provides for an open dis
cussion of all the subject matter before 
us within the purview of this legisla
tion. What it does not allow you to do 
is to raise subjects that are not ger
mane to this . 

There will be the debate that every
body is itching to have here on the im
pact of the Endangered Species Act and 
the impact of clean water and wetlands 
legislation. That is all on the agenda of 
this Congress. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to my 
friend and say that he is absolutely 
right. He is one of the strong pro
ponents of the open rule process, as I 
am. 

We are not asking that we go further 
than an open rule. What we are saying 
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is, treat the amendments that are 
being proposed by our friend, the gen
tleman from Louisiana, the same way 
the bill is being treated. It is unfair for 
us to see appropriating in a legislative 
bill. 

I think that my friend needs to rec
ognize that we are going beyond simply 
an open rule on this issue. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Martinez, CA. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I think again there is in fact 
a distinction that the Rules Committee 
must draw. You draw it all the time, 
and that is the question of legislation 
and amendments that are offered with
in the committee. The committee 
makes those determinations and the 
rights and prerogatives of the commit
tee are protected; but to be able to 
come out on the floor and not have the 
rule of germaneness prevail is simply 
to open this to discussion on each and 
every subject on each and every appro
priations bill. 

I mean, you could do this on the 
banking bill, the endangered species, or 
most anything else. 

Mr. DREIER. Appropriations in an 
authorizing bill is really not, I believe, 
the most responsible way to treat this. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Since we 
have started talking over one another, 
we will both retire at this time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU
ZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, the Rules 
Committee did waive the rules of this 
House for those of you who want to 
make appropriations in an authorizing 
bill. It waived it for some who want to 
make changes in this bill, but it will 
not waive it to some of us who want to 
see other legitimate issues debated and 
changes made in the bill. 

Mr. MILLER of California. They 
waived that after it was considered in 
the committee. 

Mr. TAUZIN. The point I am making 
and the point I believe the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER] was mak
ing is that the Rules Committee has 
not given us an evenhanded proposal 
here. While it is an open rule, it has 
waived the rules for some, some of you 
who want to make appropriations 
under this bill. It has not waived it for 
the rest of us who want to get a debate 
on whether humans deserve to be con
sidered in a biological survey, on 
whether or not the land and water con
servation fund ought to be used as a re
source base to compensate landowners 
affected by this survey. 

Mr. MILLER of California. It allows 
all that debate to take place. It just 
does not allow the legislation to be 
amended. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I believe, Mr. Speaker, 
that when the Rules Committee says to 

some that we are going to waive the 
rules for you and not waive it for oth
ers and insist on the rules of the House 
when our amendments are offered, I 
think it denies the House the open de
bate it ought to have. That is why I 
think the rule ought to go down. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
reclaim my time, my friend, the gen
tleman from Louisiana, is absolutely 
correct on this. 

I would like to point to the distin
guished committee chairman a couple 
of items that are here in the rule. 

First of all, as my friend knows, this 
waives the Budget Act. 

My friend, I know, is also aware ·that 
line 14 here on page 2 says: 

In lieu of the committee amendments now 
printed in the bill , it shall be in order to con
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. 

Basically, your committee has not 
even considered one of the items that 
is going to be made in order under this, 
so it seems to me that this is really not 
the best way to approach and treat one 
of the very hard-working members of 
the committee on this issue. 

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

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for further yielding to 
me. 

I would like to report to the House 
that a remarkable thing happened be
tween the time this bill left the Rules 
Committee and it got to the House. 
The Rules Committee changed the bill. 
It is not just the Biological Survey 
anymore. It is not just about plants 
and animals. They have now added 
ecosystems as one of the things they 
are going to survey. That means land 
and water on your property. 

Mr. DREIER. So Mr. Speaker, when 
my friend, the gentleman from Mar
tinez, CA, was talking about the com
mittee, he was talking about the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. TAUZIN. The Rules Committee 
has added language that was not con
sidered in the committee. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, 
John Wayne said not to use that term, 
friend, too loosely. 

However, Mr. Speaker, who has the 
time? I forget. I got confused here. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SWIFT). The gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] has the time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
going to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Martinez, CA, but I am 
happy to yield to my friend who is a 
hard-working member of the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Friends? 
This is not going to work anymore. 

Mr. DREIER. It is a tough choice 
that has to be made. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, it is a sub
stantive bill made in order by the 
Rules Committee. It changes the bill 
that was reported by the committees of 
this House, the authorizing commit
tees. It has now made ecosystems one 
of the things we are going to survey in 
this Biological Survey. Humans will 
not be considered, but ecosystems now 
will. 

It seems to me that the rules are 
being structured in a way that does not 
give us a real full debate of something 
extremely critical to every landowner 
in America. That is unfair. We ought to 
have a fairhanded treatment under the 
rules. We ought to defeat this rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SWIFT). The Chair will remind Members 
that under the rules of the House Mem
bers should not characterize the other 
body or its rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I urge a 
"no" vote on this rule. The fascinating 
exchange that took place between a 
couple of my friends here demonstrates 
that this House should not be treating 
Members differently than they are 
treating the committee itself. This 
waives the Budget Act, and I urge a 
"no" vote. 

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just say in de
fense of the Rules Committee, this is 
about as open a rule as you can have. 
In the Rules Committee, what we are 
talking about is amendments that we 
waived which are very, very technical 
amendments that had agreement on 
both sides in all the committees of ju
risdiction. This was a compromise that 
was worked out. 

What they are asking for in this open 
rule are two amendments that are very 
substantive, that are not germane to 
the bill. You cannot get any more open 
than this rule. I would urge a "yes" 
vote for the 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. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

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

Mr. TAUZIN. 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. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 238, nays 
188, not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Berman 
Bllbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bon lor 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Collins (Ml} 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
D1ngell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
F1l!ier 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Fogl1etta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus CAL) 
Baker (CA) 

[Roll No. 483) 

YEAS-238 

Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Ham!lton 
Harman 
Hefner 
Hlll1ard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
L1p1nsk1 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvtnsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
M1ller (CA) 
M1neta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Nate her 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 

NAYS--188 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE> 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowsk1 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangme1ster 
Sarpal1us 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torr1cell1 
Towns 
Traf1cant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
V1sclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wlll1ams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

, Yates 
Zimmer 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevm 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 
Blute 

Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon lila 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA> 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
D1az-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
G1lman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 

Ackerman 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings 

Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huff1ngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Ingl1s 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kas1ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Laughlin 
Laz1o 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McM1llan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M1ller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 

NOT VOTING-7 
Holden 
LaFalce 
Pomeroy 
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Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu1llen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sen sen brenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
S1s1sky 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Tork1ldsen 
Upton 
Vucanov1ch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Rahall 

Mrs. LLOYD changed her vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey changed 
his vote from "nay" to "yea." 

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. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SWIFT). Pursuant to House Resolution 
262 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1845. 
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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 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1845) to 
establish the Biological Survey in the 

Department of the Interior, with Mrs. 
MINK in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes, the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] 
will be recognized for 15 minutes, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN] 
will be recognized for 71/2 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] will be recognized for 71/2 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

D 1310 
Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, Secretary Babbitt, 
the Secretary of the Interior, fre
quently employs the metaphor of a 
"train wreck" to describe the calamity 
that results when we ignore the effects 
of our actions on the environment. We 
all are familiar with a train wreck or 
two. From the ancient forests of the 
Pacific Northwest to the Everglades in 
south Florida, we are losing a decades
long war of attrition against the envi
ronment. 

The Secretary understands the power 
and the necessity of science as the cor
nerstone for responsible natural re
sources policy. The National Biological 
Survey-or NBS-is his proposal to or
ganize the Department to produce 
timely and credible science. It is a very 
simple and very good idea that de
serves our support. 

H.R. 1845 establishes the National Bi
ological Survey and gives the Sec
retary discretion to shape, expand, and 
redeploy the scientific assets of the In
terior Department into the new NBS. 

Establishment of the Survey is the 
Secretary's highest priority. He made 
this clear when Chairman VENTO and I 
held a joint subcommittee hearing on 
this bill. Not only did he appear per
sonally to support the bill, but he en
dured nearly 3 hours of questions. And 
on September 14, he repeated this mar
athon performance at a Science Com
mittee hearing. The Secretary has 
given us assurance that the NBS will 
adhere completely to State and Tribal 
laws regarding property rights and pri
vacy. He has indicated his full support 
for rigorous scientific peer review. We 
have built these promises into H.R. 
1845. 

During debate on this bill, I am sure 
that much will be said about private 
property rights. These are certainly 
important issues but I would say sim
ply that there is no way that property 
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interests can be harmed or even af
fected by the orderly collection of bio
logical information. And that is what 
this bill is about. 

Madam Chairman, when it comes to 
our Nation's biology, we are function
ally illiterate. We know virtually noth
ing about our wealth of biological re
sources. What they are. Where they 
are. How they are changing. What 
makes them prosper. How they fit to
gether into those mystical things we 
call ecosystems. Madam Chairman, 
H.R. 1845 attacks the Nation's biologi
cal illiteracy by establishing a Na
tional Biological Survey. It is the be
ginning of a long campaign. It deserves 
our wholehearted support. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, H.R. 1845 would es
tablish a National Biological Survey 
[NBS] in the Department of the Inte
rior for the purpose of gathering, ana
lyzing, and disseminating information 
on plant and animal species in this 
country. 

The original goal of the NBS, as envi
sioned by this administration, was sim
ply to have one Federal agency charged 
with the collection of this data. I 
would add a second equally important 
goal to have accurate, comprehensive 
biological information that helps us 
make wise management decisions for 
our Nation's natural resources. In view 
of the number of environmental laws 
that rely on this data, ensuring its ac
curacy is critical. I am told that the 
Survey would improve the quality, pro
ductivity, and timeliness of research. I 
have also been assured that consolida
tion of this function in one agency 
would reduce its cost and better serve 
the public. 

While the stated goals of the Survey 
are admirable, I am troubled by a num
ber of the bill's provisions. The bill's 
sponsors have assured us that the Sur
vey would only collect and analyze 
data. The sponsors say the Survey per
sonnel would not be involved in policy 
decisions. This may be the purpose of 
the Survey as we envision it today, 
however, I am deeply concerned with 
the potential for abuse in the future. 

This apprehension arises from the 
fact that numerous Federal statutes 
would be impacted by this Survey. Let 
me just give you one example, the En
dangered Species Act. The decision to 
list a species as endangered or threat
ened and to designate critical habitat 
is required to be based on the best sci
entific and commercial data available. 
Therefore, information collected by the 
Survey would be used by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service in listing a species. 
This listing triggers a number of provi
sions in the Endangered Species Act 
that could have serious repercussions 
for private property owners. For exam-

ple, when an endangered species is 
found on someone's land, the use of 
that property can be severely re
stricted or outright prohibited. The 
best way to keep from trampling these 
rights is to make sure that when the 
bees and bunnies are counted, they're 
counted correctly by people who know 
what they're doing. 

This leads me to another aspect of 
the bill that concerns me, inadequate 
peer review of data. Since the Survey's 
primary job will be to collect and ana
lyze biological information, it is imper
ative that the best science available be 
used. Sadly, I have seen cases of Fed
eral agencies hiring scientists who are 
considered experts in a certain field to 
review their own data and to make 
management decisions based on their 
own science. That practice is clearly 
unacceptable. 

If data from the NBS are to be used 
for resource management decisions, 
such as whether to list a species as en
dangered, then the science must be in
disputable. The only realistic way of 
ensuring sound biological data is 
through legitimate peer review con
ducted by independent and impartial 
scientists. 

Perhaps the most troubling aspect of 
this bill relates to private property 
rights. The bill that was ordered re
ported by the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries included a bipar
tisan compromise that would have pro
tected the rights of private property 
owners. That provision was very sim
ple. NBS employees or their outside 
agents engaged in cataloging species 
would have been required to get writ
ten permission before entering private 
property. Afterward, the information 
gathered by the NBS would have been 
available to the private property owner 
if requested. 

Unfortunately, the bill we are consid
ering today contains a watered-down 
version of this provision. An amend
ment to restore the original Merchant 
Marine language of the bill will be of
fered by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR]. I intend to sup
port the Taylor amendment and wel
come the opportunity to debate it at 
great length later today. 

The issues of good science, peer re
view, and particularly, private prop
erty rights are not limited to the Bio
logical Survey. The discussions on 
these topics today will give us a pre
view of what is to come when the en
dangered species and wetlands bills 
reach the floor of this House early next 
year. 

Madam Chairman, this is legislation 
that can sound very good and very in
nocent to the uninformed. But I beg 
my colleagues not to be uninformed of 
the true intent of this legislation, as it 
regards private property rights. All one 
has to do is to read and understand the 
statements of the proponents of this 
legislation to understand what the true 
intent is. 

Secretary Bruce Babbitt said, "While 
the United States Geological Survey 
was designed to help us 'win the West ,' 
the National Biological Survey, in 
many ways, is designed to help save 
the West. " 

Or if Members look at the statement 
of Dr. Thomas Lovejoy, who is the 
Science Adviser to the Secretary, 
member of the National Biological Sur
vey steering committee. I quote what 
Dr. Lovejoy said. 

He said, the National Biological Sur
vey will "map the whole Nation for all 
biology and determine development for 
the whole country and regulate it all 
because that is our obligation as set 
forth in the Endangered Species Act." 

D 1320 
I have to say, Madam Chairman, I am 

concerned when I see someone in this 
capacity say they want to determine 
development for the whole country and 
they want to regulate all development. 

One last statement excerpted from 
testimony by John Sawhill, president 
of the Nature Conservancy. He said, 
"The inventory should be capable of 
mapping biodiversity at a scale suffi
ciently detailed to be useful in land use 
decisions." 

So again, I implore my colleagues to 
understand what the true intent of. this 
legislation is, and how that intent 
interlocks and interrelates to other 
Federal statutes. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 15 seconds to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
PALLONE]. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 1845, the 
National Biological Survey Act of 1993. 
I believe that the biological survey is 
an idea whose time has come. This bill 
has come under attack for no good rea
son. H.R. 1845 is not the ·massive threat 
to private property rights that the 
critics have made it out to be. The Na
tional Biological Survey will not func
tion as a regulatory or management 
agency. It simply organizes scientists 
already employed in different divisions 
within the Department of the Interior 
into one group charged with conduct
ing an inventory of this Nation's bio
logical resources. It would put an end 
to turf wars between bureaus in the De
partment. The act would serve to inte
grate data collected by States, local 
governments, private and nonprofit or
ganizations, and other Federal agen
cies. If the Department is armed with 
an improved, more complete data base 
we can better avoid the train wrecks 
that cause so much disruption and divi
siveness. 

In my district in New Jersey, we 
would like to find out where piping 
plovers nest along the Jersey shore. We 
would like to find out how many snap
ping turtles dwell within the depths of 
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Dismal Swamp in central New Jersey, 
and how many ospreys fly over it. We 
would like to find out if we are losing 
shellfish habitat in the coastal wet
lands of my home State. And we need 
to have an agency that can coordinate 
all of this information nationwide so 
that more informed decisions can be 
made with regard to our Nation's bio
logical resources and so that crises can 
be avoided. This is what the National 
Biological Survey would accomplish. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
would inquire of the Chair how much 
time we have remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mrs. MINK). The 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] has 11 minutes remaining, and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] 
has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST]. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman, 
I rise today in support of the National 
Biological Survey Act. The passage of 
this act will pave the way for a com
prehensive evaluation of the state of 
our national biological heritage. 

In order to manage such resources as 
clean water and clean air, we need to 
operate at an ecosystem level which 
transcends existing boundaries. We 
must begin to understand ecosystems 
and the biological components of these 
ecosystems, to the best of our ability. 

The survey will help the scientific 
community to compile and collect bio
logical information and integrate and 
streamline current Federal programs. 
This saves money. 

As Secretary Babbitt said, the Sur
vey should become no more controver
sial than the U.S. Geological Survey 
has become in over 100 years of re
search. 

When we make decisions based on in
different information without knowing 
the big picture, the end result, in all 
likelihood, is bad decisions. This Sur
vey has far-reaching implications 
which will facilitate more informed de
cisionmaking in the future, without re
gard to managing growth, preserving 
wetlands, and protecting threatened 
and endangered species. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
GILCHREST was allowed to proceed for 
30 additional seconds.) 

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman, 
it is important for this survey to be 
taken, for us to finally, at last, as peo
ple on this planet, as part of the eco
system, understand how we impact the 
ecosystem and how the ecosystem im
pacts us. It is time we understand, for 
the future, the nature of nature. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 11/2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. ESHOO]. 

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 1845, 
the National Biological Survey Act. 

Madam Chairwoman, there will al
ways be competing demands for our 
natural resources, and these conflicts 
can worsen as our Nation strives to re
main competitive while preserving our 
resources. 

Nowhere is this struggle more appar
ent than the Pacific Northwest, where 
economic and environmental interests 
have collided in a disastrous 
" trainwreck." 

Although the endangered Species Act 
was designed to prevent such conflicts, 
we have fallen behind in implementing 
the act. 

Oftentimes the act is played out in 
the courts only after the "trainwreck" 
has occurred, wasting both time and 
money. 

A comprehensive biological inven
tory of the entire Nation, would give us 
the tools and the information to under
stand and protect our ecosystems bet
ter-before it is too late. 

By consolidating the biological re
search operations now being conducted 
by 10 different agencies, this bill would 
also take steps to unravel bureaucratic 
tangles that plague our efforts to re
solve conflicts between our environ
mental and economic concerns. 

This is good science and sound legis
lation. 

For these reasons, I wholeheartedly 
support this legislation and thank the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS], our esteemed chairman, for 
all of his hard work on this bill. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to sa
lute our President and our Secretary of 
the Interior for the work they have put 
in on this. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 V2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Oregon [Ms. FURSE]. 

Ms. FURSE. Madam Chairman, as a 
member of the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, I rise in support 
of H.R. 1845, the National Biological 
Survey Act. This legislation will lay a 
firm foundation for our knowledge of 
natural resources. Good science can 
only begin with good data collection, 
and the National Biological Survey 
will get us on the right track. 

Think of it this way: Imagine trying 
to determine how a program could best 
serve the residents of a State without 
knowing how many people live in it, or 
trying to most effectively use our 
funds to alleviate poverty without 
knowing how many people are in pov
erty. Without the information provided 
by the census, we could not make in
formed decisions. Likewise, we need 
the information from the biological 
survey to help us make good decisions 
about the environmental challenges 
facing our Nation. 

There are untold benefits for all 
Americans that begin with this bill. 
For example, the key to curing many 
diseases may lie in our plants and 
other biological resources. We will not 
know how many exist, what conditions 

they thrive in, or how to manage them 
without an accurate accounting of 
their existence. The legislation begins 
us toward better understanding of our 
environment, so that we can make bet
ter decisions. 

To all those who are concerned about 
this legislation infringing on their pri
vate property rights, let me just reit
erate that H.R. 1845 does not give the 
National Biological Survey any man
agement or regulatory powers. State 
and tribal laws pertaining to private 
property rights are ensured and specifi
cally protected. 

I want to compliment Chairman 
STUDDS and the Merchant Marine Com
mittee for their hard work on this leg
islation, and I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 1845. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to H.R. 1845, 
the Biological Survey Act. 

This legislation represents another 
attack on rural America. It establishes 
one more bureaucratic layer within the 
Department of Interior subject to ma
nipulation by the extreme environ
mental movement. The National Bio
logical Survey does nothing more than 
further restrict private property rights 
and diminish the value of lands for 
families that depend on natural re
sources for their existence. 

This bill is yet another nail in the 
coffin for family farmers, ranchers, and 
timber communities. It would empower 
Federal bureaucrats to trespass on pri
vate property without permission in a 
further effort to lock up the land. 

The bill's drafters further showed 
their hostility to private property 
rights by failing to provide for com
pensation of property owners whose 
land is d~valued as a result of this sur
vey. Indeed, the survey is not even di
rected to consider the impacts of its 
work on the economic climate within a 
community. 

Madam Chairman, the biological sur
vey authorized in this bill will further 
erode our most basic constitutional 
rights, and will ruin the lives of thou
sands of law abiding citizens. It is time 
for Congress to reverse this policy of 
locking up our lands without consider
ing the human consequences. I urge a 
no vote. 

0 1330 
Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
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and the ranking member for yielding 
me this time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise, as I will 
continue to rise this afternoon, in an 
effort to improve this bill. It can and 
should be improved in some very im
portant aspects. 

Let me describe some of the amend
ments we will offer this afternoon, and 
I hope Members will consider them as 
reasonable and responsive amendments 
to this bill to make it work better, to 
make it more acceptable to the af
fected landowners and citizens of this 
country who will be touched oy this 
survey. 

One of the amendments we will offer 
will deal with the provision of the bill 
that allows for volunteers to come on 
your private property. The problem 
with volunteers doing the survey is 
that this is a Government survey of the 
biological resources of this country. If 
volunteers with a special interest in 
mind can come upon your private prop
erty to conduct this survey, I suspect 
it may just not be the kind of objective 
survey that all of us want to see. 

We will offer a second amendment if 
that one fails, to make sure that the 
landowner at least knows who these 
volunteers are, who they work for, if 
they do not work for the Government, 
and make sure he gives his or her con
sent to these individuals coming upon 
his or her private property before those 
individuals actually enter and begin 
conducting surveys on private prop
erty. 

We will offer another amendment to 
make sure that when the data is col
lected on your private property that 
the Secretary has to inform you about 
what they found, · and has to give you 
an adequate chance to appeal, if you 
will, to contest that information if you 
think it is false . Consider the fact that 
volunteers may be on your property, in 
fact, gathering information. They may 
have an interest at stake in saying 
that something is on your property. It 
may not be there. If you do not have a 
right to appeal , if some process is not 
established to give the private land
owner a chance to go to the Secretary 
and say, wait a minute, that is just not 
so, that is not the condition of my 
property, then we are not adequately 
protecting people in America as this 
survey is conducted. 

We will offer another amendment 
dealing with a change that was made in 
the bill when it left our committees. 
This is a substitute bill in the place of 
the bill that came out of the bill that 
came out of the Committee on Natural 
Resources and the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. What the 
substitute bill does is to change one 
word, and it changes the word " inhab
iting" to the word "and," so that the 
bill defines biological resources as not 
the animals and plants living in 
ecosystems, but it now becomes the 
ecosystems themselves. It is a broad 

extension of the Biological Survey that 
I do not think was intended by either 
of the two committees. · 

Finally, I will offer two other amend
ments which I understand we are going 
to get a ruling on, and I may not have 
a chance to let Members vote on. I wish 
I could. One will be an amendment to 
ask that humans be taken into account 
when this survey is done. Now what 
could be more germane than a consid
eration of humans when we consider 
the biological life on this planet, in 
this country. But that, I understand, 
may be ruled nongermane, but we will 
try to offer it nevertheless. 

Finally, we will offer the amendment 
I suggested to Members that Bruce 
Babbitt suggested to us in committee, 
to make the land and water conserva
tion fund available to compensate 
landowners when, in fact, their land is 
taken as a result of this survey and 
subsequent management decisions of 
the Government. That amendment, 
too, may be considered nongermane, 
but we will give Members a chance to 
look at it at least. And they will see it 
again sometime in the future. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HAMBURG]. 

Mr. HAMBURG. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 1845, legis
lation to establish a National Biologi
cal Survey. 

The National Biological Survey will 
establish a consolidated and com
prehensive inventory of our Nation's 
living resources, eliminating wasteful 
repetition in research and promoting 
the more efficient and coordinated ap
proach necessary to streamline our 
Government. 

The National Biological Survey is a 
commitment to the need for gathering 
high-quality biological information 
over a long period of time, enabling the 
identification of important trends. As 
we learn more and more about the dy
namics of interdependence in living 
systems, the significance of extensive 
long-term studies for true understand
ing is increasingly apparent. For the 
many species and ecosystems already 
in decline today, the importance of 
gaining as much knowledge as possible 
before they are irretrievably lost can
not be disputed. 

Comprehensive and accurate data 
collected by the survey could allow 
early detection of species declines, pre
venting emergency-room measures nec
essary under the Endangered Species 
Act when a species has declined to the 
point of extinction. Early identifica
tion of environmental degradation al
lows for more flexibility, more options 
for conservation, without significant 
economic dislocation. 

A relevant case in point is the immi
nent petition to list coho salmon 
throughout its range in the lower 48 
States. According to the Pacific Rivers 
Council , the monitoring of wild coho 

populations and habitat by both Fed
eral and State agencies has been gross
ly inadequate. Adequate prior knowl
edge of the declining state of coho pop
ulations could have allowed resource 
managers to more effectively manage 
watersheds on an ecosystem basis to 
prevent or slow the decline. Now, $100 
million per year from recreational and 
commercial coho fisheries has been 
lost to the already bruised and bleeding 
economy of the pacific Northwest. 

It's time to recognize that the true 
wealth of our Nation is its magnificent 
and diverse living resources. Any· less 
than a complete commitment to thor
ough understanding and knowledge of 
this vast reservoir is an abrogation of 
our responsibility to ourselves, our 
children, and the generations of the fu
ture. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Madam Chairman, I just want to 
elaborate on a statement that was 
made just a moment ago by my friend, 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
TAUZIN). 

As this legislation is currently writ
ten, representatives of the Govern
ment, or volunteers, can go on private 
property without written permission, 
subject only to the applicable State 
law of the jurisdiction in which the 
data is to be collected. So under the 
terms of this legislation, section 3(a) 
allows the use of volunteers to conduct 
the duties of the survey. 

What this means, very simply, is that 
in all likelihood we will have rep
resentatives of the Sierra Club, the Au
dubon Society, the Friends of the 
Earth, Greenpeace, Friends of Animals, 
and Earth First trampling on private 
property all over this country. And 
this is why there needs to be some cer
tainty, and why the amendment of the 
gentleman from Louisiana is so impor
tant. It points out a strategic flaw in 
this particular piece of legislation. 

If anyone needs any other proof, let 
me come back to the $tatement of Dr. 
Thomas Lovejoy. I want everyone to 
know the words of the science adviser 
to the Secretary, a member of the Na
tional Biological Survey Steering Com
mittee. His words say it all and his 
words are: 

The National Biological Survey will map 
the whole Nation for all biology and deter
mine development for the whole country and 
regulate it all because that is our obligation 
as set forth in the Endangered Species Act. 

If anyone wants· to know what the 
real threat, what the real intent of this 
legislation is, it is spelled out in this 
particular statement by Dr. Lovejoy. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, may 
I inquire how much time is remaining 
on this side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. STUDDS) has 4 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, Ire
serve the balance of my time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from California (Mr. MILLER) is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the National Bio
logical Survey. Really I think this is a 
visionary effort to try to develop a 
data base on which our decisions and 
laws that are already in force and ef
fect can go forth. 

I think that the disagreements, many 
of the disagreements that we have en
countered really result from the fact 
that after actions have been taken, or 
not taken as the case may be, we find 
that we did not have the proper data 
base, and that really is what this meas
ure does in terms of biological re
sources, and needed information. 

We have to move out of the mindsets 
of the past and look to the 21st century 
and the types of problems that we are 
facing with regard to the natural re
sources of this great land. 
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Frankly, those resources, I think, as 
Americans, as stewards, as people , · 
mostly immigrants who have come to 
this country, the sons and daughters of 
immigrants, we have a special respon
sibility to retain what is special about 
our natural heritage and do it in an in
telligent and thoughtful way. We try to 
do that through land classification na
tionally, through a myriad of State 
and local laws that deal with that re
source. And I think if we can get better 
information that would be available to 
everyone, that would certainly be in 
our best interest and improve our abil
ity to make decisions. 

Today on the floor and throughout 
the debate, I guess , we are going to see 
others who are going to try to anneal 
to this, attach to this particular goal , 
of establishing a data base, all the spe
cific problems that are being encoun
tered with the Clean Water Act, the 
Endangered Species Act, the designa
tions of parks, with changes in land 
values, flood control, wetland-type is
sues. 

That points out, I think, the fact 
that there are so many conflicts and 
the need for better information. The 
thing is that most of these efforts are 
being talked about today, they want to 
visit all of these problems upon the ob
jective gathering of information. It is 
simply inappropriate, misleading. 

I think some of this hysteria which I 
have seen evidenced even here on the 
floor today is the type of scare tactics 
being thrown out here about special en
vironmental groups, conservation 
groups coming on your land and taking 
or getting information, they are really 
misleading and a disservice to the true 
purpose of what this bill is about. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
property rights of individuals is guard-

ed by local, State, and even Federal 
laws today, and that remains in effect. 
This legislation does not change that. 
In fact, I think most property owners 
would be happy to have the informa
tion available to them, and it would be 
available in terms of the ecosystems. 

We know, for instance, that the lot 
lines and the section lines and the 
boundary lines of this country do not 
apply to some of the ecosystems that 
exist. Obtaining that information in an 
orderly way, in a legal way, with prop
erty rights protected as they are today 
and will be tomorrow with this particu
lar legislation, is appropriate. 

The fact is we do not have to over
burden and drown the purpose of this 
particular legislation in a sea of confu
sion and fear in order to accomplish 
that particular purpose. 

I hope that we will reject those 
amendments today and move forward 
with a sound data base for science and 
decision makers who are interested in 
making positive and intelligent deci
sions. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 1845, which establishes the National Bio
logical Survey [NBS] within the Department of 
the Interior. This bill has been the subject of 
open and thorough hearings and markups, 
and the hard work of members on the Mer
chant Marine, Natural Resources, and Science 
Committees has produced the present legisla
tion-a well-crafted bill which provides for a 
comprehensive scientific research program in 
the Department of the Interior. This bill im
proves the Department's research capabilities, 
and its ability to effectively manage the Na
tion's resources under its care, without institut
ing a costly and cumbersome new bureauc
racy or compromising the existing programs in 
the various Interior agencies. 

H.R. 1845 was introduced on April 22, 1993, 
by Chairman STUDDS of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and a joint 
hearing of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks, Forests and Public Lands, which I 
chair, and the Merchant Marine Subcommittee 
on Environment and Natural Resources was 
held on July 15, 1993. While the bill had not 
been referred to the National Parks, Forests 
and Public Lands Subcommittee at that time, 
we worked closely with Chairman STUDDS to 
ensure that the Natural Resources Committee, 
which has jurisdiction over a substantial por
tion of the · programs to be included in the 
NBS, would be involved in the consideration of 
H.R. 1845. 

The bill has since been marked up by both 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries and the Committee on Natural Re
sources, and a hearing has been held by the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. A substitute developed by the three 
committees is the text of the bill we are con
sidering today. 

H.R. 1845, as introduced, was a very basic 
proposal that lacked specifics on the organiza
tional structure and responsibilities of this new 
Agency. As amended, the bill would combine 
substantial portions of the biological research 
and survey activities of the eight Bureaus 
which currently maintain independent biologi-

cal research activities into a new Bureau. The 
purpose of the newly created National Biologi
cal Survey [NBS] would be to gather, analyze, 
and disseminate the biological information 
necessary for the wise stewardship of the Na
tion's natural resources, and to foster under
standing of biological systems and the benefits 
they provide to society. · 

The NBS will integrate and focus the De
partment's biological research program, pro
vide a basis for clearer priority-setting by de
partmental managers, develop an anticipatory, 
proactive biological science program and pro
vide for the generation of timely, objective sci
entific information essential for decision mak
ing within the Department. The NBS will also 
undertake a coordinate inventory and monitor
ing program to assess the overall status of 
plants and animals and trends in their abun
dance, health, and distribution, producing a 
baseline from which to compare changes in 
ecosystems and from which to assist in mak
ing management decisions. 

A Director, appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate, under the super
vision of the Assistant Secretary for Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks, would oversee the func
tions of the NBS with the input of both a NBS 
policy board consisting of the Directors of 
other Bureaus within the Department and 
other senior Department officials and a NBS 
science council consisting of representatives 
of other public and private entities. 

The Interior appropriations bill, already ap
proved by the House, provides funding for this 
new program. However, this authorizing legis
lation is needed to provide the specifics of this 
plan. Certainly, such reorganization will and 
should result in savings, efficiency, and the 
delivery of more timely and accurate informa
tion to the Bureaus that use and need such 
scientific information. Today we need a signifi
cant amount of biological science. Tomorrow 
we will need much more, and the biological 
sciences are changing from filed labs to so
phisticated repositories that must properly 
interface with the field. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Na
tional Parks, Forests and Public Lands, I am 
particularly interested in the effect of this new 
initiative on existing research mandates, espe
cially those for the National Park Service and 
the Bureau of Land Management. Scientific re
search is inextricably related to resource man
agement. The lack of a comprehensive and ef
fective scientific research program, particularly 
in the National Park Service, has sometimes 
resulted in inadequate or harmful management 
of irreplaceable resources. The consolidation 
of a scientific research program department
wide should not further dissociate the research 
from its application to resource management 
on the ground. We must assure the develop
ment of an integrated and more productive 
science and research effort which provides 
clearer focus and greater opportunities for the 
Department's overall scientific program yet re
mains responsive to the research needs of the 
individual Bureaus. 

The need for an improved scientific re
search program in the National Parks has 
been well documented in the last several 
years, most recently in a National Academy of 
Sciences report released in August of 1992 
which decried the lack of a distinct science 
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program in the National Park Service and 
called for "immediate and aggressive atten
tion" to the development of an appropriate 
program. I do not believe the establishment of 
a National Biological Survey negates the need 
for an improved research program in the Na
tional Park Service, and I intend to pursue, in 
cooperation with the Department, separate 
legislation providing a specific science and re
search mandate for the National Park Service 
which has been under consideration for the 
past few years. 

However, the goal and structure of a new 
improved, coordinated, and comprehensive 
scientific research program in the Department 
of the Interior has never been more critical 
than it is today. The threats to our resources 
have become increasingly severe and their 
management has become increasingly com
plicated. The Department of the Interior and 
most land managers expend too little on ap
propriate scientific research. Objective, thor
ough research is needed to identify the re
sources, to understand their dynamics and to 
assess the effects of specific threats so that 
appropriate management decisions can be 
made and implemented. 

I believe this bill, as amended, provides for 
the most efficient and effective department
wide science program possible, a program 
which relies not only on a major reorganization 
of existing Department per.sonnel and budgets, 
but on coordination with other Federal Agen
cies ·and on the development of regulations to 
ensure that managers of the resources under 
the Department's jurisdiction are not further 
disengaged from the research process. 

I support the Secretary's focus on good 
science and his desire to develop a com
prehensive and coordinated program to pro
vide that most objective and up-to-date infor
mation and guidance, and I urge my col
leagues' support for this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, I rise with mixed 
emotions about the National Biological 
Survey. At first , it sounded good. Let's 
get all information about our Nation 's 
biological resources we can, so we 
aren' t arguing over science when issues 
arise about spotted owls, woodpeckers, 
snail darters or delta smelts. Interior 
Secretary Babbitt said the bill was de
signed to " get good information so we 
can avoid train wrecks. " As time has 
passed, however, it has become clear to 
me that while avoiding trainwrecks is 
something all of us can support, many 
who support this legislation think that 
the only way to avoid trainwrecks is to 
make sure we don' t ever get the chance 
to lay the tracks in the first place. 

To do so, these supporters are willing 
to trample private property rights by 
allowing Government bureaucrats and 
employees of fundraising groups to 
snoop around on private farms , fields, 
and property around the country with
out letting the landowners know. 

The original bill from the Depart
ment even wanted to exempt this agen
cy from the Freedom of Information 
Act. That means that taxpayers would 
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pay Federal goons to come on their 
land without their knowledge to get in-

. formation about their property that 
the landowner could not get access to 
later. If the Sierra Club, Greenpeace or 
Earth First wants to get into the act, 
this bill lets them do the Government's 
work. This information might be used 
to stop the farmer from farming, or the 
landowner from selling, or spawn a 
whole host of Government intrusions 
into private property. 

Just listen to what Secretary 
Babbitt's own science advisor, Thomas 
Lovejoy, says about the NBS: 

The NBS will map the whole Nation for all 
biology and determine development for the 
whole country and regulate it all because 
that is our obligation as set forth in the En
dangered Species Act. 

According to Secretary Babbitt's own 
science advisor, this is a bill that will 
be used to implement national land use 
planning. 

Madam Chairman, that's not what I 
signed up for when I took my oath of 
office. Alaskans do not want to pay 
taxes so that the Government and their 
agents in Sierra Club could roam at 
will on their property to find the 
means to deny them the full use of that 
property. Neither do Alaskans pay 
property taxes on land the Government 
is going to be able to tell them how to 
use. 

So the question is, what happened to 
this good idea? There 's nothing wrong 
with knowing what we 've got, right? 
Well, maybe it is the changes the bill 
has undergone. Maybe it is that people 
don' t trust their Government, and for 
good reason. Maybe it is because while 
the words used to describe the NBS 
sound good, the actions of supporters 
say something different. And the ac
tions surrounding this bill have spoken 
loudly about the supporters ' inten
tions. For example, the Merchant Ma
rine Committee has private property 
rights protected in their bill. But for 
some reason, the Department of the In
terior lobbied the Natural Resources 
Committee to drop the language. What 
does that tell us? Mr. TAYLOR will offer 
his amendment today to correct this 
rip-off of private property rights, and I 
intend to support it. How about the ac
tions of the Department in setting up 
the NBS? Here we are today on the 
floor debating whether to establish the 
agency, and the House didn' t include 
funding for the NBS in next year's ap
propriation bill , but you can call 208--
3733 in Washington and they answer the 
phone, " National Biological Survey". 
Why are we bothering? With Dr. 
Lovejoy chomping at the bit to map 
the whole country to determine devel
opment through regulation, it is pretty 
clear the Department doesn' t think it 
needs our legislation. 

They have even put together a list of 
those bureaurcrats they are going to 
staff the NBS with when it gets rolling. 
One of these is Dr. Dave Graber, who 

was quoted in the L.A. Times in 1989 as 
saying: 

I know social scientists who remind me 
that people are part of nature , but it isn' t 
true . Until such time as Homo sapiens 
should decide to rejoin nature, some of us 
can only hope for the right virus to come 
along. 

Madam Chairman, this is a case of a 
good bill gone bad. The public relations 
has been good, but there's a lot hidden. 
Without amendments to protect pri
vate property rights, restrict the scope 
of the NBS, and make it consistent 
with Secretary Babbitt 's public state
ments about its intent, the bill is a 
travesty. 

Madam Chairman, may I suggest to 
my colleagues and those people who 
have the privilege of access to this 
floor that we look at what has hap
pened to us in 6 months: The largest so
cialist tax bill ever passed by this Con
gress, taking away from those people 
that have worked hard, and giving it to 
those who have not; a health program 
offered to this body and this Nation 
that decreases health care, does not in
crease health care, that increases the 
taxes and diminishes the great health 
system we have; and today we are 
working on a bill that is a taking of 
the lands, of the private rights of indi
viduals. 

This is an agenda that raised its head 
in 1935 under Franklin Delano Roo
seve! t; this is the socialist agenda to 
make sure that Big Brother, big Gov
ernment controls all and everyone. 
This is a turning of the page backward 
on our future , depriving individuals of 
their rights and of the future, of their 
own abilities upon which they can 
achieve on their own. This is part of 
the agenda, the socialist agenda, the 
controlling of the money and the 
wealth, the controlling of the individ
ual health care, and now the control
ling of the land and the resources. 

Let us not fool ourselves. This is bad 
legislation. It should be defeated, and 
at least we should adopt those amend
ments that are going to be offered. If 
they are not accepted, then let us de
feat a bad piece of legislation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. MILLER of California. Madam 

Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 
Madam Chairman, I hope that the 

House will support this legislation and 
turn down those amendments that 
would harm this legislation. Let us un
derstand where this legislation comes 
from. 

We have just completed over 12 years 
when this Government did not dis
charge its obligations under the var
ious environmental acts, and as a re
sult of that we have run into crisis 
after crisis in every region of this 
country with respect to endangered 
species and wetlands policies, as they 
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affect one another. We see local gov
ernments strapped as they seek to de
fine and develop their areas because 
they cannot confront these issues. We 
see economic development projects 
held in abeyance as we try to gather 
the evidence, when the evidence would 
have been readily available had we 
complied with the law. 

What Secretary Babbitt has given us 
here is an opportunity with the Na
tional Biological Survey to end those 
crises, to get out ahead of the issues so 
that we can start to pool the informa
tion, so that we can make comprehen
sive and rational decisions about our 
environmental concerns and our eco
nomic development concerns in this 
Nation. 

We just spent a decade extracting 
from every developer in Califorl)ia 1 
acre, one-half acre, 3 acres of wetlands 
to mitigate something they were doing 
on their land. As we go back now and 
look at those wetlands, most of them 
have deteriorated. Most of them are 
not serving the purpose. Had we known 
more about the needs and the nature of 
the wetlands and the species that were 
imperiled, maybe we could have dealt 
with off-site mitigation and created 
wetlands of great significance, but that 
was not done because we did not know 
that. 

Do we want to continue through the 
next generation with the same igno
rance, the same gridlock, the same 
lack of productivity that we have had 
over the last 12 years? Each and every 
one of you that has endangered species 
in your districts knows the answer is 
no. 

This is an opportunity to try to get 
ahead of that problem. This is to bring 
together the most preeminent sci
entists that we have, bring them to
gether for common purposes of sharing 
that information. 

Everybody understands because it is 
very clear in the bill that while we will 
gather the information with respect to 
ecosystems, with respect to the envi
ronment, with respect to species, the 
National Biological Survey will not set 
binding policy, nor will it as an institu
tion be charged with making land man
agement decisions. It will simply be an 
agency that develops, standardizes, and 
maps comprehensive information cur
rently collected by separate agencies 
and very often filed away because one 
agency is not talking to the other. 

We cannot continue that. It is far too 
expensive for the Nation. It is far too 
expensive for our economic system and 
it does not serve our environmental 
concerns the way it should. 

We need this kind of coordination 
and we need this information, and we 
need to have the analysis of this infor
mation. That is what the National Bio
logical Survey does. It does that and no 
more. It imperils no one's property. It 
takes no one's property or their prop
erty interest. It respects all State and 

tribal laws with the right to entry. It 
requires that you get consent before 
you do that. That is what the three 
committees that hammered this out 
decided would work. 

I would hope that you would respect 
their judgment so that we can get on 
with the purposes and the goals of the 
National Biological Survey. 

Some of the speakers today have said 
that this is going to unleash the Fed
eral Government to use volunteers to 
go on to private land. It will not, not 
without permission. 

I find that the same people who sup
port programs that allow volunteers to 
go on to private land, and now they are 
opposed to it. Many of you have helped 
raise money. You have attended din
ners for Ducks Unlimited, for Califor
nia wildfowl. Two of the largest hunt
ing organizations in the Nation, what 
do they do? They help the Federal Gov
ernment go out and audit lands and de
velop wetlands and develop plans and 
recoveries to work with farmers. With
out those volunteers, we could never 
afford the land acquisition program. 
We could never afford some of the solu
tions that the volunteer sector has 
brought to the Federal Government as 
a way of helping people manage their 
land that is consistent with hunting 
and fishing and sustainable wildlife. 

So let us not pretend that this is all 
new or this is suddenly evil, because in 
fact many of my colleagues, a majority 
of this body, have supported those ef
forts with their time, with their 
money, and with the support of those 
organizations, and the organizations go 
on and on. Many of you are members of 
those organizations. 

So let us not pretend that this is 
some kind of household raid on people's 
properties. The bill specifically states 
that you must have consent. 

This is an effort, Madam Chairman, 
to solve a problem on a comprehensive 
basis. The decision to use this informa
tion in terms of the management of the 
land anywhere in this country is an en
tirely different decision and that will 
be addressed at that time, whether it is 
in the Endangered Species Act or wet
lands legislation, or the Clean Water 
Act or any other piece of legislation 
that comes along. · 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Macl.am Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
bill. I rise in disagreement with my 
chairman who painted a vision of us 
knowing everything that needs to be 
done at the Federal Government and 
doing it there. I think that is my basic 
problem. 

Let me just list several reasons why 
I am in disagreement. 

No. 1, I am not sure why we are going 
through this debate. Secretary Babbitt 
has already created this agency. He 
said he would not do it until after the 

appropriations for this bill was 
through. It is already done. He did it 
on his own initiative. I think that is 
the wrong direction to take. 

No. 2, I am a little concerned when 
the Secretary says that this NBS in 
many ways is designed to help and save 
the West. Let me tell you, we cannot 
take much more help. After we have 
been through grazing fees and grazing 
regulations, Bureau of Reclamation 
water fees, the moratorium on oil and 
gas exploration, timber reduction, the 
wetlands, the wool program, endan
gered species, we cannot take any more 
help from the Federal Government and 
stay alive economically. 

No. 3, there is great reference in this 
bill to ecosystems and biological diver
sity, but no explanation or definition 
of what that is. I have no idea whether 
that means a watershed, whether that 
means it runs from the Yellowstone 
Park to the Big Horn Mountains. 

No. 4, centralization. Certainly in 
Vice President GORE's plan to change 
the role of Government, he says to de
centralize decisions, do some decen
tralizing. This is absolutely the oppo
site of that. It puts all these resource 
people together into one. 

I have to tell you as point No. 4, and 
I have observed this a lot, we are going 
to have the scientists doing the land 
management. We have land managers 
who are organized to manage these 
lands in terms of the economy, in 
terms of politics, in terms of the ecol
ogy, environment, all these things. We 
are going to have them managed by 
scientists who have nothing on their 
minds except the single purpose of the 
Biological Survey. Evidence of that is 
the wolf breeder reduction thing in 
Yellowstone Park. The only people who 
have been for pushing that are the sci
entists. It has been on their agenda. 

Finally, the idea that private prop
erty will not be affected, it is private 
property in all these things and they 
are all affected. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]. 

Mr. HUGHES. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1845, the National Biological Sur
vey Act. 

H.R. 1845 creates a new bureau within 
the Interior Department that will be 
responsible for carrying out all of the 
Department's biological research, mon
itoring, and inventorying functions. 
Currently, these functions are per
formed by eight different bureaus each 
with its own regulatory agenda. 

Madam Chairman, I cannot impress 
upon this body enough how important 
it is to separate regulation from re
search. We need to base our policy
making on good, unadulterated 
science, not on politics or regulatory 
expediency. 
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I believe that the bodies within the 

Department of the Interior-the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the National Park 
Service and others-have done a fairly 
good job of collecting data on our bio
logical resources over the years. But 
sometimes that data is colored by the 
narrow concerns of a particular service 
or bureau. Not necessarily in a delib
erate, conscious manner, but rather, 
because their regulatory mission acts 
like blinders to shut out information 
that is not pertinent to the regulatory 
function. In a sense, the current sys
tem is akin to letting the fox guard the 
chicken coop. It is time for that sys
tem to change. 

Another problem with the current 
system is one of duplication. There are 
eight entities in the Department right 
now conducting basic biological re
search and data collection. While this 
arrangement has served us adequately, 
clearly it is not the most efficient way 
to conduct the business of research. 
Too often, there is needless duplication 
of effort, as well as unnecessary bu
reaucracy which makes it difficult for 
public and private landowners to ac
quire the information they need. Merg
ing the research functions of the Inte
rior Department will save time and ef
fort for all of us. 

Creating a National Biological Sur
vey will also improve the quality of our 
biological data by ensuring that re
search will be conducted on an eco
system level. We make laws to govern 
a Nation or individual States, but na
ture transcends such boundaries. While 
we may wish to go on making law on a 
State-by-State basis, we need to cata
log and evaluate biological data on an 
ecosystem level so that we will at least 
be able to make informed decisions 
about how to manage our natural re
sources. Hopefully, by making deci
sions based on more complete and ac
curate information, we can avoid the 
types of conflicts between economy and 
ecology that we are now experiencing. 
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Madam Chairman, I want to com
mend Secretary Babbitt for proposing 
this particular initiative. I know it is 
one of his top priorities. I also want to 
commend the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, on which I serve, as well 
as the chairman, and others, of the 
Committee on Natural Resources for 
their efforts in moving this legislation 
ahead. It is a good bill. 

Madam Chairman, I listened to the 
debate today and wondered whether we 
are debating the same bill I am famil
iar with. There is such excessive rhet
oric. 

I urge my colleagues to support this. 
It is a good bill with or without the 
amendments that are being offered to 
it. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Madam Chairman, 
I am very concerned about this act, 
and, just to illustrate what we are 
dealing with here, I hope all the Mem
bers, especially those from other than 
the Western States who already know 
there is a problem, will take a look at 
this. 

Here we got a map of the United 
States. By the way, we have got spe
cies, ranges , base and recovery plans 
representing 24 percent of the species 
listed on July 8, 1992. Here we have the 
overlay for birds. This is 24 percent, 
and my colleagues can see the impact 
that we are going to have across the 
United States, and this is just to indi
cate what is going to happen when we 
get this biological survey going. Here 
is what we know so far about the birds 
that would be protected, and then we 
are going to go over here to the rep
tiles and the amphibians, and we add to 
it, and we will add to that the mam
mals. Look what large sections of the 
country we get here, and then we will 
add to that the invertebrates, and last
ly: fish. 

Madam Chairman, we can see that 
most of the United States is covered by 
this. 

I say to my colleagues, " If you like 
what's happened under the Endangered 
Species Act, if you liked what's hap
pened under the wetlands policy, you 
are going to love the National Biologi
cal Survey because it's coming your 
way.' ' 

Maybe this is what we need, Madam 
Chairman, for the country because fi 
nally the whole country will wake up 
and realize what is happening to pri
vate property rights. 

This thing is a nightmare. These var
ious organizations that have been 
pushing for more regulatory controls 
are salivating to get this because they 
know what it will mean. It will mean 
governmental control of private prop
erty. 

When these amendments come up, we 
have got to support them to try to put 
some constraints on this, but I think 
this map clearly illustrates what this 
means for private property owners 
throughout the United States. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE] has expired. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield 15 sec
onds to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLITTLE] for a question from 
my good friend. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, does 
the gentleman's map include plants 
which are also covered? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. We also have 
plants. 

Mr. HAYES. In other words, that 
would be an additional overlay; would 
it not? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It would be. 
Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair

man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1845. 

Ignorance is not bliss, and this is an 
attempt to solve that problem. Billions 
of dollars are expended every year on 
environmental regulations and litiga
tion which are based on politics and 
emotion rather than on knowledge and 
science. It is time we began to rely 
more on science to determine the sta
tus of our ecosystems and the re
sources they support and, at the same 
time , avoid the economic train wrecks 
which the current system continues to 
perpetuate year in and year out. 

Despite the arguments of today re
garding private property rights and 
other issues, such as the issues raised 
by the gentleman who just spoke, the 
majority of requests for biological sur
veys all across our country came from 
private entities who want to determine 
the biological status of property before 
making an investment, which could 
prove economically devastating later 
on when real knowledge comes out. 
The need to have science merged with 
the responsibilities of management and 
regulation is a change that is long 
overdue. That is what this bill does, 
and so I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill, and I believe the trend toward 
science and away from politics will 
lead to the environmental and eco
nomic health and stability of our coun
try. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] . 

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to H.R. 1845, and I 
think that the bill has some points in 
it. I think the people behind it truly 
believe the things that they think that 
it is going to accomplish, and their 
heart is in the right place, but, as 
somebody else alluded to , Madam 
Chairman, you cannot let your heart 
do the thinking. 

One thing I wanted to mention on the 
first page of the bill that we have not 
talked about is that on this is that this 
also calls for the cataloging of natural 
resources which would include gold, sil
ver, and oil , and any kind of ore. I say 
to my colleagues, " So, I guess if you 
were an oil company, you wanted to 
know what a competitor was up to , you 
could just grab their biological survey 
and find out how much oil they have, 
and on Mr. DOOLITTLE's map here I 
think that would pretty well black out 
the whole page." 

Now on page 2 we are told this bill 
will streamline government. This bill 
will make things easier. On page 2 it 
says that this group will work with 
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Federal , State and local agencies, and 
private organizations, and anyone else 
who is concerned with collecting data, 
distribution, on health, status and 
trends of the Nation 's biological re
sources. 

That is not streamlining. That is 
more bureaucracy. That is more gov
ernment. That is going to lead to more 
jurisdictional battles, not less battles. 

Finally let me say this: 
We are talking about private prop

erty rights will not be violated, there 
will not be any problems of folks who 
are pushing this bill on a site , and yet, 
if one were to look at the committee 
report on page 12, it was brought out in 
committee that last year the National 
Park Service alone had over 2,800 pri
vate property violations, and these are 
folks that you want to say, oh, there is 
no _problem; 2,800; that means, as the 
report says, they failed to follow their 
own procedures and contact private 
property owners. 

My colleagues, this is not inviting 
the Government onto our property . 
They do not need an invitation. They 
are going to come. They are going to 
say what one has and what one does 
not have, and I say to my colleagues, 
" They will never get out of our hair. " 

Vote " no. " 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair

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

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
make one comment about everybody 
saying this is going to be done by the 
Government, and we are not going to 
take your rights away from you, and 
we are going to protect. We just want 
to know a little more. 

I say to my colleagues, " My God, if 
you believe this Government, we are in 
bad shape. " 

Alaska was told the same thing that 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] talked about down in the well , 
told the same thing: " Don' t worry 
about it. Your mining claims are going 
to be protected. Glacier nickel mine 
will be protected in Glacier Bay. You 
will have your rights. They took it 
away from us through the agencies. We 
have a highway that the State claims, 
that goes from Mount Denali, the park , 
Denali Park, and I have had people ar
rested by the Park Service because it is 
their highway. " 

This Government, as that map shows, 
this is the turning page of the nation
alization, of the socialization, of the 
private and public lands of this great 
Nation of ours, and I do not care how 
much frosting one puts on this Na
tional Biology Survey. That is not 
what it is. This cake is rotten. It is a 
piece of legislation that will live to 
haunt every private land holder in the 
United States. 

I say to my colleagues, "You will 
have people coming onto your land, 
you will have to be told how you can 
develop it, if you can develop it, and 

let's remind ourselves that government 
has never made a nickel in its whole 
life. Every acre of land that has been 
taken out of production makes you no 
money. '' 
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We talk about developing this great 

Nation and jobs for our people. That is 
nonsense, until you develop the re
sources we have. 

Look at the Clinton program. We are 
going to train people for jobs. What 
jobs? We are not manufacturing any
thing. We are not drilling any oil wells. 
We are not mining any minerals. We 
are not cutting any trees, because of 
woodpeckers and owls. 

What is this Nation doing? What is 
this Congress doing? Every time we 
come to the floor with a bill that 
comes out of that Committee on Natu
ral Resources, it takes away jobs from 
our American people. It does not create 
any new jobs, unless they are Govern
ment jobs. 

My god, let us stop this nonsense. Let 
us make this Nation great again. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology has a 
long history of addressing the issues 
contained in H.R. 1845, the National Bi
ological Survey Act of 1993. The com
mittee introduced and reported legisla
tion in both the 101st and the 102d Con
gresses addressing very similar issues 
to those contained in H.R. 1845. 

As chairman of the Science Commit
tee, I have long believed that com
prehensive and high quality scientific 
research and analysis must be the 
foundation for informed and timely de
cisionmaking about the Nation's envi
ronment including our biological re
sources. Therefore, I was pleased when 
the President, in his Earth Day ad
dress, directed the Department of the 
Interior to create a National Biological 
Survey that would aid in protecting 
our biological resources and help ad
vance the search for new products that 
can be developed by our Nation 's agri
cultural and biotechnology industries. 
I congratulate Secretary Babbitt on his 
efforts to establish a National Biologi
cal Survey. 

Although the Science Committee was 
unable to report a bill before expira
tion of our short sequential referral , we 
did hold a hearing on H.R. 1845, as re
ported by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee. I have been very 
pleased with the cooperative nature 
with which Mr. STUDDS and Mr. MILLER 
and their staffs have worked with me 
and my staff to craft the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute which is now 
before us. 

I believe the amendment has 
strengthened the language on peer re
view and addresses my earlier concerns 
about the validity and reliability of the 

research conducted and the data to be 
collected by the survey. The creation 
of a National Biological Survey 
Science Advisory Council addresses not 
only my concerns about the independ
ence of the science to be conducted but 
also the coordination of research on bi
ological resources by Federal agencies, 
as well as State and local agencies , pri
vate organizations, research institu
tions , and other entities. 

Therefore , I would like to express my 
strong support for the establishment of 
the National Biological Survey. This 
activity is critical to developing the 
scientifically sound information base 
required to make responsible policy de
cisions with respect to protecting the 
Nation's environment and ensuring 
that future generations can enjoy and 
benefit from our natural resources. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
correct one of the many misconcep
tions that Members may have about 
this bill. This bill will not unleash a 
plague of scientists on the land collect
ing all sorts of trivial and unimportant 
information. The level of research ef
fort and data collection on the Nation's 
biological resources is not significantly 
increased. The goal of the bill is simply 
to reduce duplication of effort, enhance 
coordination, and improve efficiency, 
quality, and productivity. The estab
lishment of the Survey is entirely con
sistent with the recent recommenda
tions of the Vice President regarding 
reinventing Government. 

I wish to commend my colleagues Mr. 
STUDDS and Mr. MILLER for their ef
forts on H.R. 1845 and look forward to 
working with them in the future on is
sues concerning scientific research. 

I urge all Members to support pas
sage of H.R. 1845. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, our consideration 
today of H.R. 1845 will highlight sev
eral concerns Members have regarding 
the scope and operation of the proposed 
National Biological Survey. 

No one will argue that having more 
information about our biological re
sources is a bad or dangerous goal. 
What is at issue is whether the Depart
ment of Interior has given careful 
thought to establishing safeguards to 
ensure sound peer review of the data 
collected; and, whether Interior can 
manage the NBS in a manner which 
will not infringe on property rights . 

With a nod to another science project 
under the jurisdiction of the Science 
Committee, I wonder whether the Na
tional Biological Survey-a kind of 
supercollecting supersurvey-will suc
ceed in avoiding the natural resource 
conflicts Secretary Babbitt hopes it 
will. Since the Department of Interior 
has stewardship responsibility over 30 
percent of the lands in the United 
States, it is hard to believe the NBS 
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will not be used to manage and regu
late these-and other-properties in 
the United States. 

During his testimony on Capitol Hill, 
Secretary Babbitt admitted that an 
ecosystem is difficult to define. One of 
the witnesses before the Science Com
mittee suggested that defining 
ecosystems depends frequently on the 
discipline of the scientist making the 
definition. Peer review becomes dif
ficult if peers cannot agree, particu
larly if areas of so-called ecosystems 
are defined in different ways-each def
inition having a comparatively legiti
mate defense-based on soils, geology, 
plant and animal populations or hydro
logic features. Defining ecosystems, as 
the NBS is supposed to do, is not neat 
and tidy. Expecting to resolve conflicts 
through the NBS is probably wishful 
thinking. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
just-released report on the creation of 
the biological survey can give us, as 
well as Secretary Babbitt, little con
solation that what we are considering 
today will be the prescription for 
avoiding conflicts Secretary Babbitt 
hopes it will be. The National Academy 
study should send all of us back to our 
respective committees to rethink what 
we are doing. How peer review and data 
coordination with other Federal agen
cies is conducted and databases created 
and managed are big questions, both 
logistically and budgetarily, that are 
just not adequately addressed in this 
bill. 

Many of our citizens do not trust the 
Department of Interior, or for that 
matter, any Government agency, tore
spect their property rights. Given the 
Interior Inspector General's recent re
port on the conduct of the National 
Natural Landmark Program, this dis
trust does have some foundation. There 
are numerous examples of bad science, 
poor public relations and dramatic 
overreactions inflicted on our citizens 
by the Government. Few of those who 
have been on the receiving end of the 
Government's harassment ever thought 
this is the way they would experience 
their tax dollars at work. 

We have many serious questions to 
consider during debate on H.R. 1845, 
and since Secretary Babbitt has indi
cated that he will create the NBS with 
or without this bill, I suggest that we 
must rigorously exercise our oversight 
responsibilities over the next year to 
ensure that what was designed to avoid 
environmental train wrecks does not 
become a runaway train itself. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. VALENTINE], the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Technology, En
vironment and Aviation. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Madam Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

I rise in support of the National Biol
ogy Survey Act of 1993. The sub-

committee I chair, along with the sub
committee chaired by Mr. HAYES from 
Louisiana, held an informative hearing 
on the NBS with Secretary Babbitt last 
month. I appreciate the graciousness of 
the chairman of the Merchant Marine 
Committee, Mr. STUDDS, and the chair
man of the Natural Resources Commit
tee, Mr. MILLER, in working with our 
committee to perfect this bill before it 
came to the floor. I believe that by 
working together the three committees 
have laid before the House a good bill. 

It is my personal opinion that a Na
tional Biological Survey can serve two 
important functions. The NBS will co
ordinate the scattered Federal biologi
cal research, information, and analysis. 

More importantly, the NBS will give 
the Federal Government an independ
ent, nonregulatory source of informa
tion about the Nation's living natural 
resources that will be uncompromised 
by management concerns. 

H.R. 1845 will help to ensure that 
management and policy decisions, re
quired under existing public law, are 
based on credible science. I have my 
own small tract of land on which I try 
to attract wildlife to view and help pre
serve. The information that the Survey 
gathers will be useful to those, such as 
myself, who are making long-term land 
management decisions. 

My initial concern with this legisla
tion was that it could lead, however 
unintentionally, to a taking of individ
ual citizens' land. And this is accept
able only if the Government devises a 
fair and equitable solution to ensure 
just compensation for these lands or 
interests therein as required by the 
fifth amendment's takings clause. 

But after listening to the testimony 
at our hearing, I believe that the 
takings issue is better debated when we 
discuss the reauthorization of the En
dangered Species Act. 

Madam Chairman, I urge all my col
leagues to support H.R. 1845. 
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Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen
tleman for yielding time to me. 

When I was preparing to come back 
after the weekend, one of my constitu
ents asked me what I was going to be 
doing this week. One of the things I 
mentioned to him, I was planning to 
prepare an amendment that would re
quire his written consent before the 
Federal Government could come onto 
his land and conduct a survey or their 
agents could conduct a survey. 

He was incredulous. He thought that 
we had solved that problem 200 years 
ago with the Bill of Rights. He thought 
that his property was his and that he 
had the right now to determine who 
could come on it and take surveys. 

If he committed a crime, he recog
nized that they could go in~o court and 

get a court order or a warrant that 
would allow them to come onto his 
land. But most American people cannot 
conceive of the idea of the Federal 
Government running roughshod over 
an individual property owner's prop
erty without his written consent. That 
is lacking from this bill. 

I am going to offer an amendment in 
a few moments that would require that 
written consent and hope to try to cure 
that. But it is inconceivable by the 
American people that that right is not 
in this legislation or here now. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
commend the gentleman for his amend
ment, and I will support it. 

I remind the gentleman that the bill 
also allows volunteers, not nongovern
ment people, simply volunteers, not 
subject to American law or ethics or 
anything else, to enter one's property 
without that written consent. I think 
that is incredible, but it is in the bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, the gentleman is 
correct. And I think it is going to take 
a great army of volunteers to carry out 
the purpose of this bill. And I think 
there will be all sorts of folks vol
unteering to go on land without con
sent, unless we amend this legislation. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

I would like to conclude my portion 
of this debate by just reaffirming my 
support for this legislation. I am at a 
loss to really understand the thrust of 
the opponents' arguments, because this 
bill, to the best of my knowledge, does 
not give any authority to the Depart
ment of Interior which it does not al
ready have. 

Second, it intends to perform the 
function that it already has in a more 
cost-effective way and one which will 
provide for a greater return to the vot
ers. 

With regard to the problem of going 
onto private property, this bill merely 
asserts that those employees or volun
teers who go on private property must 
do so in accordance with State law. To 
do anything else would establish two 
systems of law with regard to access to 
private property by public employees 
and, in my opinion, would confuse the 
situation more than anything else. 

If the opponents are not satisfied 
with the protection offered by State 
law in its access to private property by 
public employees, then I would suggest 
that they do their best to change the 
State laws so as to achieve the ends 
which they are seeking. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
POMBO]. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from California [Mr. POMBO] is recog
nized for 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I just 
wanted to take the opportunity to rise 
at this point in opposition to the Na
tional Biological Survey. 

I think all of us gathered together 
would love to have more science and 
better information on what is out there 
and what is on our property and how it 
affects us. But quite frankly, I think 
that this is fiscally irresponsible. I 
think it is physically impossible to do. 

According to the opening statement 
of the chairman of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, read
ing directly out of it, "The survey has 
an exquisitely simple yet awesome 
mission: cataloging everything that 
walks, crawls, swims, or flies around 
this country. " 

I think that that is physically impos
sible to do. 

I would like to ask a question, if I 
may, to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. Being the rank
ing member on the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, what 
is the gentleman's position? Does the 
gentleman feel that this is physically 
possible to do this or financially pos
sible to do this? 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, will . 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, it 
seems to me that it is a project at least 
as big as the human genome project 
that has taken massive numbers of re
searchers, massive amounts of super
computer capacity in order to do. It is 
valuable research, and it is research 
that ultimately will affect human 
health. But we are talking about some
thing here that sounds like they are 
going to do a census, for instance, of 
all the ants in the country. What are 
we going to do? Send out school
children to count the ants on the side
walk on the way home, or are we going 
to have Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts out 
doing spider surveys? 

We really are in a position here, if we 
are talking about everything that 
crawls, of just absolutely massive num
bers that I do not see how we put that 
together into any kind of meaningful 
data base. 

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, does 
the gentleman feel that it would be se
lectively enforced, the same way that 
many of our environmental laws are se
lectively enforced today to affect land
use planning? 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, I 
see some real danger here. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN] talked about the whole busi
ness of private property. I think our 
concern has to be here, what about peo
ple standing just off of private property 
who see , for instance, something that 

is flying on private property that they 
regard as endangered? Does that mean 
then that under other laws we can then 
lock off that private property from any 
further development or from any fur
ther use? This does raise questions 
about exactly what the rights of the 
property owners are going to be, once 
we start this kind of survey. 

I think that takes it a step further 
than we have ever gone on some of 
these kinds of science projects. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, it has been interesting. Members 
have come up to me and to the gen
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] and said, " I can't believe 
that we are debating a piece of legisla
tion like this." 

It is important for every Member to 
understand what this legislation means 
and for every staff member to make 
sure that their Member understands 
what this means, because ultimately, 
each of us will be responding to private 
property owners. 

These private property owners may 
be in an urban setting. They may be 
farmers. They may be ranchers. But 
they are going to come to us, first of 
all, when someone comes upon their 
property and, second, when they are 
denied the beneficial use of that prop
erty because of a governmental deci
sion. 

When Congress affects, denies, or, in 
this case, confiscates property, it is 
going to be us, as individual Members, 
who are going to have to respond to 
those constituents. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] is 
recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DE LA GARZA] for the purpose of a col
loquy. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Chairman, 
I thank the distinguished gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

I would like to engage my friend, the 
chairman of the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, in a colloquy re
garding the intent of this bill. 

Although this legislation recognizes 
that the U.S. Forest Service and the 
Department of Agriculture have a role 
to play in the implementation of the 
National Biological Survey Act, I be
lieve some provisions are unclear. The 
House Committee on Agriculture has 
concerns that this legislation could im
pact the work and budget of the USDA. 
The committee would have grave con
cerns if the bill negatively impacts or 
draws financial resources away from 

the U.S. Forest Service in its imple
mentation of forest management ac
tivities or the development of the ad
ministration's ecosystems manage
ment goals. I would also like clarifica
tion that this bill does not allow the 
Secretary of Interior to unilaterally di
rect the activities of the U.S. Forest 
Service and that the measure requires 
consultation and agreement with the 
Secretary of Agriculture on Survey ac
tivities affecting national forest lands 
or personnel. · 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, it is 
not the intent or mandate of this legis
lation to affect the budget or operation 
of Forest Service activities without 
prior consultation and agreement with 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Chairman, 
I thank the chairman of the committee 
for engaging me in this colloquy and I 
appreciate his clarification on this 
matter of great importance to the 
members of the Agriculture Commit
tee. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
would ask how much time I have re
maining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, let me just say 
briefly, if I may, that this has been an 
interesting debate. There has been a 
great deal more smoke than fire in it. 

This is a very simple bill. Members 
have addressed their remarks fre
quently to questions of takings of pri
vate property, to wetlands regulations, 
to recovery plans under the Endan
gered Species Act. I heard reference a 
moment ago, I thought, to confiscation 
of property. 

All of those are interesting and im
portant questions, Madam Chairman, 
but they have nothing whatsoever to 
do with this bill, and this bill has noth
ing whatsoever to do with them. This 
bill involves the collection of scientific 
data. It is important, it is simple, and 
it should be passed. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam Chair
man, I rise today in opposition to H.R. 1845, 
the National Biological Survey Act of 1993. 
This legislation, admittedly, has a noble pur
pose: To provide a comprehensive survey of 
the biological life of this Nation, on the order 
of the existing U.S. Geological Survey. The 
goal of this undertaking, the supporters of this 
bill claim, is to enhance our understanding of 
the number of species that live in this country 
as well as the relative health of each of those 
species. Armed with this information, the 
sponsors claim that we will be able to protect 
species on a proactive basis, before they are 
threatened or endangered. In this way, they 
conclude, we will avoid the train wrecks that 
currently characterize the implementation of 
the Endangered Species Act. 

Frankly, along with many of my constituents, 
I am skeptical. We have all seen how the En
dangered Species Act, another law with a 
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noble purpose, has been used as a weapon to 
attack the rights of private property owners 
and prohibit them from making use of their 
property. The train wrecks referred to by the 
sponsors of H.R. 1845 occur on an almost 
daily basis within my district and throughout 
the State of California. Farmers cannot plow 
their fields, water districts cannot upgrade their 
systems, developers must spend time and 
money consulting-often unsuccessfully-with 
Federal agencies to ensure that their plans do 
not result in takes of a protected species, and 
State transportation officials are forced to stop 
construction of roads and highways when spe
cies establish themselves on a construction 
site. 

Will the National Biological Survey solve 
these problems? I would like to think so, but 
I believe it will make things worse. The survey 
will be based on science, its supporters argue, 
and how can one argue with science? The 
truth is, the data gathered by the survey will 
be of no use without analysis and interpreta
tion, and it is this analysis and interpretation 
that is of concern to me. How often do reason
able persons, working independently on the 
same data, reach exactly the same results? 

Obviously, when presented with the informa
tion gathered by the survey, environmentalists 
will assert that it bolsters their claims that 
there are thousands of species and hundreds 
of ecosystems in this country that are in immi
nent danger of being wiped out unless imme
diate action is taken. Greater restrictions on 
the use of private property will be proposed 
and many more private citizens will find that 
they cannot disturb their land in any way be
cause it is habitat for one or more species. 

I cannot support this continued assault on 
the rights of private property owners. If society 
makes the determination that a species needs 
protection and private property values are di
minished as a result of this decision, society 
should be prepared to bear the burden of this 
diminished value and compensate those indi
viduals who have suffered a loss. Thecurrent 
legal structure providing protection to species 
does not do this. Before we undertake a sur
vey of the Nation's biological life and discover 
more species that are in danger of disappear
ing, we should make sure that society pays 
the costs of protecting these species, rather 
than shifting the burden onto the backs of pri
vate property owners. 

Every day brings to light another horror 
story involving the implementation of the En
dangered Species Act. As a result, many 
Members expressed a desire to significantly' 
revise this law. It is interesting to me that, just 
as it appeared that the pendulum was swing
ing in favor of rational approaches to species 
protection, the rules of the game are being 
changed. 

For years, we have relied on the Endan
gered Species Act, which takes a species-by
species approach to the problem. However, 
once a number of Members listened to the 
protests of their constituents and began calling 
for reasonable reform of this law, we are sud
denly told that we need to use a multispecies 
approach, protecting ecosystems rather than 
individual species. When I am sitting at the 
table, I find it more than a little suspicious 
when the rules of the game are changed after 
the hand has been dealt. 

It is obvious that the current system of pro
tecting species needs to be reformed. How
ever, the sponsors of this legislation and those 
who are unwilling to revise the Endangered 
Species Act are not asking the right question. 
The question to the American taxpayer should 
not be phrased, Do you support preserving 
species?, but Are you willing to bear the cost 
of preserving species? If society, as a whole, 
benefits from the preservation of species, soci
ety should pay the costs associated with their 
conservation. The sponsors of the National Bi
ological Survey Act claim that it will help to re
duce the costs associated with the preserva
tion of species. That is a goal I share, but I 
believe we should also ensure that these 
costs are borne by the proper party: society. 
Until the rights of private property owners are 
given adequate protection, I cannot support 
this legislation. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
support of the National Biological Survey Act 
which will streamline Federal research by 
combining eight separate Department of the 
Interior bureaus into one agency. This agency 
will consolidate the activities for biological re
search and information. 

This legislation will perform many of the 
functions that were included in H.R. 730, a bill 
I introduced in February of this year. 

The NBS must comply with applicable State 
and tribal laws regarding private property 
rights and privacy, which I know is a great 
concern to some of my colleagues. NBS will 
have no regulatory authority and cannot be 
used to take private property. NBS will help us 
to know what biological resources we have so 
that, with better long range planning, we can 
prevent the spotted owl crisis of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

The NBS begins to fulfill the United States' 
commitment as a signatory to the convention 
on biological diversity. By surveying and mon
itoring our own biological resources, the Unit
ed States leads by example. We are getting 
our own house in order before encouraging 
less developed countries to conduct biological 
inventories and to conserve their biological re
sources. 

Madam Chairman, the NBS is preventive 
medicine. It will give us a picture of our bio
logical diversity and alert us to potential prob
lems before they develop. I urge a "yes" vote 
for the National Biological Survey. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
House Report 103-262 shall be consid
ered by sections as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment, and each 
section is considered as read. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 

H.R. 1845 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National Bi
ological Survey Act of 1993". 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? If not, the 
Clerk will designate section 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) The Department of the Interior needs a 
coordinated and comprehensive source of in
formation about the nation's biological re
sources in order to address national, re
gional, and local natural resource conflicts 
and to avoid future natural resource prob
lems. 

(2) Research, information, and analysis are 
critical to the management of biological and 
natural resources on an ecosystem basis. 

(3) In recent years, the need for broader 
and more timely biological information has 
been readily apparent in the numerous con
troversies and potential economic disloca
tions surrounding natural resource manage
ment. 

(4) Presently, biological research, informa
tion, and analysis are dispersed and frag
mented among different bureaus in the De
partment of the Interior. 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to establish a National Biological Survey to 
provide a national focus for research, 
inventorying, and monitoring of America's 
biological resources on an ecosystem basis. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 2? 

If not, the Clerk will designate sec
tion 3. 

The text of section 3 is as follows: 
SEC. 3. NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 
in the Department of the Interior an office 
which shall be known as the National Bio
logical Survey. 

(b) DIRECTOR.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Survey shall be under 

the supervision of the Director of the Na
tional Biological Survey, who shall-

(A) be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
from among individuals having expertise in 
the biological sciences; and 

(B) be compensated, subject to appropria
tion, at the rate provided for level V of the 
Executive Schedule. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.-The Director, under the su
pervision of the Assistant Secretary and to 
the extent practicable in cooperation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, 
Tribal governments, private organizations, 
and other entities, shall perform the follow
ing functions: 

(A) Conduct research on biological re
sources, including plants, fish, wildlife, and 
their habitat. 

(B) Monitor methods by which ecosystems 
are managed. 

(C) Collect and analyze data and informa
tion to determine and inventory the dis
tribution, abundance, health, and status and 
trends of biological resources. 

(D) Develop methods for the consistent and 
systematic collection and analysis of data on 
ecosystems and their components. 

(E) Disseminate information to resource 
managers, scientists, and the public. 

(F) Provide technical assistance with the 
the Department of the Interior and to other 
Federal agencies, States, Tribal govern
ments, private organizations, and other enti
ties with respect to research, inventory, and 
monitoring of biological resources. 

(G) Establish, in cooperation with other 
Federal, State, and local agencies, Tribal 
governments, private organizations, and 
other entities, a network to assist in collect
ing and maintaining data concerning the dis
tribution, abundance, health, and status and 
trends of the Nation's biological resources. 



23714 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 6, 1993 
(H) After the date that is 90 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, or such 
earlier date as may be specified by the Sec
retary, perform functions under the National 
Wetlands Inventory Project that were per
formed before the date of the enactment of 
this Act by the United States Fish and Wild
life Service under section 401 of the Emer
gency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (16 
U.S.C. 3931), except that this subparagraph 
shall not be considered to authorize the Di
rector to perform any such function that is 
completed before that date of enactment. 

(C) POWERS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-ln addition to such powers 

as may be delegated to the Director by the 
Secretary, and as necessary to carry out the 
functions enumerated in subsection (b)(2), 
the Director shall have the authority to-

(A) enter into contracts and cooperative 
agreements with, and provide grants to, any 
appropriate Federal, State, and local agen
cies, Tribal governments, private organiza
tions, and other entities; 

(B) accept lands, buildings, equipment, and 
other contributions of real or personal prop
erty, either in cash or in-kind, from public or 
private sources; 

(C) carry out projects in cooperation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, 
Tribal governments, private organizations, 
and other entities; and 

(D) accept the services of individuals. 
(2) ACCEPTANCE OF SERVICES.-Services ac

cepted under paragraph (l )(D) shall be sub
ject to the same authorities and restrictions 
as are applicable to services accepted by the 
Secretary under the first section and sec
tions 2 and 3 of the Volunteers in the Park 
Act (16 U.S.C. 18g- 18j ). 

(d) PEER REVIEW.-The Director shall pro
vide for a scientific peer review process to 
ensure the validity and reliability of the re
search conducted and the data collected in 
carrying out the functions enumerated in 
subsection (b)(2). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAUZIN 
Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. The Clerk read as 
follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TAUZIN: In sec-
tion 3(c)-

(1) strike paragraph (2); and 
(2) in paragraph (l)-
(A) strike " (1 ) IN GENERAL.-" ; 
(B) in subparagraph (B ) insert "and" after 

the semicolon at the end; 
(C) in subparagraph (C) strike "; and" and 

insert a period; 
(D) strike subparagraph (D); and 
(E ) redesignate subparagraphs (A), (B), and 

(C) in order as paragraphs (1), (2), and (3). 

Mr. TAUZIN (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, this 

amendment would delete from the bill 
the provision that allows the Secretary 
to accept the services of volunteers to 
perform the duties to be carried out by 
the National Biological Survey. The 
Biological Survey has been described 
to our committee as a research and 
data-gathering organization that will 
provide solid scientific data to support 
the many natural resource manage-

ment decisions which our Government 
makes. It is essential that this data
gathering and research function be 
conducted by individuals who are well
trained, experienced professionals, and 
whose performance, and this is very 
important, will be subject to evalua
tion and control by the Department of 
the Interior. 

Although the bill states that volun
teers are subject to the Volunteers in 
the Park Act, that act contains no re
quirements that these individuals be 
trained or that they be educated, or, 
and this is very important, subject to 
the ethical rules of this Government, 
or under the control of the Department 
of the Interior. 

The act authorizes the use of volun
teers to provide interpretive and visi
tor services to our parks. Those duties 
performed by the Park Service volun
teers are very different in nature and 
certainly do not require the kind of ex
pertise that will be required to under
take a comprehensive national biologi
cal survey. 

In addition, there are no safeguards 
in the act to ensure that these volun
teers do not cause damage or harm to 
property being surveyed. There are no 
ethical standards to prevent conflicts 
of interest or self-enrichment by these 
individuals. Most private land owners 
who allow the survey to enter the prop
erty for the purpose of conducting this 
survey will assume that the members 
of the team are in fact U.S. Govern
ment employees. 

An employee of the U.S. Government 
is subject to many laws, to many rules, 
to ethical requirements that would not 
be applicable to these private citizen 
volunteers. In fact, Madam Chairman, 
when we rise from the Committee of 
the Whole , I will offer into the RECORD 
several documents, one of which is a 
letter from Mr. Eugene Hester, who is 
now designated head of this Biological 
Survey, who was writing a letter in re
gard to work being done by an em
ployee of the State of Maine, with ref
erence to the National Landmarks Pro
gram. 

In that case, this employee of the 
State of Maine was entering upon pri
vate property, and Mr. Hester was in
forming individuals that he was in .fact 
not subject to the Federal laws, be
cause he was not a Federal employee. 

Later on, Senator MITCHELL appeared 
at a hearing on this very subject mat
ter in Maine, and was quoted in his 
statement as saying, " The draft revi
sions allow persons other than Na
tional Park Service personnel a role in 
the nomination and designation proc
ess" of landmarks. " It was the misuse 
of that authority in Maine which en
abled the NPS to maintain it was not 
violating Federal regulations and the 
property rights of land owners because 
the alleged offenders were State, not 
NPS employees. Given the past abuse, I 
see no reason to allow the NPS to dele-

gate this authority in the future . The 
draft revisions should be amended to 
prohibit the use of persons other than 
NPS personnel for any purpose pertain
ing to the nomination and designation 
process" of landmarks. 

Mr. MITCHELL was referring to abuse 
by volunteers in designation of natural 
landmarks, because those volunteers 
were not subject to Federal laws, ethi
cal and otherwise. That is the problem 
if we do not delete this provision from 
the bill. 

The information generated by this 
survey will be used for many important 
natural resource management deci
sions that will have very significant 
economic and legal consequences. This 
work should be conducted by persons 
with expertise and proper training. 
Among the important natural resource 
programs which will use the scientific 
data generated by the survey are the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, the 
Natural Environmental Policy Act of 
1970, the Department of Agriculture Or
ganic Act of 1962, the 1990 farm bill, the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act, the Clean Water Act Amend
ments of 1987, including the Wetlands 
404 Program, the Taylor Grazing Act of 
1934, the Federal Land Management 
Act of 1976, the Coastal Barriers Act of 
1982, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968, and the Natural Park Organic Act 
of 1916. 

It will also be used in support of fish
eries management decisions and deci
sions involving the leasing of Outer 
Continental Shelf oil and gas develop
ment programs. 

This research is simply too impor
tant to allow it to be handled by poten
tially untrained, untested, potentially 
prejudiced individuals who will not be 
required to be accountable for the qual
ity of their work performed. This sec
tion ought to be deleted. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I rise in support of the amend
ment. We are prepared to accept the 
gentleman's amendment, if others are 
willing to do so, also. 

Obviously, they are not. If I could 
ask the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN] a question, as I understand, 
one of the real purposes of this act is to 
create accurate , comprehensive bio
logical information that will help us 
make wise management decisions for 
our Nation 's natural resources , but as 
the gentleman pointed out, and it is 
my understanding that there is no re
quirement that these volunteers be 
trained. Therefore, there is no real 
quality control, either in the gathering 
of the data or in the process of gather
ing the data. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, in 
fact , they may be trained for other spe
cific purposes. They may be hired guns 
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for an organization that wants to ac
quire their property, so they go onto 
their property as volunteers under this 
survey, they go out and do some work 
that leads to a decision later on that 
they cannot use their property. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, let me reclaim my time, because 
I know this is going to sound like a 
silly question, but I think the answer 
is that what I am about to say is abso
lutely correct. It is hard to believe that 
an interest group could actually be one 
of the volunteers, that we could have 
the Sierra Club, we could have the Au
dubon Society, Friends of the Earth, 
Greenpeace, PET A, Friends of Animals, 
Earth First, any of these organizations 
could actually qualify as volunteers to 
go out and collect data, even though 
those organizations might have an in
terest. 

0 1440 

Mr. TAUZIN. If the gentleman will 
yield, in fact those organizations will 
probably be the ones to sign these co
operative agreements for the survey. 
They will probably be the ones supply
ing these volunteers. It is precisely 
these very self-interested individuals 
who are going to be the volunteers 
under this program if we allow this to 
go forward. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I am going to reclaim my time. I 
appreciate my friend answering these 
questions, and it is compelling that 
every Member understand what the 
gentleman just said, that more than 
likely you are going to have self-inter
ested groups coming in as volunteers. 
And in essence we are creating an envi
ronmental gestapo that will go on peo
ple 's private property, groups that 
have specific interests. 

This does not make sense, and again, 
people on this side of the aisle are com
ing up to me and saying surely that is 
not the interpretation or what this 
piece of legislation actually means. 
And I am sad to report that that is ex
actly what it does mean. And I appre
ciate the gentleman confirming my 
worst fears. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, we have just wit
nessed one of the more paranoid 
amendments that has been offered on 
the floor of the House and reactionary 
arguments that are almost unbeliev
able. The very same gentlemen who 
support and have offered the amend
ment in fact support legislation and 
have voted on legislation and approved 
it in their committee that allows 
grants to be made through Woods Hole 
or the Scripps Institute where graduate 
students are used as volunteers. People 
from the Chevron Corp. are used as vol
unteers in marine engineering and wet
lands programs. The State of Louisiana 
we see has an ad by Chevron, "People 

do." Their employees go out and col
lect data for the Fish and Wildlife 
Service , for various Federal agencies in 
my district. Dow Chemical, Dupont, 
maintain wetlands, maintain bench
mark studies. Their employees build 
and they monitor them. They turn the 
information over to the Fish and Wild
life Service, because we have problems 
in our district with wetlands and with 
endangered species. Hundreds of volun
teers in my district, the citizens of my 
district go out and work with different 
agencies to gather information, not to 
make scientific judgments, not to 
make professional determinations. 

Ducks Unlimited is working with 
farmers and ranchers and rice growers 
to gather information because we 
think that we may have come up with 
a way that we can use water to grow 
rice, turn the water back into the 
streams to save the fish and to miti
gate an endangered species problem, 
and at the same time preserve the Pa
cific flyway. That is a combination of 
State, Fish and Wildlife and their vol
unteers, environmental organizations 
and their volunteers, ranchers and 
farmers in the State of California, and 
Federal agencies because we are now 
monitoring and collecting data. The 
farmer and the rancher is there every 
day to monitor and to collect the data, 
and to hand it over to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. We are creating wet
lands all through the northern part of 
our State, and it is being done with pri
vate money, people who have put up 
millions of dollars, and they are turn
ing that information over. The Fish 
and Wildlife Foundation, and many of 
the Members here are familiar with it 
and have supported their authorization 
and their appropriation, leverage that 
with the use of volunteers and organi
zations, both corporate and environ
mental, to collect data. 

They did the studies in California. 
One of my constituents put up over $1 
million. But the studies would never 
have been completed without volun
teers. 

We just passed the youth service bill. 
We just witnessed an administration 
that had a thousand points of light. We 
celebrate voluntarism; we do not call 
them the gestapo. We do not call vol
unteers here from the gestapo. We say 
thank you for giving your time. 

There is nothing in this bill that lets 
an untrained individual make a profes
sional, scientific decision, should that 
decision have to be made. And the gen
tlemen from the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee know this better 
than anyone else, because you know 
how we need and work in cooperative 
efforts between the employees of our 
corporations, who give their time, who 
happen to be members of the Sierra 
Club, or Ducks Unlimited, or California 
Water Fowl. 

Why? Because they want to preserve 
this. They want to know about this so 

they can hunt, so they can fish. The 
bass organizations, do Members want 
to prevent them from collecting the in
formation so we can preserve the bass 
fisheries in Arkansas, in the Ozarks, in 
Louisiana and California, some of the 
great bass fisheries of the world? I do 
not think this is what you want to do. 
You have some other agenda here, and 
you are trying to scare people about 
volunteers. 

This is not about this legislation, and 
it is not about volunteers, because 
today we could not run our National 
Park Service without volunteers. We 
could not run the Fish and Wildlife 
Service without volunteers. We could 
not run a good portion of what this 
Federal Government does, and that is 
why we say thank you, and we cele
brate them. 

I cannot believe that this amendment 
is being offered by people who under
stand it. We see every day American 
citizens, American corporations telling 
us what they do. One of my largest con
stituents, Chevron Corp., runs ads that 
say, "People do." You know what that 
means. That means that their employ
ees, along with some corporate dona
tions, are out in the environment 
digging out how we can preserve and 
protect portions of the environment, 
because they know they are in the 
business of extracting minerals, and 
oil, and gas from the environment, and 
they feel that that is a tradeoff. Those 
employees are volunteering their time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Madam 
Chairman, they are giving their time. 
We could not afford to hire each and 
every person to do this. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I do not know 
what is going on around this legisla
tion with all of these scare tactics. 
This legislation prevents you from en
tering on to the land of another with
out their consent. And this legislation 
does not allow a gestapo to go out and 
to work on behalf of environmental 
protection or information gathering or 
developing the basis on which we can 
make informed decisions. And we all 
know how proud we are of our constitu
ents when they engage in that effort. 
You can read the !-minutes, and you 
can read the special orders. We praise 
people in this country for volunteering. 

This is not about turning the pro
gram over to the Sierra Club, or to 
Greenpeace. No, it is about people who 
are concerned about the environment, 
participating with the Federal agencies 
and the State agencies and the local 
agencies who need them, right shoulder 
to shoulder alongside the employees of 
Dow, and Dupont, and Chevron, and 
Shell, and Exxon, all my constituents, 
all of whom are out in the San Fran
cisco Bay delta trying to head off the 
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endangered species problem of the 
delta smelt, trying to create wetlands, 
trying to create mitigation, trying to 
create different flows to protect the 
fish and wildlife. Volunteers, American 
citizens, not members of the gestapo. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Let me just say, before yielding to 
my colleague from Texas, that I think 
a lot of people in America are con
cerned about my legislation that deals 
with their property rights. Many peo
ple, farmers, business people in my dis
trict feel like that regulation is just 
completely out of control, and any at
tempt to expand those regulations to 
impinge upon their rights further 
drives them nuts. 

So, I think that we all ought to be a 
little wary of what is going on around 
here, and be very skeptical. I think if 
we are not, I do not mean to say we 
should be paranoid, but we should be 
very concerned with that. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield
ing. Just a moment ago, scare tactics 
was referred to. 

Madam Chairman, I am legitimately 
frightened or scared as to what this 
particular piece of legislation will lead 
to. 

The gentleman earlier focused on 
volunteers. I am for volunteers. Volun
teers have been the backbone of this 
country. But the volunteers that he re
ferred to were volunteers involved in 
focused efforts, volunteers who were 
there on a voluntary and consensual 
basis. They were permitted, they were 
welcomed. And unfortunately, because 
of some groups in this country, certain 
volunteers are no longer welcome. 

Private property owners in Texas are 
not going to say thank you to the Au
dubon Society and the Sierra Club, and 
some of these other groups if they 
come on their property trying to col
lect data, and not necessarily in a pro
fessional way, with an agenda. People 
are not going to say thank you for 
that. 

If Members want to really ask me 
why am I scared, I come back for the 
third reading of the statement by Dr. 
Thomas Lovejoy, the Science Adviser 
to the Secretary, a member of the Na
tional Biological Survey Steering Com
mittee, who said the National Biologi
cal Survey will "map the whole Nation 
for all biology and determine develop
ment of the whole country and regu
late it all because that is our obliga
tion as set forth in the Endangered 
Species Act." 
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Now, if you have got property owners 

in your district-which all 435 Members 

of us have--you should be concerned 
about statements like this when people 
say that this is the intent of this par
ticular piece of legislation. It is not a 
scare tactic. I have genuine and actual 
fear. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 

the gentleman from Louisiana. 
Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Madam Chairman, I think it is im

portant to point out there is a vast 
world of difference between someone 
who volunteers to go do a task in pub
lic service, and somebody who volun
teers to pose as a Federal official. We 
used to have a law saying it was illegal 
to impersonate a Federal official. 
Imagine volunteers who serve as po
licemen, imaging volunteers who serve 
as judges in this country without ex
pertise or special training or subject to 
ethical laws of the Federal Government 
and other rules and regulations. 

We are talking about people who will 
pose as Federal officials and enter your 
private property. That is not the na
ture and spirit of voluntarism that was 
defended on this floor. 

Yes, you are right, there is some 
scare, there is some fear in this Cham
ber; there ought to be. There is a fear 
in America that Government goes too 
far sometimes. This is a case of going 
too far with these so-called volunteers 
who may have a very special mission, a 
very partial agenda, a very special in
terest when they enter your property 
without permission right now until we 
amend the bill. 

They enter your property to pose as a 
Federal official. To do what? Scientific 
gathering. They are not just going in 
there to make a count. They are going 
to find out what you have. You have to 
have a pretty good basis to know what 
4,000 species of plants may exist on 
someone's property. These volunteers 
are going in to do a very specialized job 
that only a Federal official ought to do 
if we are going to have an objective 
survey. This is not the spirit of volun
tarism we are opposed to. We are op
posed to people impersonating public 
officials doing a public official's job 
when that person should be subject to 
the laws and ethical responsibilities of 
Federal officials in this country. 

That is what is wrong, and that is 
what is wrong with this so-called vol
unteer provision in the bill, and that is 
why it ought to get deleted. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for his comments, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I come from a part 
of the country where winters are very 
long, although not as long as the gen
tleman from Alaska's. We sometimes 

get into inflated rhetoric in midwinter 
and we have exaggerated fears. But I 
must say to my friend from Texas and 
my friend from Louisiana, I would like 
to just plead with everybody here: We 
have a long way to go, we should cool 
our rhetorical jets collectively, all of 
us, the language here , and save our 
heavy rhetorical ammunition and ar
maments for heavy subjects. 

At the moment, to say that one is 
frightened about what this legislation 
could lead to, step back for a moment. 
If this legislation is enacted and if 
what we seek to accomplish is success
fully accomplished, what it will lead to 
is good science, period. And it would 
seem to me we should all want good 
science, whatever our policy views may 
be on the wisdom, or lack of wisdom, of 
how we are managing wetlands or how 
we are planning to do something with 
respect to endangered species or what
ever. I would think that, given all the 
political diversity in this Chamber and 
all the points of view that we individ
ually bring to bear upon the subjects 
before us, that the one thing, the one 
thing we all share in common is the de
sire for the best possible scientific data 
on which to make the decisions that 
Government at all levels must make, 
and that industry must make, and that 
private citizens must make. 

Now let me observe that if we adopt 
this amendment and eliminate the 
ability of the survey to accept volun
teer services, first of all we will signifi
cantly increase the cost because we 
will not be able to utilize volunteer 
services. And if we cannot employ vol
unteer scientists and others, we will 
have to hire more people and that is a 
lot more expensive. 

This amendment would prohibit the 
use on a volunteer basis of private citi
zens, members of these two gentleman 
who are standing, of one of their favor
ite constituencies, Ducks Unlimited, 
and of a major source of much sci
entific research in this country, a.k.a. 
slave labor, that is, graduate students. 

If we are going to forbid this agency 
to utilize the expertise of the Nation's 
corps of graduate students on a volun
teer basis, we are going to cut off one 
of our own arms. 

Furthermore, it seems to me, and I 
think the gentleman from California 
made this point, that is hardly the 
spirit of the day. Once again we are 
trying to challenge Americans to re
spond on a voluntary basis. 

We have just enacted a new National 
Service Program. I hope it works. But 
I must say to people regardless, regard
less of how you feel about major policy 
questions and about major statutes, we 
will have on the floor of this House 
later in this Congress the Endangered 
Species Act, we will have the Clean 
Water Act and attendant wetland pro
visions, but at the moment we do not 
have them. They are not here. It will 
not do us any good to fire volleys at 
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them. They are not in the Chamber, 
they are not on the floor, they are not 
on the table, they are not before us. 

All we seek to do is to get the best 
possible scientific data available for 
people, public and private, at every 
level, who have the very difficult deci
sions to make. And those decisions are 
rendered infinitely more difficult if 
they have to be m~de in the face of in
adequate or incomplete data. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STUDDS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I think it is im
portant to point out that we share 
something here, we share a quest for 
good scientific outcome. We do not dif
fer on that. 

What we differ on is whether we start 
with good science. Our complaint is 
that the volunteers, nonscience volun
teers with a special agenda, with a par
tial view, are going to be part and par
cel of the basis by which the survey is 
conducted; we start with bad science. 
You start with bad science, you end up 
with bad science; garbage in, garbage 
out. 

Mr. STUDDS. Reclaiming my time, it 
is still early fall and the gentleman 
does not frighten me, and I hope fer
vently he does not frighten anybody 
else. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I think Chairman 
STUDDS stated what the objective of all 
of us is, and that is to ensure that we 
have the best science available. In def
erence to the comments of the gen
tleman from Louisiana, Congressman 
TAUZIN, what we are concerned with is 
that the legislation currently being 
presented does not have the adequate 
peer review that can assure that the 
work that is going to be conducted by 
the volunteers, some of the organiza
tions that can be contracted with by 
the director of the National Biological 
Survey, will have the opportunity to 
withstand a peer review to ensure that 
it is in fact going to have the best 
science possible. 

That is precisely why the amendment 
I will be offering later is to ensure that 
we put in a mechanism that ensures 
that whoever is gathering this informa
tion is going to have the opportunity 
to be sure it is based on the best 
science possible. But certainly, as the 
legislation is currently drafted, I think 
the concerns of the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] are merited and 
that we do not have the protections to 
ensure that the workers who volunteer, 
from some of these groups, are going to 
be coming from a point of advocacy, 
whether that is based on the best 
science possible. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, taking the well
put admonition of the chairman of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, let us do look at it in terms 
of cold, deliberative science, and let us 
do that with the separation of what 
this bill accomplishes. 

First, as long as we are talking about 
a chronology of cataloguing or the 
means of gathering information, we are 
dealing with one effect of science; in 
other words, are we going to take up, 
pick up rocks and stones and birds and 
plants, take them over to the labora
tory and say, "What is this stuff I 
found on the land?" Or are we going to 
hope that a delineation is going to be 
made on site? The science begins on 
site. 

All the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN] is saying is that a sci
entist should begin with science. I 
would humbly say that interested par
ties are not objective scientists. 

Within the group of volunteers will 
be people who can-what?-who can 
name 4,000 plants. How many people do 
you know in America who can name 
4,000 plants? And yet that may be the 
scope of the Endangered Species Act if 
some amendments which are going to 
be offered later would come to fruition. 

How many true experts are there on 
the delineation of a wetland, where sci
entists themselves disagree with each 
other on the Delineation Manuals of 
1987, 1989, and 1991? Were the 1991 man
ual rejected, so what happened when 
we catalogue on the one manual which 
has been rejected later? Do we go back 
and catalogue again? 

These are all real questions involving 
real science. The problem is what we 
are talking about today is not a sci
entific debate. It is a policy debate. 
The only hidden agenda here is that 
the tool of science becomes a means to 
do national land use. That is where the 
greatest differences of all have to 
occur. 

What we are saying is that, instead 
of merely analyzing for the scientific 
impact of what is present, we are going 
to have Fish and Wildlife-which is 
used by the gentleman from Califor
nia-an agency that is heavily criti
cized in a report from the accounting 
arm of the Federal Government last 
December as having ties to volunteer 
and nonprofit organizations by which 
they made tens of millions of dollars at 
taxpayers' expense. 
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So how about this as a modest re

quest to the gentlemen who are the 
chairmen of the two subcommittees 
and the committees of jurisdiction. 
How about no volunteers that are 
members of an organization that has a 
lobbying arm as registered lobbyists or 
employs lobbyists in the Federal Gov
ernment? 

How about no volunteers who are 
members of an organization that re
ceives special tax benefits from the 
Federal Government lower than the 
corporate rate, and in many cases none 
at all? 

How about no volunteers who are as
sociated with an organization that per
sonally profits off of holding land and 
later selling it to the Federal Govern
ment, because since it is an open rule, 
if the gentleman would accept that 
amendment, I bet the gentleman from 
Louisiana would amend it to do so, and 
if the gentleman will not, maybe my 
friend should be paranoid. 

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment. 

Madam Chairman, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts has made a very 
appealing argument here invoking the 
great American spirit of voluntarism. 
He tells us that the thrust of the lan
guage of this bill is most innocent. 

Now, I suggest that the left wing 
forces in this country who are behind 
this legislation have a very, very dif
ferent agenda than the Saturday after
noon volunteers who are out interested 
in promoting more and better habitat 
for waterfowl and a very different 
agenda from the private property own
ers in this country. 

Under the terms of this bill, section 3 
allows the use of volunteers to conduct 
the duties and responsibilities of the 
survey. What this means, Madam 
Chairman, is that you will have in all 
likelihood representatives of the Sierra 
Club, the Audubon Society, Friends of 
the Earth, Greenpeace, Friends of Ani
mals, Earth First, trampling on private 
property all over this country. 

This is why we need some certainty 
on who is going to perform the Survey 
work. Thus, we do have a very real 
need for the Tauzin amendment. 

I do not think it is happenstance that 
we have this bill and this language be
fore us. The organizations that I men
tioned in my remarks here constitute 
what is known as the League of Con
servation Voters. They are an organi
zation that has virtually taken over 
the Department of the Interior under 
this administration, so I think it is 
only logical that the legislation which 
they are promoting would be before the 
House of Representatives, which of 
course has a left-wing majority which 
is usually responsive to the bidding of 
the League of Conservation voters. 

I have long maintained that this 
House could never pass a omnibus wil
derness bill, because if we had an omni
bus wilderness bill, everybody would 
have a little, and therefore very few 
Members would be in favor of it, and 
this is sort of in the nature of an omni
bus wilderness bill. 

Madam Chairman and my colleagues, 
let me call to your attention that 
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every single congressional district in 
this country has a lot of private prop
erty in it. You cannot escape this the 
way you can escape taking a stand on 
most wilderness bills. Every congres
sional district has a lot of private prop
erty that is going to be subject to the 
whims of the "Eco Police," which I 
suggest will follow if this bill is en
acted. 

Madam Chairman, I urge a strong 
vote for the Tauzin amendment and 
against this insidious piece of legisla
tion. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I am going to vote 
for the Tauzin amendment. I am not 
totally opposed to the purposes of the 
bill before us. I think it is certainly 
laudable, and in the best of all worlds 
it would be extremely beneficial to 
have a complete documentation of the 
wildlife species in the United States; 
hcwever, if this process is going to 
work, it is going to have to be credible 
and it is going to have to have the con
fidence of the people who are being 
asked to surrender some of their rights 
and, potentially, some of the things 
they might be able to do in the future 
in order to make it work. Without the 
Tauzin amendment, that is simply not 
going to be the case. 

If we are going to allow those who 
represent groups that take one side in 
this overall debate to be a party to the 
survey itself, we have already started 
out in a situation where one side is 
going to have serious misgivings about 
what the results of it might be. 

Now, this is not paranoia. Let me 
give you a recent example from the 
real world, where on a similar survey 
conducted pursuant to another act, 
something very strange happened. 

Recently in my district and in the 
district of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DOOLEY], the gentleman from 
Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT], in 
those districts the Bureau of Reclama
tion began conducting studies of pri
vately owned habitat under the Endan
gered Species Act. They went out and 
told landowners that they wanted to 
come on to their property to do these 
studies. Then they told those land
owners that in the event they did not 
give them access to their property, and 
I quote from the letter to those land
owners: 

Uncultivated parcels will likely be labeled 
as habitat if absence of species cannot be 
confirmed by inspection. 

In other words, if you do not let us on 
to your property, we are going to as
sume that the species exist on the 
property, absent scientific evidence to 
that end. 

So you have a situation now under 
this legislation where this act will be 
used to allow volunteers perhaps from 
organizations that have a stake in the 

outcome of this to be able to get on to 
the property and the event the farmer 
has some paranoia, from the chairman 
of our committee, about allowing that 
to exist, he is going to wonder about 
whether or not that prejudges the re
sults of the survey in the determina
tion of whether or not those species 
exist on the property. 

The only way to have confidence in 
the outcome of this legislation, the 
only way to be sure that it is going to 
do the job it is intended to do is to sup
port the Tauzin amendment. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

If I may, I would like to enter into a 
discussion with my colleague, the 
maker of the amendment, just for my 
clarification. 

I do not see in here anywhere where 
there are qualifications for these vol
unteers. Is it the gentleman's under
standing that there are qualifications, 
or does the gentleman have informa
tion on that, may I ask the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]? 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDIT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my friend from California for 
yielding to me. 

The bill provides that these volun
teers are subject to the Volunteers in 
Parks Act, and I have a copy of that 
act. If I may read it for a second, it in
dicates: 

The Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter 
referred to as the Secretary) is authorized to 
recruit, train, and accept without regard to 
the civil service classification laws, rules, or 
regulations the services of individuals with
out compensation as volunteers for or in aid 
of interpretive functions-

That is what they do, they interpret 
the wildlife area to visitors--
or other visitor services or activities in and 
related to areas administered by the Sec
retary through the National Park Service. In 
accepting such services of individuals or vol
unteers, the Secretary shall not permit the 
use of volunteers in hazardous duty or law 
enforcement work or in policymaking proc
esses, or to displace any employee: Provided, 
That the services of individuals whom the 
Secretary determines are skilled in perform
ing hazardous activities may be accepted. 

So that there are no requirements for 
special training, for educational skills. 
In fact, the act goes on further to say 
that if the volunteer is not deemed a 
Federal employee, shall not be subject 
to provisions of the law relating to 
Federal employment, including those 
relating to hours of work, rates of com
pensation, leave, employment com
pensation, Federal benefits, it does say 
they are subject to the tort claim pro
visions of title 28, that they are Fed
eral employees for that purpose, and it 
does say that they are Federal employ
ees for the purpose of damage claims to 
their personal property or losses they 

incur in the service; but it is rather un
clear on questions of what happens if 
they damage your own property when 
they enter it . 

Mr. CONDIT. Does the gentleman 
have information, and maybe this ques
tion is irrelevant because we are talk
ing about health care, but what hap
pens if one of the volunteers gets hurt, 
whether on the property, is there any 
reference to that? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I think under the act I 
just referred to, that volunteer could 
claim against the U.S. Government for 
all his losses, so that if we are talking 
about saving money, these volunteers 
become Federal employees under the 
provisions of that reference and have a 
right of claiming against the Govern
ment for damages through the loss of 
their personal property incidental to 
their volunteer service. I assume that 
includes damages to their physical per
son. 

Mr. CONDIT. So we have no quali
fications defined in the bill? We pick 
up as the Federal Government any 
kind of liability for any claims against 
the property owner or the owner makes 
against the volunteer and any health 
costs if they fall out of a tree or fall in 
the ditch or what have you, we pick up 
the costs? 
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Mr. TAUZIN. That is what it reads 

like to me. It looks like we have a 
problem that the volunteers become 
Federal employees for these tort 
claims or these claims against the Gov
ernment, not as a Federal employee for 
services rendered in their volunteer du
ties. 

But the main complaint I have, if the 
gentleman will read that section care
fully, is that we are talking about vol
unteers in the Park Service who gen
erally do interpretive work. We are not 
talking about people who go do sci
entific work and, in the case of these 
park volunteers, they are not required 
to have any skills or training, so we 
are taking essentially park volunteers 
and turning them into scientist volun
teers to enter property and to do this 
scientific work. 

Madam Chairman, it just does not 
fit, and it should not fit. 

Mr. CONDIT. Well, is there any re
striction in the bill, as well, that would 
keep the property owners themselves 
from being a volunteer? 

Mr. TAUZIN. The only restriction is 
that one can be a volunteer if one is 
part and parcel of these agreements. I 
assume the Department can determine 
whether one can volunteer by simply 
saying, "We are going to allow you to, 
or not," under an agreement. 

My point is that the property owners 
could well be excluded. The Depart
ment can determine who is going to be 
volunteers and who will not be, and it 
can be, if the gentleman will, very spe
cific in who they will allow to be vol
unteers under the program. 
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It is simply not a well crafted sec

tion, it is open to incredible abuse, and 
I cite again, if we are talking about 
paranoia, is the gentleman going to say 
Senator MITCHELL is paranoid when he 
said we ought not allow volunteers to 
do national landmark work because of 
the abuses in Maine? The documents I 
submitted for the RECORD? 

It is not paranoia. The fact is volun
teers who were not trained to do work 
ought not to be allowed to become pub
lic officials subject to Federal claims 
laws when they are on one's private 
property doing things that they are not 
qualified to do and not trained to do. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. 

Madam Chairman, I can hardly be
lieve the leading of the witness in the 
last demonstration of fanciful tales. I 
mean I must give my colleague from 
Louisiana an A for creativity in terms 
of dreaming up nonexistent problems 
with regard to property, property 
rights, but I do not think it is very 
helpful in terms of the debate. I was 
talking about my friend from Louisi
ana [Mr. TAUZIN], not the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES], but I ap
preciate his observation, and I will 
point out this briefly, that under this 
all State law, national law, with regard 
to property rights are preserved, and of 
course that, I think, is very important 
in terms of whether the gentlemen on 
the floor feel that they ought to re
write the various State tort laws in the 
parishes of Louisiana or the counties of 
Minnesota I think is another matter. I 
suggest that this does neither, not at 
this point, and that this particular 
proposition does neither. 

But the purpose of this amendment 
deals with the use of volunteers. Today 
so often, I think, appropriately we look 
to voluntarism to augment and to as
sist in terms of in a collaborative and 
a cooperative way to enable our na
tional agencies and entities to, in fact, 
carry out the purposes of public policy. 
In fact, this year we have worked, I 
think done good work, in terms of pro
viding a program of national service to, 
in fact, enable the National Govern
ment to provide the opportunity for 
people to volunteer. I think the past 
President was on the mark with the 
points of light program in terms of 
honoring volunteerism and individuals 
who are so involved. 

Now I have been in our Nation's 
parks, Fish and Wildlife Service areas, 
the BLM, and forest areas, for the past 
years in Congress. I have had the privi
lege of chairing committees of respon
sibility on that matter, and I can re
port to my colleagues the quality of 
the people that are volunteering are, in 
fact, many are scientists. Many of 
them teach at our colleges and univer
sities. They are available to work in 
the summer in these areas for a short 

period of time. It is the appropriate use 
for such volunteers on a seasonal basis 
that I think greatly amplifies the abil
ity of those land management agencies 
to have the expertise that is necessary, 
and I think it is a great hallmark of 
our Nation that such individuals are 
willing to come forth to do such work. 
Very often volunteers run our camp
grounds, and they do it simply for the 
basis of having a site to camp and do 
various administrative tasks. It is be
cause of severe cutbacks that have oc
curred with land management agencies 
in the 1980's that, in fact, they have 
spurred on the volunteer programs to 
augment their mission. Almost every 
land management agency has a major 
effort to enlist volunteers. 

For instance, Madam Chairman, vol
unteers are largely responsible for the 
maintenance and construction of trails 
in the Park Service and in the Forest 
Service. Many older Americans that 
have retired now end up volunteering 
for the Forest Service in these regions. 
So, to suggest that somehow they rep
resent a special case where we are 
going to have conservationists, or 
other types of groups that have some 
other agenda, then gathering scientific 
information, I think, to say the least, 
is not helpful and, I think, is not a 
proper interpretation of the proposed 
law we are considering. The fact is that 
these volunteer efforts need to be en
couraged. They need to be facilitated. 
They certainly do not need to be abol
ished as the amendment proposes. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Minnesota, for yielding. 

It is important to point out that the 
gentleman is talking about volunteers 
on public lands, and, if this law was 
only applied to public lands or volun
teers were allowed to participate on 
public land, then I would have no ob
jection. It is the volunteers operating 
on private property--

Mr. VENTO. No, I understand the 
purpose. The purpose is to undercut to 
make this a difference without a dis
tinction in terms of the volunteer 
going out, having the mandate to gath
er information. I ask the gentleman, 
"Why would you bar a biologist, or a 
population ecologist, or a fisheries bi
ologist who happened to teach at Lou
isiana State University or one of the 
other fine institutions in the gentle
man's State from going out if he is, 
under the supervision and aegis of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, from going 
out and collecting data?" The public 
land stops here at this highway line, 
and they cannot go across it even in 
the same riparian, stream basin be
cause they are a volunteer? 

Why would the gentleman do that? I 
do not understand. 

Mr. TAUZIN. This gentleman would 
not object-

Mr. VENTO, Well, the gentleman is 
offering an amendment that does that. 
The gentleman is wrong. 

Mr. TAUZIN. The gentleman does not 
object to good scientists volunteering. 
This gentleman objects to the fact that 
anybody can sign one of these corrobo
rative agreements. The gentleman's or
ganization--

Mr. VENTO. I think that presumes 
that the Park Service, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, would let anybody 
come in and volunteer. I do not think 
that that is the qualification that they 
have. They screen these people. They 
do not suggest that anyone who comes 
in off the street is going to be able to 
walk on private land. They are under 
the aegis, and control and supervision 
of the agency, as directed. 

Mr. TAUZIN. If the gentleman and 
others would accept amendments to 
make sure that these persons were 
qualified and trained, I would have no 
objection. If they were limited to pub
lic lands, I would have no objection. 
But as it is currently written, it can be 
anyone--

Mr. VENTO. The gentleman is com
bining the issues in terms of limiting 
the public land manager, and training 
and so forth. We have to have some au
thority or some responsibility and con
fidence in the Secretary. Has the gen
tleman got a list of the people that are 
volunteering today that are causing 
some sort of problems in the public 
lands that are incompetent, that have 
done something wrong? The gentleman 
has no facts he is presenting on the 
floor today~ He is just resorting to an 
emotional appeal to defeat the purpose 
of this bill and to defeat voluntarism in 
this country. 

I suggest a "no" vote on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I would suggest to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] we have determined that there 
is at least one place where volunteers 
are not welcomed on public lands. That 
is in the Congress. We have said in the 
Congress that we are not going to 
allow volunteers in congressional of
fices. As a matter of fact, when one 
seeks to have volunteers in congres
sional offices, one is told that that is a 
violation of the ethics policy, it is a 
violation of House administration 
rules, it is a violation of everything 
else. I mean I can suggest at least some 
public land where volunteers are not 
welcomed. That is right here in the 
Congress of the United States. I do not 
know exactly why, but we thought that 
that is a good idea. 

But I want to refer to the point that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
made earlier. He said that what we are 
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attempting to do is get scientifically 
valid information out of this, and, as a 
member of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, I think that 
that is what we ought to try to 
achieve, is scientifically valid informa
tion, if, in fact, we are going to do this 
kind of survey. 

I am a little concerned, however, how 
we are going to obtain that scientif
ically valid information. I got hold of a 
copy of the volunteers in the parks pro
gram that evidently is the regulations 
by which we are going to govern these 
volunteers. Now, when I look down 
through this program, it appears to 
me, for instance, there are no age pro
scriptions whatsoever in the program. 
Now does that mean, and I would ask 
the gentleman from Louisiana, does 
that mean that, for instance, Cub 
Scout troops could be recruited as vol
unteers to gather the information for 
this scientifically valid research pro
gram? 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, my 
understanding of the section in front of 
the gentleman is there are no require
ments of age. Anyone can become a 
volunteer at any age under any agree
ment with the Interior Department in
cluding youngsters, 10, 12, 15 years of 
age. 

Mr. WALKER. That is certainly the 
way I read it. I mean I do not see any 
restrictions here at all. 

It appears to me as though one could 
go out, hire a bunch of Cub Scouts to 
gather spiders in jars and call that sci
entifically valid information that is 
going to be used in this survey. 

0 1520 
I would suggest that that is not the 

way you conduct science. I am a little 
concerned that we are suggesting that 
we have a scientifically valid program 
that ends up being something where 
the science is suspect and where it 
costs a lot of money for suspect 
science. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, con
sidering the gentleman's background 
on science and technology, surely the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] is aware that if we go to the 
best graduate school in America and 
its Department of Geology and take 20 
students from any class to the same 
watershed area and have them draw 
and graph the watershed, we will get 20 
different drafts. Now, that is fine, if 
there is no consequence. But what hap
pens to a landowner who would be in 
one thought process and not in an
other, all of them eminently qualified, 
far above our Cub Scouts and Boy 

Scouts? What the consequence of that 
is, is you end up under a delineation 
manual as a wetland, even though you 
tried no activity on your property, 
your land values collapse, and all be
cause at least, at least, you had a dis
honest scientific difference there. 
Much less the total incapacity of peo
ple who do not have that level of exper
tise, to begin to name 4,000 or 5,000 
plants and begin to deal with three dif
ferent delineation manuals of soil 
types, plant types, hydrology of soil. 

This is incredible, that we are even 
discussing this in terms of volunteers. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. I wonder if the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] could tell us what his inter
pretation of this particular section is? 
Would it be the interpretation of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts that in 
fact Cub Scout troops could be used as 
the volunteers in these programs, for 
gathering this information? 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I do 
not think I have ever encountered a 
Secretary of the Interior, not even 
some of the remarkable immediate 
predecessors of the current one, who 
have contemplated such a thing. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
am asking the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS] whether or not 
under the law, whether this would be 
possible? 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
suppose all things are-no, I take that 
back. I do not want to get too philo
sophical here. 

Let me state to the gentleman, an 
earlier speaker, agreeing with him on 
this amendment, suggested that we 
need to tighten the provisions for peer 
review. 

We are going to accept that gentle
man's amendment, if he behaves him
self. I think it is wise. I suspect the 
gentleman joins in that. But sound 
science with good peer review ought to 
alleviate anybody's fears here. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, would the ·gen
tleman be willing to accept an amend
ment that says at least you have to be 
age 18, so at least you have had a high 
school science course, before you go 
out and volunteer for these programs? 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I am 
not a scientist, and I am not qualified 
to answer these questions. But I would 
suspect that there are some high 
school students who could probably be 
quite helpful. I suspect there are some 
college students who would be sin
gularly unhelpful. I am not sure that 
age is the criteria. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, 
would the gentleman accept 12 years 
old then? At some point here, it seems 

to me that we do need some assurance 
that the people who are doing this 
work are in fact doing scientifically 
valid work. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, let 
me assume the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] is serious. 

Mr. WALKER. I am serious. 
Mr. STUDDS. I grant the gentleman 

that. The language which the amend
ment before us seeks to strike author
izes the Secretary to accept the serv
ices of indi victuals. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. STUDDS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, 
would the gentleman's concerns be ad
dressed if that read "accept the serv
ices of qualified and appropriately 
trained individuals"? 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman. re
claiming my time, I think that would 
be very helpful, so that we are assured 
that the people were in fact qualified 
to gather scientific data and were 
trained scientifically. I think that 
would be a very useful addition to the 
language, to assure that somehow the 
individuals we have here are not sim
ply people who may be of very good in
tentions, but not be capable of under
standing what the scientific analysis is 
they are supposed to be doing. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
think it would be helpful to know 
whether or not those qualifications are 
going to be set by regulation, or are 
they just going to be subjective quali
fications determined by the Interior 
Secretary. If he wants to say Boy 
Scouts are qualified, he can do so under 
that language. 

We need to be very careful about 
what is happening here. We are talking 
about people impersonating Federal of
ficials on your land. I am not nearly as 
concerned about the age of that indi
vidual as the fact that he may come 
with an agenda of his own. He may 
come with a very specific objective in 
mind, and you are not even entitled to 
know he is not a representative of the 
Federal Government, that he is a vol
unteer. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, I think the gen
tleman makes a valid point. It is a 
slightly different point from that one 
that I was raising. The one I am raising 
is at least somewhat addressed by what 
the gentleman proposes here, and I 
think that would be helpful. 

But the way the language is now in 
the law, we are in a position of accept
ing volunteer services from, as I say, 
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very well-intentioned groups at times, 
but they may be people that have abso
lutely no ability whatsoever to provide 
us with good scientific information. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, in 
the event that the amendment were ei
ther to be withdrawn or to be rejected, 
I would be happy to offer the amend
ment to add the language I just men
tioned to the gentleman. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. I think that 
would be helpful. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, just one quick point. It is really 
a reiteration of a point made by the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES] 
earlier. 

Madam Chairman, we are talking 
about science. It seems to me that if 
someone is going to go to collect data, 
that person needs to be a scientist, if 
we are going to rely on that data in 
making very difficult policy decisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, if I 
understand what the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] is propos
ing, and it seems to me we would have 
to probably back that up by some kind 
of regulation, if I understand it, he is 
saying that the person is qualified and 
is properly trained. 

Madam Chairman, those two words, 
it seems to me, say that they had bet
ter have some fairly astute scientific 
training in order to get to the detailed 
level of information that we are asking 
for in this bill. These are not simple de
terminations to make, as the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES] 
pointed out a minute ago. 

So when we are talking about quali
fied, appropriately trained individuals, 
we are talking about people with more 
sophistication than a morning session 
teaching them how to count ants. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I 
should caution the gentleman, that 
simply saying they should be qualified 
and trained does not answer the whole 
problem. You may have someone aw
fully well-qualified-awfully well
qualified-getting a subsidy from the 
Federal Government, who makes some 
profit off of the decisions that are 
going to flow from this thing, entering 
onto your property with a specific ob
jective in mind. Be concerned about 
that, please. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Chairman, I 
am going to support the gentleman's 

amendment for exactly that reason. 
The gentleman makes a valid point. 
But I do think if in fact that amend
ment were not to pass, then it seems to 
me what we want to do is at least as
sure that the people who are doing this 
work are qualified and properly 
trained. We will work out just exactly 
what that means, I assume, along the 
way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 217, noes 212, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Blltrakls 
Bishop 
BUley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 

[Roll No. 484] 

AYES-217 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
G1llmor 
Gtngrtch 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
H1lllard 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huff!ngton 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
lnhofe 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Laughlln 
Lazto 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 

Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Manzullo 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McM1llan 
Mica 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Mol1nari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpallus 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (MI) 

Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Be!lenson 
Berman 
Bllbray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI} 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Darden 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
F!lner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
G!lchrest 
G!lman 
Gllckman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 

Blackwell 
Derrick 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 

Taylor (MSJ 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Tork!ldsen 
Traf1cant 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 

NOES-212 
Hamllton 
Harman 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inglls 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorskl 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
K!ldee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Kopetskt 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolles-

Mezvlnsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
M1ller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 

NOT VOTING-9 
Frost 
Hastings 
Hunter 
Michel 

D 1554 

Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wllson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zellff 

Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtlnen 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Saba 
Sanders 
Sangmetster 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torrlcell1 
Towns 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
W1lliams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Pomeroy 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 

Ms. CANTWELL, Messrs. DEFAZIO, 
STRICKLAND, ENGEL, HEFNER, 
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INGLIS, of South Carolina, and HOB
SON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
and Messrs. DARDEN, JOHNSON of 
Georgia, and GLICKMAN changed their 
vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. COLLINS of Georgia, 
BROOKS, LAZIO, LEWIS of Florida, 
SKELTON, and BARTLETT of Mary
land changed their vote from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOOLEY 

Mr. DOOLEY. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DOOLEY: After 

the period at the end of section 3(d) of the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute in
sert the following: 

Such a process shall provide for (1) review 
by independent referees appointed by the Di
rector from among individuals recommended 
by the National Academy of Sciences, and (2) 
consideration of other data or information 
that is submitted to the Director and is rel
evant to the validity and reliab1l1ty of the 
research conducted the data collected in car
rying out the functions enumerated in sub
section (b)(2). 

Mr. DOOLEY. Madam Chairman, my 
amendment was drafted with one in
tent in mind: To provide a mechanism 
that ensures that the science produced 
by the National Biological Survey is 
the very best science available. 

We all have great expectations for 
the National Biological Survey. Sec
retary Babbitt has predicted that the 
information and findings that will be 
provided by the survey will give the 
regulating agencies more flexibility in 
addressing the many critically impor
tant natural resource decisions facing 
our Nation. But in order for these ex
pectations to be realized, we must have 
confidence in the validity of the sur
vey's findings and the soundness of its 
science. Peer review is a way of provid
ing this confidence. 

The bill before us today contains a 
provision requiring the director to pro
vide a scientific peer review process. 
While I see this as a significant im
provement over the original bill, I be
lieve this language is inadequate. I fear 
that it will not provide the independ
ent, outside-the-agency review I and 
others are looking for. 

My amendment would simply iden
tify two important elements that must 
be part of the review process: That the 
review be conducted by independent 
scientists and that it take in all the 
available data that are relevant to the 
validity of the research in question. I 
believe these two elements are essen
tial for the survey to gain the status of 
impartiality and scientific objectivity 
we all expect of it. They are also ele
ments that are missing from the re
search practices now in place in the 
various government agencies. 

Many of my colleagues in the Natu
ral Resources Committee agreed that 

the bill should include a more specific 
peer review process. An amendment 
similar to the one I am offering today 
received strong support during the Nat
ural Resources Committee markup of 
H.R. 1845. 

I have redrafted the amendment in 
an attempt to address the concerns 
that were raised at that markup. Chief 
among those concerns was that a very 
prescriptive peer review process could 
inject politics and advocacy into what 
is meant to be a scientific process. This 
was never my intention. The modified 
amendment gives more leeway to the 
Director to establish a process that fits 
the basic requirements. I believe these 
requirements actually have the effect 
of reducing the potential for advocacy 
and politics to play a role in the proc
ess. 

Specifically, my amendment requires 
that the NBS Director select independ
ent referees from among individuals 
recommended by the National Acad
emy of Sciences. A review by independ
ent referees is essential to keep Gov
ernment research from becoming self
serving and isolated from the real 
world. Obviously, the review should be 
conducted by referees who have no 
stake in the outcome and are not con
nected to the original work-and in 
most cases, that means scientists out
side the agency. The National Academy 
of Sciences, which has access to a near
ly unlimited list of scientists and has a 
proven record for impartiality and in
tegrity, is capable of recommending 
these reviewers. 

Many of the research projects that 
will be undertaken by the NBS will ac
tually be contracted out to any number 
of organizations, some of which may in 
fact be advocacy groups. It may be true 
that many of these groups have exten
sive resources and proven scientific 
abilities. But if the NBS is going to put 
its stamp of approval on this re
search-as well as its own research
there is clearly an even greater obliga
tion to check the work of these groups. 

The second part of my amendment 
allows for the inclusion in the review 
process of all information that is rel
evant to the validity and reliability of 
the research in question. One of the 
main reasons that people have lost con
fidence in our current system of envi
ronmental protection is the sense that 
Government is no longer working with 
us but rather against us. This feeling is 
only intensified when agencies cling to 
their accepted scientific truths and 
refuse to even consider outside data. 
With the NBS, we have an opportunity 
to change the character of Government 
research, and making sure that people 
outside the Government are able to 
contribute valid information to the re
view process should be a major part of 
that change. 

My amendment leaves it to the Di
rector to decide the specifics on how 
this outside information is made avail-

able to the review panel. The scientists 
will be free to give as much, or as lit
tle, credence to the outside informa
tion as they see fit. However, I would 
expect the Director to establish a proc
ess for giving public notice whenever a 
certain piece of research or conclusion 
is intended to be reviewed. Without 
this, few people will have the ability to 
offer whatever information they may 
have, and will again be left out of the 
process. Also, the outside information 
that is made available to the reviewers 
should not be limited to what the Di
rector has solicited. 

Madam Chairman, I believe this 
amendment would make the bill a bet
ter and more complete charter for the 
NBS. I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

0 1600 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLEY. I yield to the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to say to the gentleman, 
it is clear it is the intention of Sec
retary Babbitt that there be the strict
est possible scientific peer review, and 
as far as I can see, the gentleman's 
amendment is in that spirit, and we are 
happy to accept it. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, as I understand, 
the language that the gentleman from 
California has offered concerning peer 
review would ensure . the validity and 
reliability of research conducted by the 
Biological Survey to be reviewed by 
independent referrees appointed by the 
National Academy of Sciences, and if 
that is a correct understanding, then 
this side of the aisle has no objection 
to the gentleman's amendment and 
would be glad to accept it. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I say to the gentleman 
from Texas, that is our intent, and we 
thank the gentleman for accepting the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DooLEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER 

Mr. PORTER. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PORTER: In sec

tion 3(b)(2), add at the end the following: 
(I) Cooperate, as appropriate, with the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
National Park Service, and other Federal 
agencies to help provide technical and sci
entific assistance to other countries which 
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seek to perform biological research monitor
ing and inventory to manage biological di
versity for the purpose of meeting their obli
gations under the Convention on Biological 
Diversity and other international agree
ments. 

Mr. PORTER (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PORTER. Madam Chair, my 

amendment would allow the Director 
of the National Biological Survey to 
provide technical assistance and train
ing to other countries who wish to 
carry out similar inventories of their 
biological diversity. The National Bio
logical Survey would perform these ac
tivities in cooperation with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the National Park 
Service, and other Federal agencies. 

Madam Chair, Secretary Babbitt sup
ports this amendment and both the 
Natural Resources Committee and the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee reported bills that included lan
guage regarding the international func
tions of the Survey's Director. Appar
ently this language was left out of the 
version of the bill that we are consider
ing today by sheer accident. Therefore, 
this amendment should really be con
sidered as a technical amendment. 

Madam Chair, on June 4, the United 
States joined over 160 nations in sign
ing the international Convention on 
Biological Diversity. When we signed 
the convention, we made a commit
ment to take action to catalog and 
conserve our Nation 's biological diver
sity as part of a global effort to con
serve biodiversity. 

The National Biological Survey is 
certainly a first step in the right direc
tion. We need to know what biological 
treasures we have before we can take 
adequate measures to protect them. 
And, as Secretary Babbitt has pointed 
out, having this information will help 
us avoid endangered species train 
wrecks like the devastating one that 
the country has witnessed in the Pa
cific Northwest over the northern spot
ted owl. 

But I am concerned, Madam Chair, 
that the National Biological Survey 
Act, which we are considering today, 
does not have a provision to allow the 
director of the Survey to perform sim
ple international activities such as 
sharing technical and scientific infor
mation and training leaders from other 
countries. The Survey should be able if 
it wishes to share its methodologies 
and technologies for tracking and sur
veying biodiversity with other coun
tries who could learn a great deal from 
our experiences. Some of these coun
tries contain many times more bio
diversity than the United States and 
are losing species at a much faster rate 
than we are here at home. 

In the long run, the type of inter
national cooperation that the Director 
of the Biological Survey could provide 
is in our own self-interest-for if we 
have learned anything about the envi
ronment in the past decade, it is that 
environmental problems do not respect 
national borders. Biodiversity loss, 
whether in Madagascar, Brazil, or 
Papua, New Guinea, ultimately affects 
the entire planet. 

As a matter of fact, Madam Chair, 
the Biodiversity Convention urges 
countries to engage in this type of sci
entific and technical cooperation with 
other countries, and with developing 
countries in particular. I realize that 
some of my colleagues opposed the U.S. 
signing of the Biodiversity Convention. 
But now that we have committed our
selves to that agreement, I would like 
to point out to my colleagues the value 
of ensuring that other countries are 
living up to the commitments made in 
that agreement. If we are devoting our 
scarce resources to comply with the 
Biodiversity Convention, then we must 
ensure that other countries are also 
living up to their end of the agreement. 
In my mind, it would be very short
sighted to inhibit the Director of the 
National Biological Survey from carry
ing out activities that would help us 
assess where other countries are in 
terms of fulfilling their obligations 
under the Biodiversity Convention. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the chairman 
of the subcommittee , the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I want to not only 
accept but to enthusiastically support 
the gentleman's amendment. The Unit
ed States is strongly committed to bio
logical diversity internationally. The 
survey is ideally suited to do this task. 
The gentleman is right on, and we are 
happy to support the amendment. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, as I understand, 
the language is permissive and creates 
discretion and is not mandatory. With 
that understanding, there is no objec
tion on this side of the aisle and we are 
happy to accept to the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. PORTER. The gentleman from 
Texas is correct, and I thank the gen
tleman for his acceptance of the 
amendment. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Chairman, I rise to 
speak in support of the Porter amendment. 
Mr. PORTER and I participated in the Earth 
summit in June 1992, and we have both spon
sored legislation to conserve biological re
sources. 

There is a certain urgency to identifying and 
conserving our resources. Biological resources 
are being reduced throughout the world. The 
tropical forests of Puerto Rico and Hawaii are 
rich in rare plants and animals, but they are 
disappearing at an alarming rate. The loss of 
unique plants and animals, however, is occur
ring in all habitats and in many other places. 

I support Mr. PORTER's amendment that the 
United States cooperate with the other nations 
of the world which are also trying to inventory 
their resources and meet their international 
obligations under the Convention on Biological 
Diversity. I urge my colleagues to vote "yes" 
on the Porter amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Th·e amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYES 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAYES: In sec

tion 3(c)-
(1) in paragraph (l)(B) insert "subject to 

paragraph (3)," before " accept" ; and 
(2) add at the end the following: 
(3) LIMITATION ON ACCEPTANCE OF LANDS, 

BUI LDINGS, AND OTHER REAL PROPERTY.-The 
Director may not accept real property under 
paragraph (l )(B) except--

(A) buildings; 
(B) land on which is located a building ac

cepted under that paragraph; and 
(C) land adjoining land described in sub

paragraph (B) of this paragraph, that is nec
essary for functions of the Survey to be con
ducted in a building accepted under para
graph (l )(B). 

Mr. STUDDS (during the reading). 
Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I be

lieve this amendment is something 
that can be accepted by the chairman 
of the appropriate subcommittee. 

Madam Chairman, when he testified before 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology in mid-September; Interior Secretary 
Babbitt stated, emphatically, that the NBS 
would not engage in managing land in any 
manner. This amendment seeks to prevent the 
NBS from being encumbered with real prop
erty that it is, by design, incapable of manag
ing. 

Clearly, buildings, and land on which build
ings are located, are a necessity if the NBS is 
to carry out its prescribed functions, as are 
computers and other research related equip
ment. Additional acreage may also be required 
by the Survey, in order to carry out research 
related to the work with which it is charged. It 
makes sense for this proposed agency to ac
cept any and all donations that will increase 
and promote its ability to carry out its job. 

Excess land, however, if accepted by the 
NBS Director, would add responsibility and ex
pense that would be better shouldered by 
agencies specifically charged with managing 
public lands. 
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Therefore, this amendment would prevent 

the Survey from taking on burdens that it is 
not properly equipped to handle and would 
serve to consolidate land management within 
agencies charged with this mission. This 
would prevent duplication of effort across 
agency lines and conserve our scarce tax dol
lars, while preserving our environment. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYES. I certainly yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, we are happy to 
support this amendment. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, could the gen
tleman from Louisiana give us a brief 
explanation of what this amendment 
does? 

Mr. HAYES. Yes. 
Madam Chairman, there was a word

ing in the bill that talked about what 
the Secretary may do in connection 
with the Survey, the acceptance of 
things, one of which was an acceptance 
of land and whether one could accept 
buildings. It came to our attention 
that because of grammar it led to a 
kind of bizzare sort of curiosity as to 
why in the world you would be accept
ing buildings. We then realized it 
might be in a contract with a univer
sity where it might be housed. And we 
simply went through and rewrote the 
section, as I understand it, in conform
ance with the wishes of the Secretary, 
but made it grammatically such that 
you did not have the possibility of ac
cepting cash, money, and buildings for 
no apparent reason tied to the Survey. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to section 3? 
If not, the Clerk will designate sec

tion 4. 
The text of section 4 is as follows: 

SEC. 4. NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY POLICY 
BOARD. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 
National Biological Survey Polley Board to 
advise the Director on appropriate biological 
science priorities and to offer guidance to 
the Director as to how biological science re
lates to the various missions of the Depart
ment of the Interior and as to how the Direc
tor and the other bureaus within the Depart
ment of the Interior can avoid duplication of 
activities. 

(b) MEMBERS.-The Polley Board shall con
sist of-

(1 ) the head of each agency in the Depart
ment of the Interior that has a need for bio
logical research or survey activities; and 

(2) such other senior officials as may be ap
pointed by the Secretary from other agencies 
within the Department. 

(c) COCHAIRPERSONS.-The Policy Board 
shall have 2 cochairpersons, consisting of

(1) the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; and 

(2) another member of the Policy Board 
who is designated as cochairperson by the 
Secretary. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend
ments to section 4? 

D 1610 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. HAYES 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I 
offer amendments, and I ask unani
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. HAYES: 
Strike section 4 and redesignate the subse

quent sections accordingly: 
In section 9 (as so redesignated) strike 

"S(a), and 8, " and insert "4(a), and 7," . 
Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I will 

be very brief on this. It is almost amaz
ing to be standing here doing this, in 
light of reinventing government. 

We had a scene from the White House 
where we had stacks and stacks of 
paper that was redundant. Then we had 
a reinventing manual that is very 
good, with over 800 suggestions on how 
to improve, one of which was consoli
dation of boards and commissions; and 
yet under section 4 of this act we have 
what is nothing short of a bizarre sur
vey policy with that board, because the 
board is made up under section (b) (1) 
and (2) only of the head of agencies in 
the Department and only of senior offi
cials who may be appointed by the Sec
retary from other agencies within the 
Department. 

In other words, we have a Secretary 
of the Interior who has a board made 
up only of his employees, answerable 
directly to him with no outside parties. 

Now, if he has an office and a tele
phone, he ought to be able to get those 
folks to come over there anytime he 
wishes without creating another super
fluous board, without having another 
instrumentality or agency or bureauc
racy. 

So I would end the argument simply 
by saying that if you believe the Fed
eral Government needs to create addi
tional boards to the point where those 
boards should be made up only of peo
ple already working for the person that 
they can be discharged by, then vote 
against this amendment. 

If you think enough is enough, that 
it is harder to kill things while they 
are done, vote for it and hope that Sec
retary Babbitt can have enough clout 
with his own employees to have them 
show up for a meeting in his own office 
if he chooses to do so. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
have to say to the gentleman that 
when I first read the draft of the bill 
submitted to us by the Secretary of the 
Interior, I asked precisely the question 
the gentleman asks, both explicitly 
and implicitly by offering this amend
ment, and although we were told that 
it was important to the Secretary to 
formally establish such a policy board 
in the bill, and although I am an ar
dent supporter both of this Secretary 
individually and of this bill and of this 
idea, I must · confess I cannot for the 
life of me, in the spirit of reinventing 
Government, see why this section 
which the gentleman proposes to strike 
adds anything whatsoever to what the 
Secretary can normally do if he wishes 
to do so at any given hour of any given 
day. 

Does the gentleman agree with me? 
Mr. HAYES. Yes; and I would also 

like to say that in the hearings in our 
combination Subcommittee on Inves
tigations and Oversight of the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technology, 
the Secretary was very forthcoming. I 
am sorry I did not raise this question 
with him to have a more explicit an
swer. That was due to the fact that I 
had not seen this provision at the time. 

I would simply say that if the Sec
retary needs our help in doing a func
tion that is more expansive than is my 
reading of this section, then I would 
probably be most supportive; but with
out that and in the lapse of that infor
mation being provided, I cannot imag
ine how I can half-heartedly talk about 
reinventing Government and establish 
a Board of Employees of one Secretary. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further , I hope 
that it will not be considered apostasy 
or hearsay or worse on my part, but as 
I say, it will be a long day before I can 
figure out and defend the necessity for 
formally designating such a body. 

It is my understanding that the Sec
retary can do this on his own. 

Mr. HAYES. It is my understanding 
that is absolutely correct. 

Mr. STUDDS. And as the gentleman 
points out, these are all people who so 
far as I know work for him and with 
him. 

Frankly, I do not think it is nec
essary, and unless the minority is pre
pared to insist on establishing yet an
other Government board, we are pre
pared to accept this amendment, as
suming of course, that it brings the 
support of the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, we 
will accept the amendment of the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES]. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I ap
preciate that, and I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, I Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the gen-

ask unanimous consent to return to tleman from Texas. 
section 3 for the purpose of taking up Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-
an amendment. man, as I understand, both of these 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection amendments basically deal with con
to the request of the gentleman from flict of interest and trying to clarify 
California? the situations here involved. 

There was no objection. Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. LEHMAN Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair-

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, I man, I thank the gentleman. 
offer amendments, and I ask unani- Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
mous consent that they be considered yield back the balance of my time. 
en bloc, and that they be considered as The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
read and printed in the RECORD. the amendments offered by the gen-

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection tleman from California [Mr. LEHMAN]. 
to the request of the gentleman from The amendments were agreed to. 
California? The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

There was no objection. amendments to section 4? 
The text of the amendments is as fol- If not, the Clerk will designate sec-

lows: tion 5. 
Amendments offered by Mr. LEHMAN: The text of section 5 is as follows: 
(e) ENSURING INTEGRITY OF SURVEY FUNC- SEC. S. NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY SCIENCE 

TIONS.-A person who is an officer, employee, ADVISORY COUNCIL. 
or agent of the Survey may not in that ca- (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 
pacity- National Biological Survey Science Advisory 

(1) perform any function of the Survey on Council to advise the Director on structuring 
land in which any officer, employee, or agent appropriate collaborative relationships for 
of the Survey owns any interest; or research, inventorying and monitoring of bi

(2) conduct any activity for or on behalf of ological resources and on scientific peer re-
any private person. view procedures to ensure the validity and 

At the end of section 3, add the following: reliability of the research conducted and the 
(e) MAINTENANCE OF RESEARCH OF LOCAL 

lMPORTANCE.-The Director shall seek to en- data collected by the Survey. Section 14(a)(2) 
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (15 

sure, to the greatest extent practicable, the u.s.c. App.) shall not apply to the National 
continued performance of research of signifi- Biological Survey Science Advisory Council. 
cant local importance that is being con- (b) MEMBERSHIP.-The Council shall consist 
ducted by any individual, in their capacity of not more than 15 members appointed by 
as a Federal employee, on the day before the the Secretary from among individuals who 
date the individual becomes employed by the are qualified based on scientific education 
Survey (including such research conducted and experience and who are representatives 
on the day before an individual became em- of executive departments, including-
played by the National Biological Survey es- (1) the Office of Science and Technology 
tablished by the Secretary before the enact- Policy; 
ment of this Act). (2) the Department of the Interior; 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, (3) the Environmental Protection Agency; 
these two amendments are very simple. (4) the National Science Foundation; 
The first brings this act into conform- (5) the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
ity with language already in the Unit- Administration; 
ed States Geological Service prevent- (6) the Department of Agriculture; 

(7) the Department of Defense; and 
ing any conflicts of interest on the part (8) state and local agencies, Tribal govern-
of those who conduct these land sur- ments, private organizations, research insti
veys and specifies that they cannot tutions, and other entities. 
have any interest in the land on which (c) COMPENSATION.-An individual may not 
they are conducting the survey. receive compensation from the United States 

The other amendment requires that by reason of their services on the Council. 
the Director shall seek to insure that The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
ongoing scientific studies at the amendments to section 5? 
present time not be jeopardized by the If not, the Clerk will designate sec
reallocation of resources within the tion 6. 
Department to comply with this act. The text of section 6 is as follows: 

I understand that about 1,400 SCi- SEC. 8. SURVEY ACTIVITIES ON PRIVATE AND 
entists may be shifted over into this. OTHER NON-FEDERAL LANDS. 
There are many important studies (a) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE AND TRIBAL 
being conducted now in many of our GovERNMENT LAws.-The Survey shall com-
d 

ply with applicable State and Tribal govern
istricts, and I would like to see those ment laws, including laws relating to private 

continue and not be unduly hampered property rights and privacy. 
by this. (b) SURVEY POLICY ON ACCESS TO PRIVATE 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, will AND NON-FEDERAL LANDS.-
the gentleman yield? (1) IN GENERAL.-Within 6 months after the 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the gen- date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tleman from Massachusetts. tor shall develop a policy for the Survey to 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, 1-- fo_llow in order to help ensure and record 
thank the gentleman for his contribu- compliance with subsection (a). 
tion. We think this makes sense and we (2) CONSENT AND NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.-

. The policy developed under paragraph (1) 
are delighted to accept the amend- shall require that before entering non-Fed-
ments. eral real property for the purpose of collect

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair- ing information regarding the property, the 
man, will the gentleman yield? Survey shall-

(A) obtain such consent for that entry as is 
required under State and Tribal government 
laws; 

(B) after obtaining such consent, provide 
notice of that entry to the person from 
whom consent was obtained under subpara
graph (A); and 

(C) notify the person from whom consent is 
required under subparagraph (A) that any 
raw data collected from the property shall be 
made available to such person or the owner 
by the Director at no cost, if requested by 
such person or the owner. 

(3) PROVISION TO CONGRESS.-The Director 
shall provide the policy developed under 
paragraph (1) to the appropriate committees 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen
ate. 

(C) SURVEY DEFINED.-In this section, the 
term "Survey" includes any person that is 
an officer, employee, or agent of the Survey, 
including any such person acting pursuant to 
a contract or cooperative agreement with or 
any grant from the Survey. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAYES 
Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAYES: In sec

tion 6 insert after subsection (b) the follow
ing (and redesignate the subsequent section 
accordingly): 

(C) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT 
ACTIVITIES ON PRIVATE LAND.-The Survey 
may not conduct on privately-owned land 
any activity to be performed on privately
owned land and Federal land, unless-

(1) the Survey has conducted the activity 
on all Federal lands on which the activity is 
to be conducted; or 

(2) the owner of the land authorizes the 
Survey to conduct the activity. 

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, the 
importance of this amendment can be 
very easily explained. We have talked 
about science as if it were pure, and we 
found that system is not entirely free 
from consequences. 

Before I came to the House of Rep
resentatives, they had different com
mittees that dealt with tax law in 
banking. When they put the two to
gether without realizing the con
sequences, that only cost about $500 
billion to Americans. 

What has happened today is that we 
have well-intentioned and well-mean
ing committees who are dealing with 
scientific surveys to give a data base, 
which by the way is something that 
could be very beneficial in the future, 
but what happens is that data base 
automatically triggers unintended con
sequences, because if it is a delineation 
of wetlands under the Clean Water Act, 
section 404, it means whatever was de
lineated has a consequence that dra
matically impacts downward the value 
of that property. 

The State of North Carolina, for ex
ample, takes wetlands properties at 
about $50 an acre for their property as
sessments, nonwetlands at $1,000 an 
acre. 

Now, under the current system, the 
only way to be delineated is if you 
want to do something. If you are Don
ald Trump and you want to build a 
hotel, then you have got to go through 
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city, county, State, and Federal regu
lations to be building anywhere near a 
wetlands; but suppose instead you are 
the vast majority who are doing noth
ing in an area delineated without an 
activity on your part. That means that 
if you have got this property mort
gaged to a bank in order to put your 
kids through school, without having 
any activity initiated by you, it can be 
re-classified through the gathering of 
on-site information and your collateral 
impacted. 

Let us take a little tougher case that 
also will happen. Suppose you serve on 
the Board of Directors of a major cor
poration that has large land holdings 
in the United States, that you are 
about to do an issuance of additional 
securities, are you required under your 
disclosure statement to say the survey 
has been on your property and the po
tential of an endangered species that is 
threatened should be listed in the 
stock offering, because years from now 
when the survey is finished it might 
impact dramatically the property if 
you attempt to use it, or if you hold a 
mortgage on that property when you 
do secure these offerings, are you 
bound to determine for the public that, 
yes, we have a problem on this prop
erty, and by the way, the bank may 
well call the loan. 

I am talking about all these unin
tended consequences because it is not 
unintended that they will occur. It is 
unintended in our planning for them. 

0 1620 
Madam Chairman, for that reason I 

have done an amendment that simply 
says this: 

"Begin the data base with Federal 
property first. If you take a look at the 
Mississippi River, and look westward, 
almost everything that is west of that 
Mississippi River is owned by the Fed
eral Government. Why don't we find 
out what plants are on it? Why don't 
we find out what animals are on it? 
Why don' t we find out what data base 
is there for what is well over 80 percent 
of that land west of the Mississippi be
fore going on properties that are pri
vately held? And if you want to know 
how to check the landowner, Madam 
Chairman, it's simple. If the landowner 
attempts to do something on private 
property, you have a litany of regula
tions, as well anyone can attest to. 
They are not going to be free from reg
ulatory concerns. In fact, they've got 
an abundance of regulations now." 

So, if we take the data of surveying 
Federal lands first, and if we take the 
data as mentioned by a speaker in the 
well earlier who said, "Most of the in
stances of seeking information is some
one seeking to do something," then we 
ought to keep all these folks, these vol
unteers, and everybody else, busy with
out having to hit private property that 
is seeking no permit to do anything, 
but which will be put in great danger 
for adverse economic impact. 

And one more thing. I forgot to men
tion the cost of what we are doing. The 
administration has asked not to go for
ward with the mapping of coastal wet
lands because it would require over 14 
million maps and over $500 million. So, 
what is our bill for this whole deal, and 
should that bill be borne by taxpayers 
who have no idea of a plant, an animal, 
or a configuration of property that 
could end up collapsing the means that 
they had to obtain money to stay in 
business during the last decade of an 
economic downturn? I think it is rea
sonable to have the Federal Govern
ment not only meet its own standards, 
but apply its own standards to itself 
first, and then deal with cases where 
individuals seek to do something. If we 
continue with Government policy to 
say that either volunteers or bureau
crats are going onto private property 
because we have a priority of sticking 
our bureaucratic noses in your busi
ness, the answer is going to continue to 
be the resounding 24-percent support 
that the Congress currently holds, 
which I suggest is inordinately high, if 
they only knew more facts. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

As we read the amendment, it is not 
inconsistent with what we think we are 
doing anyway, so we have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAYLOR OF 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

Madam Chairman, I offer an amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TAYLOR of 

North Carolina: 
Strike section 6, and insert: 

SEC. 6. SURVEY ACTMTIES ON PRIVATE AND 
OTHER NON-FEDERAL LANDS. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LAWS.-The 
Survey shall comply with applicable State 
and Tribal government laws, including laws 
relating to private property rights and pri
vacy. 

(b) CONSENT AND NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.
(1) In GENERAL.-The Survey shall not 

enter non-federal real property for the pur
pose of collecting information regarding the 
property, unless the owner of the property 
has-

( A) consented in writing to that entry; 
(B) after providing that consent, been pro

vided notice of that entry; and 
(C) been notified that any raw data col

lected from the property must be made 
available at no cost, if requested by the land 
owner. 

(2) LIMITATION.-Paragraph (1) does not 
prohibit entry of property for the purpose of 
obtaining consent or providing notice as re
quired by that paragraph. 

(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-On January 1, 
1995, and January 1, 1996, and biennially 
thereafter, the secretary shall provide a re
port to the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries in the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works in the Senate. The report 

shall identify all activities of the Survey on 
non-federal lands and shall certify compli
ance with subsection (b)(1). 

(d) SURVEY POLICY ON ACCESS TO PRIVATE 
AND NON-FEDERAL LANDS.-Within six 
months of enactment, the Director shall de
velop a policy for Survey employees and 
agents to follow in order to help ensure com
pliance with subsection (b)(1). The Director 
shall provide this policy to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries in the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works in the 
Senate. 

(e) SURVEY DEFINED.-In this section, the 
term "Survey" includes any person that is 
an officer, employee, or agent of the Survey, 
including any such person acting pursuant to 
a contract or cooperative agreement with or 
any grant from the Survey. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina (dur
ing the reading). Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be considered as read and 
printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment to 
the National Biological Survey is a 
needed amendment. I mentioned ear
lier in the main debate that people 
that I talked to wondered why we did 
not have the rights in this country for 
private property owners' permission to 
be needed before Federal agents, or 
Federal employees or volunteers, could 
come to their property. That is not the 
case. We find that their property rights 
have been violated in the past. 

As my colleagues know, many people 
thought that that question was solved 
200 years ago when we fought a revolu
tion and established a Constitution and 
a Bill of Rights, and that is not true. 
We need to sit back and put ourselves 
in the position of those Framers. They 
did not create a Constitution and a Bill 
of Rights to protect the people of this 
country from England. They had just 
won a war with England. They could 
not see far enough ahead to think of 
other enemies that we fought over the 
years. They created the Bill of Rights, 
the Constitution, to protect the people 
of this country from the onerous hand 
of Government and what Government 
would do to the individuaL They had 
seen it happen in Europe. They left to 
come to a new land, and for the last 200 
years, they have watched it happen in 
Europe, and the thing that has distin
guished us from many of those other 
countries is the fact that we recognize 
people's rights and, most essentially, 
the right to private property. 

Madam Chairman, in the Soviet 
Union today, the great debate, in fact, 
the real argument over the Parliament 
that has been moved as abolishing the 
old ways and coming back and rec
ognizing free enterprise principles, and 
one of the most basic of those free en
terprise principles, is the right to prop
erty. It will be the salvation for the old 
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Soviet Union, the new Russia, and the 
Republics if the new constitution em
bodies those rights, not just in writing, 
but in principle. 

We should be the protectors of the 
people's rights. I have heard it said on 
many occasions, Madam Chairman, 
that the courts can look after the 
rights, that we can have legislation 
such as before us today without having 
any written notice being given to prop
erty owners before the Government 
comes onto their property, without let
ting them go with you when that prop
erty is examined or without telling 
them what you found, and yet we 
should be the basic protectors of those 
rights. The courts cannot protect peo
ple in this area. 

In the Lucas case in South Carolina, 
where a propertyowner objected to the 
taking of his property and took it to 
the Supreme Court, he won, and he won 
compensation, but he spent $500,000 in 
attorney's fees before he had that vic
tory, and he had to spend that money 
without knowing whether or not he 
would have a victory. How many small 
landowners, how many small families, 
how many small business people, can 
afford that kind of contest with the 
tax-paid lawyers of the U.S. Govern
ment before they determine whether or 
not their rights will be protected? 

We ought to be the champion, we 
ought to be the protector, not just in 
the word in the Constitution, but in 
every act we ought to bend over back
wards to see that the people's rights, 
and especially the right to property, is 
protected. 

Now this amendment is needed, and 
it has been supported by a number of 
organizations: 

The American Farm Bureau, which 
considers this a major vote, will be 
publishing the rollcall vote, and the 
National Cattleman's Association, the 
National Association of Home Builders, 
the National Association of Manufac
turers, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
the NFIB, the National Federation of 
Independent Businesses, has considered 
it a key vote. 

So, Madam Chairman, it is not just 
one Member of Congress who thinks 
that this is vitally important to the 
American people, but this amendment 
is important in many, many ways. 

And then we find that the question of 
whether or not we are paranoid in say
ing that there is any real risk to the 
propertyowner, and that has been 
brought up and asked earlier today in 
the debate, but, if we look at the na
tional parks program called the Na
tional Natural Landmarks Program, it 
was cited by the Interior Department's 
inspector general of infringing on prop
erty rights over 2,800 times. Twenty
eight hundred private propertyowners 
had their rights infringed upon by a 
program that was not very much dif
ferent from the National Biological 
Survey that we are talking about 

today. In fact, the inspector general 
recommended that documentation be 
used in the future; in other words, writ
ten permission to ensure that the land
owners were contacted prior to their 
lands being evaluated. 

Now the big difference in the bill and 
the amendment that I am offering in 
the bill that is before us is that we re
quire written permission to the 
propertyowner to be coming before 
entry into that propertyowner's prop
erty and before this survey can be con
ducted. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Chair
man, I rise in strong support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] and 
cosponsored by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CoNDIT] and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. POMBO]. 

This amendment enjoys broad bipar
tisan support, because the idea that 
private property ought to be respected 
is so very basic to our Nation 's culture. 

Now, I know Secretary Babbitt is 
urging defeat of this provision to re
quire written permission from a pri
vate landowner before going onto one 's 
property to perform the biological sur
veys intended under this bill. The Sec
retary implies he will require his 
troops to receive permission for entry 
through rulemaking or other guidance 
written at the new agency. After all, 
the model for the NBS is supposed to 
be the U.S. Geological Survey, and 
they do not have to seek written per
mission to perform geologic field stud
ies on private land, do they? 

Well, my colleagues, to that I say, 
why isn't the USGS so bound? I am pre
pared to offer an obviously non-ger
mane amendment to H.R. 1845 to re
quire the USGS to likewise obtain 
written permission for private land 
entry for field work and to make its 
raw data available to the landowner 
whence it was collected. If that is the 
major argument for why the Taylor 
amendment should be defeated, then 
we have a sorry state of affairs in this 
government. 

So, why hasn't there been a 
groundswell of support to bind the 
USGS to a Taylor-like provision? I will 
admit that I know of no Nevadans who 
have complained that Federal geolo
gists were on their land without per
mission. My understanding is these 
men and women have been courteous to 
a fault, pun intended, always asking, at 
least orally, before hammering away at 
private outcrops. Of course, in my 
State and district only 13 percent of 
the land is privately owned, so there is 
little opportunity for trampling pri
vate property rights. 

But, let us not kid ourselves. The 
USGS is not the Government's endan
gered species police-but an NBS is or 
will be. I know of no authority in the . 
USGS charter akin to the mandate 
handed this new agency. The Geologi
cal Survey scrupulously avoids policy 

calls, not wanting to taint its reputa
tion. And it has been successful at 
maintaining scientific credibility. 

Let me give an example, Madam 
Chairman. The 100th Congress asked 
the USGS to study the potential for 
disruption of thermal features at Yel
lowstone by the pumping of a private 
well a few miles north of the park's 
boundary. A thorough study was done, 
and like many, a totally negative re
sult could not be scientifically proven. 
The USGS did prove that no discernible 
impact upon Yellowstone's thermal 
features was possible if the well were 
pumped at less than a specific rate. 

What a tremendous hue and cry was 
heard from the environmental commu
nity saying the USGS had failed to lis
ten to the Park Service arguments-an 
agency with a policy stake in the out
come of the study. Of course they did 
not, to have done otherwise would have 
tarnished the science. 

Madam Chairman, perhaps I am off 
the track, somewhat, of explaining my 
support for this amendment, but I 
wanted to point my concern over the 
scope of the proposed NBS, in general. 
It is disingenuous of supporters of this 
new agency to suggest it will be the bi
ological equivalent to the esteemed 
USGS, at least not as it appears to me 
in H.R. 1845. Some Members who stand 
here today opposing weakening amend
ments are the very same Members who 
condemned the Yellowstone geo
thermal study because the science was 
too isolated from policy concerns of 
the Park Service. I fully expect NBS 
scientists to be caught in a similar 
science versus policy trap, but I doubt 
the ability of the new agency to main
tain scientific objectivity. 

Madam Chairman, one way to help 
achieve thoughtful balance is to re
quire permission from landowners be
fore entry for field studies, and then to 
let the landowner have the raw data 
gathered from her land. All this will do 
is make the agents of the NBS have to 
explain themselves, and their mission, 
before counting species on a person's 
property. 

Am I attempting to censor activities 
of the NBS? You bet I am. If NBS sci
entists cannot make credible argu
ments for their data-gathering needs to 
the very people who own the land they 
seek to survey, they ought not to have 
access to that land-pure and simple. 
On the other hand, if after proper noti
fication a landowner is persuaded of 
the worth of the survey and grants per
mission, then the NBS may go ahead 
and enter the property. What could be 
fairer, Madam Chairman? 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment. 

0 1630 
Mr. LAROCCO. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op
position to this amendment. Let me 
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offer a novel idea into this debate: 
States rights. I know it is a touchy 
subject, but a lot of us will pound the 
table about States rights and say, "By 
golly, we can't let the Federal Govern
ment trespass and run over us and 
steamroll our States rights." 

Well, this amendment does just that. 
In the bill it says that the National Bi
ological Survey must comply with 
States rights. I know it is a novel idea, 
but I think we ought to stand here and 
support States rights. 

Now, if we just took this National Bi
ological Survey bill away, would the 
people who are supporting this amend
ment come before this body and say, "I 
have got a great idea. I think the Fed
eral Government, we in Congress, 
should run over the States and tell 
them what they can do on privacy is
sues and private States rights issues"? 

I talked to the attorney general's of
fice in Idaho today. They like the lan
guage in the bill. They think that the 
Taylor amendment runs all over Idaho. 
I think it probably runs all over Idaho, 
and it runs all over North Carolina, 
and about 48 other States in this coun
try. I think we ought to defeat this. 

Now, I know it makes great headlines 
if we come out and just trash the Fed
eral Government. But in this case, this 
legislation was carefully drafted so 
that States rights were protected. And 
if States like Idaho want to have 
stronger privacy laws, stronger laws 
against trespass, if they want to have 
written consent, if they want to give 
the power to the landowner instead of 
the lessee, I think Idaho ought to be 
able to do that. I think it makes a lot 
of sense. 

But here we are in this hysteria 
about private property rights, when 
Members from the West have carefully 
drafted this legislation. I have partici
pated in the drafting of this legisla
tion, and I am satisfied that it protects 
the private landowners in Idaho. I am 
convinced that the State is protected. I 
am convinced that we do not need this 
amendment. I am also convinced that 
people are looking for headlines and 
just playing to special interests that 
want to defeat this bill. 

Madam Chairman, I think, in the 
strongest possible words, we must de
feat this amendment. The Taylor 
amendment requires a National Bio
logical Survey to provide notice of ac
tual entry upon private property to the 
person who gave consent. We must not 
undercut State laws. That is the bot
tom line. If we do that, we are under
cutting State law, we are undercutting 
the rights of tribal private property 
law. And what we are doing, further
more, is that we are establishing in 
this era of reinventing government, we 
are putting together a new Federal 
trespassing bureaucracy. Instead of re
ducing government, what we are doing 
is we are increasing government, and 
we are creating a new bureaucracy. 

Madam Chairman, I think I misspoke 
a minute ago in saying that the Taylor 
amendment requires the National Bio
logical Survey to provide notice of ac
tual entry. The bill does that. What the 
bill does is it requires the National Bi
ological Survey to comply with present 
State and tribal property and privacy 
right laws. It requires the Survey to 
obtain consent, as required under State 
and tribal law, before entering any 
nonfederal lands. It requires the Na
tional Biological Survey to provide no
tice of actual entry upon private prop
erty to the person who gave consent. 
And it provides that raw data collected 
by the National Biological Survey will 
be available to the person who gave 
consent for entry, or the property 
owner, if requested. 

That satisfies the States, it satisfies 
me out West, and I urge defeat of this 
amendment. 

Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to my friend 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, I am touched by the 
concern of the gentleman for States 
rights, and we appreciate the support 
of any rights in this Congress we can 
get. 

This question has come before us. 
When the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries voted unanimously 
to support this bill, many of us had 
considered the gentleman's question. 
And since that time we have made in-
quiries. 

For instance, the organization that 
represents the State Departments of 
Agriculture, the commissioners, sec
retaries, and directors of agriculture in 
all 50 States, made this statement: 

The Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment 
does not in any way undermine State and 
tribal property rights in your State. Sub
section 6(a) of the amendment specifically 
requires compliance with State and tribal 
laws. The amendment simply protects the 
private property rights of the landowner. 

As is said here, we are not abolishing 
any of the State laws. We are adding to 
that with the notification to the pri
vate property owners. 

From the chief of the Eastern Band 
of the Cherokee, one of the largest 
bands in the country, I have a letter 
stating they support my amendment 
100 percent. They say that they insist 
that the Federal Government should 
have written approval from the tribal 
council before it comes onto their prop
erty for any type of survey, and then 
they relate a horror story or two about 
the Interior Department. 

D 1640 
Now, what I am saying to Members 

is, we are not, as the gentleman sug
gests, abolishing rights. We are, in 
fact, expanding those rights. 

Finally, let me say that a gentleman 
on our committee, the chairman, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] stated, in his testimony at the 
time, in commenting about our amend
ment at the time, and I am quoting: 

The gentleman
Referring to me-

clarifies this issue with, I think, some very 
common sense provisions. It is a change that 
I think the administration can support, that 
we support. It resolves concerns that any
body may have had on this matter, and I 
think it gets us off to a good start in regard 
to those who are concerned about private 
property rights. 

I could not add to that. 
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen

tleman from Utah for yielding to me. 
Mr. HANSEN. Madam Chairman, I 

appreciate the gentleman clarifying 
that particular issue. I rise in support 
of the Taylor amendment and urge my 
colleagues to support its passage. 

In my State of Utah, the Federal 
Government owns over two-thirds of 
the land and that Federal presence af
fects the lives of property owners every 
day. In many cases in the West, a 
rancher may be an island in the midst 
of a sea of Federal ownership. In times 
past Uncle Sam was a pretty good 
neighbor. This is no longer true. With 
today's mass of laws and regulations, 
Uncle Sam is the worst kind of neigh
bor. Having the BLM or the Forest 
Service as a neighbor makes every
thing more difficult, more cumbersome 
and many times more unpredictable. 
Property owners in the West are con
tinually experiencing restrictions, en
croachments and overall hassles of at
tempting to cooperate with the Federal 
Government. 

Perhaps we're a bit paranoid but the 
truth is that there are a lot of people 
in the West who simply don't trust the 
Federal Government. What is even 
worse is that they are losing their faith 
in the concept of private property 
rights. The bundle of rights we tradi
tionally associate with property rights 
is getting smaller and smaller. The En
dangered Species Act, the Wetland Act, 
and all the rest have significantly re
duced the rights of property owners. 
Horror stories of Federal Government 
leveraging property owners into willing 
sellers are far too numerous. Overzeal
ous Federal land managers must be 
held in check and the Taylor amend
ment will help deter Federal employees 
from encroaching on property rights. 

The Taylor amendment simply re
quires that employees or agents of the 
National Biological Survey obtain 
written permission before entering on 
someone's land. This simple require
ment establishes everyone's rights and 
privileges, leaving little room for de
bate whether or not permission was 
granted. 

Madam Chairman, I commend Mr. 
TAYLOR, Mr. POMBO, and Mr. CONDIT for 
offering this amendment and I urge its 
passage. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen

tleman from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam 

Chairman, I simply want to endorse 
what the gentleman from Utah has 
said. It is certainly time that this Con- · 
gress take some action to protect per
sonal property rights. That is what this 
country was built on. 

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
Taylor amendment. 

It is not necessary. In fact, it is con
tradictory to, as was pointed out by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. LARocco], it is contradictory to 
the basic provisions of State and local 
law and other national law. 

The bill under consideration requires 
any employee or agent of the Survey to 
comply with current State and tribal 
laws relating to private property and 
trespass. These individuals must obtain 
consent as required under State and 
tribal laws, provide notice of entry to 
the property and make available the 
data collected by the survey to the 
property owner. 

This is really picking up a lot of the 
language, and I think addressing the 
concern adequately. 

The amendment is simply unneces
sary and intrusive. Current law pro
hibits trespass, and the Secretary has 
assured Members that employees as
signed to the National Biological Sur
vey will respect all constitutional and 
statutory provisions. 

The provisions of this amendment, in 
fact, break new ground with regard to 
property law and raise questions about 
the authority of States to enforce pri
vate property rights. 

Will the provisions of this amend
ment be the only laws applicable to the 
Survey's activities on private lands? 
Does this, in fulfilling this, release 
them and supersede and superimpose 
itself over the State and local laws ad
dressing private property rights? Will 
these provisions supersede current 
State and tribal law requirements? Ex
isting law ensures compliance with 
property rights. The Director of the Bi
ological Survey should not be allowed 
to develop new property rights policy. 

The intentions of the sponsors of this 
amendment may be good, but the re
sults, of course, are going to be based 
on the legal language that we have be
fore us. I submit to Members, they 
ought to look at the language that is 
before us, that is being offered to the 
bill. 

They want consent in writing, when 
entry occurs, from the owner. But the 
owner may not be the tenant on that 
land. So even in that particular in
stance, we completely circumvent, I 
think, the person on the property. That 
may not be the intention but that is 
the affect. 

After providing consent, of course, 
then you have to provide notice of such 
entry, when you are going to enter. Of 
course, that, I think, is reasonable, and 
that is picked up in terms of complying 
with State and tribal law. You have to 
be notified, of course, that the data is 
provided. 

So I think this amendment is not 
about property rights. This amendment 
is about putting hurdles in front of the· 
National Biological Survey. 

This is not· about science. This 
amendment is about political science 
and bringing politics into this, to the 
extent that we can hamper, frustrate, 
and undercut and undermine the abil
ity of the National Biological Survey 
to do its work as intended. 

If Members are interested in property 
rights, if they are interested in uphold
ing State and individual rights, they 
have the Constitution. They have the 
State laws. They have the local laws. 
We do not need new national laws com
ing out of the Department of the Inte
rior addressing individual consent and 
rights to go on private land. We al
ready have that in the State. We al
ready have that in the Constitution. 

This is simply an amendment to har
ass those individuals that are trying to 
carry out the job of the proposed Na
tional Biological Survey. 

We complain around here about the 
inefficiency of the National Govern
ment and about the agents and the 
land managers of the National Govern
ment. Then we tie them up with red
tape like this that makes it impossible 
for them to be efficient. 

I say to the sponsors of this, I think 
that they are frustrating the effort. 
What are they, afraid of the scientific 
information? Are they afraid of the 
science and the data gathering that is 
going to occur so that we can make in
telligent decisions? I think we ought to 
eliminate the political science from 
this debate and get on with the sub
stance of what is necessary here in 
terms of developing data and informa
tion base and quit trying to frustrate 
the efforts of someone trying to de
velop a scientific data base like the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

I urge the Members to vote no on this 
amendment. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Madam Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Harass? Excuse me. Is my eye hurt
ing your elbow? 

Madam Chairman, this is truly re
markable, the debate that we see going 
on here. 

Many of my colleagues may be famil
iar with an article in the Reader's Di
gest, September 1993. Excellent, I com-
mend it to them. · 

When a law goes haywire, are the 
needs of rats and lizards more impor
tant than the needs of people? 

That is the issue here. We need to be 
cognizant of what all is bound up in 

this National Biological Survey. And 
the amendment, which the gentlemen 
are offering in order to try and get 
written consent of the property owner, 
yes, the owner, not just the tenant, 
since a Biological Survey was con
ducted that finds an endangered species 
may well destroy the complete value of 
one's property. 

We do not think a tenant ought to be 
the sole permission required. We think 
the owner ought to be consulted, since 
the value of that property may be com
pletely eliminated. 

I would ·like to just point out a cou
ple of things that have been said here. 

One is by Dr. Thomas Lovejoy. The 
National Biological Survey will "map 
the whole Nation for all biology and 
determine development for the whole 
country and regulate it all because 
that is our obligation as set forth in 
the Endangered Species Act." 

Let us look at what the present Sec
retary of the Interior, Mr. Babbitt, had 
to say. Of course, in his past life he was 
head of the Planning and Conservation 
League. 

The Endangered Species Act is an extraor
dinary piece of legislation, because it allows 
the Federal Government to preserve, main
tain and foster the recovery of endangered 
species wherever they occur, without regard 
to geography, location, or land ownership. 
Here is a law of great reach and power and 
yet we do not have the scientific capability 
to get ahead of it. 

Madam Chairman, that is what the 
National Biological Survey is all 
about. We are going to help Secretary 
Babbitt and his friends get ahead of it. 

0 1650 
This is so we can find more endan

gered species, so we can regulate more 
private property. It is absolutely out
rageous. 

This article details the story of Mi
chael Roe, age 46, and his family, three 
children, living in a little one-room 
house, one-bedroom house, and have 
since 1991. They finally saved up 
enough money in rural Riverside Coun
ty to go and get a building permit to 
expand this house. 

Guess what. The county clerk says, 
"I am so sorry," and she pulled out a 
map, "but this property is located in a 
study area of the kangaroo rat. Of 
course, since that is an endangered spe
cies, you may not develop your prop
erty.'' 

Mr. Roe was shocked. They informed 
him what his alternatives were. He 
could hire a biologist, and that would 
have cost him $5,000. Of course, if the 
biologist found one Stephen's kangaroo 
rat no bigger than a person's hand, 
that would mean he could not do the 
addition unless he raised about $40,000 
to buy property, some other piece of 
property, for the rat to inhabit. 

Madam Chairman, that is not an out
landish example. This article is full of 
examples from around the country as 
to what is really going on. 
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The amendment of the gentleman 

from North Carolina, Mr. TAYLOR, and 
the two gentlemen from California, Mr. 
POMBO and Mr. CONDIT, the three who 
are involved in this, are trying to make 
sure that the owner of the property 
ought to have to give his or her permis
sion before the Federal Government or 
their volunteers enter onto that prop
erty and make these kinds of deter
minations that could significantly de
stroy the value. 

I strongly urge the Members' "aye" 
vote. I just want to point out, look at 
all the acts here that are influenced, 
that are affected by this National Bio
logical Survey. It is not just the En
dangered Species Act. It is the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act of 
1970, the Department of Agriculture Or
ganic Act of 1982, the 1990 farm bill, the 
Clean Water Act Amendments of 1987, 
the National Forest and Management 
Act of 1976. 

The whole country has heard about 
what happened to the Pacific North
west and northern California with the 
spotted owl. This is going to happen 
across the whole country, and it is 
going to be accelerated by the passage 
of this National Biological Survey. 
Vote "aye" on this amendment. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, if the gentleman 
would like to put that quote up by Mr. 
Lovejoy, I would like to address it for 
a moment. I was very worried about 
that. I have seen it all over the Repub
lican side of the aisle. 

A few days ago or weeks ago, at a 
hearing of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, a distinguished 
Republican member of the committee 
asked Secretary Babbitt about that 
very quote, as would I have, had I seen 
it before today. Since it has been so 
prominently displayed around here, I 
think, in fairness to the truth and to 
the Secretary, one ought to know what 
we feel about that, since Mr. Lovejoy 
does not now nor has he ever worked 
for the National Biological Survey, or 
the Department of the Interior. He was 
on the advisory committee at the time. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
CALVERT] asked Mr. Babbitt. He said, 
''* * * this type of comment certainly 
causes some concern. Would you like to 
comment on that?" 

The Secretary's answer, and I am 
reading from the transcript of the 
hearing: 

Certainly, I have the greatest respect and 
admiration for Tom Lovejoy. I proceed then 
to disavow those remarks as not reflecting 
the policy of the Interior Department. I 
think those remarks kind of skip, you know, 
an enormous amount of territory. And if I 
could relate it to your experience in Califor
nia, land use planning is not a national func
tion, it is not an Interior Department func
tion, it is not a Federal function. In my judg
ment, it should not be. 

In most cases, it is not even a State func
tion. It is uniquely a local function. And to 

the extent that any quotations or comments 
imply otherwise, I simply disavow them. 

So at least that ought to be able to 
remove from our minds, if not from the 
Chamber, that quote. It is not relevant 
and it is not the policy or belief of ei
ther the Secretary of the Interior or of 
any sensible person. 

If I may say something to my friend, 
the gentleman from North Carolina, 
who is a valued new member of our 
committee, I am a little bit surprised 
that the gentleman is pursuing this 
amendment. If I were he, I would sim
ply have declared victory and put out a 
statement, because most of the gentle
man's original amendment as offered 
in the committee is in the bill before 
us, as the gentleman, I think, knows. 

The compromise which is now our 
original text for the purpose of amend
ment includes all the major elements 
of the gentleman's amendment which 
was in the bill reported by the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
with one exception. It has most of what 
the gentleman asks. 

It requires compliance with State 
law. It requires the consent and notice 
of entry. It requires for the provision of 
data collected at no cost, and it re
quires the publication of survey policy 
and private land access, including rec
ordkeeping provisions. 

The only significant element of the 
gentleman's amendment which is now 
missing is the uniform Federal require
ment for written notice of entry. That 
is the only part of the gentleman's 
amendment that did not survive in the 
text that is now before us, so the gen
tleman is largely victorious, to begin 
with. 

Let me point out to the gentleman 
that his amendment starts out by say
ing, "The survey shall comply with ap
plicable State and tribal government 
laws.'' The gentleman then goes on in 
his amendment to override the afore
mentioned State and tribal govern
ment laws uniformly, and put in their 
place a uniform Federal law. 

As was pointed out earlier, one does 
not, it seems to me, have to be an ar
dent advocate of State 's rights to ap
preciate the fact that this is a very 
complicated situation. The gentleman 
quite rightly pointed out that all of us 
in the committee supported his amend
ment when we first saw it. 

Then we did something which is not 
always characteristic of all of us, we 
thought about it, and we read it, and 
we realized that in some States, writ
ten consent is required, and in some 
States it is not; that in most States 
the rights of a tenant are protected, 
and that an owner does not have the 
right to grant access, notwithstanding 
the views of a tenant who is occupying 
the piece of property. This is an infi
nitely more complicated question than 
some Members who have spoken here 
may suggest. 

I think that not only did we, and I 
think correctly, accept the gist and the 

spirit, I believe, and most of the sub
stance of the gentleman's amendment, 
but the only part we have omitted is 
the part which ought to give every 
Member serious cause. We cannot, it 
seems to me, with wisdom override the 
property laws and the complex prop
erty laws of all 50 States with a uni
form Federal requirement which may, 
among other things, jeopardize the 
rights of lessees and of tenants. 

I would plead with Members to un
derstand that the spirit of what was 
sought by 'the gentleman from North 
Carolina has been respected, is in the 
text before us, and what is now offered 
really will complicate and make things 
much more difficult. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, let me just read 
what I am told the amendment says. 
That is that the amendment would di
rect survey employees to comply with 
State laws relating to privacy and pri
vate property, require written permis
sion from the landowner to enter his 
property, and to allow landowners free 
access to data obtained on their prop
erty. 

In thinking about this amendment 
and trying to put it in context, I 
thought back to that observation of 
Thomas Jefferson, that "the govern
ment which governs best is the govern
ment which governs least." 

Then I thought back to that first 
great Republican, Thomas Jefferson, a 
Democrat, who said that, "Government 
should only do for its people what they 
cannot do for themselves." 

Then, to try to ascertain what these 
gentlemen had in mind, I went back to 
a very small but very important docu
ment, the Constitution, to see what the 
Constitution says. All of the powers 
that are delegated to the Congress are 
contained here on less than those two 
small pages. It is section 8 of article I. 

It says, and I will summarize them, 
"The Congress shall have power to lay 
and collect taxes," we do that; "to bor
row money," and we do that in spades; 
"to regulate commerce with foreign 
nations * * * to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization and uniform laws 
on the subject of bankruptcies * * * to 
coin money * * * and fix the standard 
of weights and measures; to provide for 
the punishment of counterfeiting * * * 
to establish post offices and post roads; 
to promote the progress of science" 
and the arts by establishing patents 
and copyrights; "to constitute tribu
naJs inferior to the Supreme Court; to 
define and punish piracies and felonies 
* * * to declare war * * * to raise and 
support armies * * * to provide and 
maintain a navy; to make rules for the 
Government and regulation of the land 
and naval forces; to provide for calling 
forth the militia * * * to provide for or
ganizing, arming, and disciplining the . 
militia * * * to exercise exclusive Leg
islation" over the seat of government, 
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talking about the District; "to make 
all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying out the foregoing." 
That is all that is there. 

Then I turned back to that part of 
our Constitution about 4 years after it 
was enacted, when they came back and 
wanted to make very sure that we un
derstood what they meant. Let me 
read, and I will read the salient parts 
of the lOth amendment, "The powers 
not delegated to the United States by 
the Constitution are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people." 

0 1700 

So, for what the Federal Government 
can do we need to go back to this Con
stitution. 

I will tell Members I have some real 
problems finding there authorization 
for this National Biological Survey. 
But if we put that argument aside, it is 
crystal clear that the Constitution re
quires, begs, demands the kinds of safe
guards that are set forth in this 
amendment. 

Property rights, individual rights are 
being more and more invaded and dev
astated by an ever larger and larger 
Federal Government which steps Con
gress by Congress and year by year be
yond the clear bounds of this Constitu
tion. Let us start a march in the right 
direction. Vote "aye" on this amend
ment. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the Tay
lor amendment. 

Madam Chairman, let me beg to dif
fer with the chairman of our commit
tee. The difference between the bill be
fore us and the Taylor amendment is 
not written notice that 1entry has oc
curred. The difference be:tween the bill 
and the Taylor amendment is a re
quirement that written consent be ob
tained before the entry. That is the dif
ference. 

That is not overriding State property 
laws. That is not an overriding of any 
laws of any of our States at all. All it 
is is a regulation of the Federal em
ployees who are going to come on 
lands, and it says that before you go on 
private property you must get the 
written consent of the owner. 

Let me suggest something that per
haps the authors of the bill have not 
thought about. It is in the interest of 
the Federal Government to get that 
written consent. It is for the protection 
of the Federal employee when he enters 
private property that he has the writ
ten consent of the owner. I want Mem
bers to imagine an unscrupulous owner 
who might give a verbal consent, and 
then all of a sudden call the sheriff to 
come out and arrest that nasty old 
Federal employee on their property 
without written consent. Members can 
imagine some rather nasty confronta
tions if the Federal employee is not 
protected in his right to be on that 

property and to conduct his survey, 
and he ought to do it with written con
sent. And there is nothing wrong and 
everything right about us saying, as a 
matter of Federal law, that a Federal 
officer should obtain that written con
sent before entering private property. 

This is indeed a very sacred issue. 
People have talked about us getting all 
exercised about it. This is a constitu
tional right we are talking about, this 
is a sacred principle that separates our 
form of government and our form of en
terprise from other forms of govern
ment and enterprise all over the world, 
many of which have collapsed in front 
of our eyes. One of the sacred prin
ciples of a free-enterprise system is the 
right to own private property and to be 
secure in that private property from 
the entry of the Federal Government. 

Now if the Federal Government can
not at least agree that before it enters 
my property to do this survey that I 
sign a consent for them to come on 
board, then something is wrong with 
this bill, and we ought to be paranoid 
about what it is all about. When the 
authors of this bill refused to accept 
the amendment, I really got worried, I 
really got worried, because this amend
ment strikes to the very heart of the 
balance we have been talking about be
tween protecting the environment of 
the country, and yet protecting indi
viduals in their constitutional and civil 
liberties. 

If we are to have that balance, let us 
at least have this written consent. If 
we are to protect Federal employees 
who work for all of us in this country 
by making sure when they enter pri
vate property they do so as authorized 
individuals, we ought to require that 
they have written consent. 

If this amendment should fail, I 
should hope that Bruce Babbitt, our 
Secretary of the Interior, would re
quire every Federal official who goes 
on private property to get a written 
consent before he goes on, with or 
without this amendment. But we cer
tainly ought to adopt it. This is rather 
sacred territory, as sacred as the envi
ronment is to all of us, and it should 
be. Private property rights ought to be 
sacred too. This is the balance we fight 
for. This is the rights of individuals in 
America with the rights of plants and 
animals beside us. This is the coexist
ing we talk about. Written consent to 
protect private property rights ought 
to be the hallmark, the foundation of 
this survey. Without it, something is 
wrong. Without it, something is des
perately missing. Without it, some 
Federal official is going to get in trou
ble, not just a private landowner. 

I urge Members to adopt this amend
ment. It is central to making a good 
bill out of this survey. 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Taylor amendment. 

One of the most basic rights of an 
American is the right to own prop
erty-and to enjoy the benefits of that 
property. 

In fact, an early draft of the Declara
tion of Independence referred to the 
rights of life, liberty, and the owner
ship of property. 

The Taylor amendment is designed to 
protect this most basic right. 

The National Biological Survey is 
yet another new agency in the re
invented, streamlined Clinton Federal 
Government. 

It is an agency which is charged with 
inventorying and monitoring all plant 
and animal life in the United States
a job which should keep more than just 
a few people on the Federal payroll 
very busy for a long time to come. 

Yes, it is true, while Secretary Bab
bitt insists that the NBS will only be 
performing inventory and monitoring 
work, evidence indicates otherwise. 
Consider this comment by Secretary 
Babbitt's science adviser: 

The National Biological Survey will map 
the whole nation for all biology and deter
mine development for the whole country and 
regulate it all because that is our obligation 
as set forth in the Endangered Species Act. 

If one didn't know better, one might 
think he was reading a document from 
the archives of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Madam Chairman, the Taylor amend
ment protects both the interest of pri
vate property owners and the Govern
ment by creating a written record of 
the agreement to enter onto private 
property. 

I believe that it is both a reasonable 
and necessary amendment, and urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the Taylor amendment, 
which simply attempts to protect the 
interests of private landowners from 
overzealous harassment from environ
mental concerns. 

I thought the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. TAUZIN] made a very salient 
point a moment ago concerning em
ployees. I have never known a Federal 
employee in my district that did not 
wish to get permission before they en
tered onto private property rights. In 
fact, I am having requests from those 
same employees to strengthen the pri
vate property rights laws so that in 
fact they can regain the confidence of 
the people that they work with, the 
farmers and the ranchers in my dis
trict. 

Others have lost that confidence, and 
this amendment attempts to bring that 
confidence back in a very real way. I 
am sure that most Members of this 
body, at least those who represent 
rural districts, know of many horror 
stories, stories of well-intentioned laws 
to protect the environment having an 
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extremely adverse impact on their con
stituents, whether it be private-prop
erty owners or whether it be the· towns 
and communi ties that are affected by 
the laws that we have passed in this 
body. 

Representing a rural agriculture
based district, I know all too well the 
impact that environmental laws and 
associated litigation have on the econ
omy and the people. Let me be clear 
though: Collecting information on and 
preserving the environment is, without 
a doubt, a worthwhile goal. However, 
pitting the interest and needs of people 
against the interests of endangered 
species is not good policy. 

I am very disappointed that the Tau
zin amendment which would have sim
ply allowed consideration of adverse 
economic impact regarding the subject 
we talked about today is not in order. 
Also, the idea of compensation for the 
taking of private property should be 
under consideration in this very discus
sion we are having today, but it is not. 

The '.raylor amendment is simply an 
attempt to put a little common sense 
back into what has become a very con
tentious issue. Opponents of this 
amendment contend that State and 
tribal trespassing laws provide ade
quate protection for property owners. 
Unfortunately, this is not accurate, 
and that is why this amendment is 
needed, to ensure that landowners, not 
tenants, have adequate prior notice of 
the National Biological Survey's entry 
onto their property, and can be af
forded an opportunity to accompany 
NBS employees and its designees. Pro
tecting and monitoring the environ
ment can be accomplished without un
dermining private property rights. 

Let me just briefly read the amend
ment. 

The Survey shall not enter non-Federal 
real property for the purpose of collecting in
formation regarding the property unless the 
owner of the property has consented in writ-

, ing to that entry, * * * 
And then B and C the chairman ac

knowledges are already in the bill. I al
ways get a little suspicious when some
one says why are we doing this; it is al
ready in the bill. If it is a good idea, 
and the Taylor amendment is an excel
lent idea, we cannot state it often 
enough in writing so that everyone in
terpreting this law will clearly under
stand what the will of the Congress was 
this time as we vote concerning indi
vidual private-property rights. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Taylor amendment so that we can do 
both, protect the environment and in
dividual property rights. 

Mr. BONILLA. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Taylor amendment. We are not 
talking about States rights. We are 
talking about a basic individual prop
erty right. We are talking about an 

American value that dates back to the 
beginning of our country. It is a right 
to buy property, whether it is an 
eighth of an acre or a million acres, 
and to do with it as you wish, It is your 
right to invite those who you want to 
be on your land, or to keep people that 
you do not want off your property. 

D 1710 
Anyone who has ever visited with a 

farmer or rancher understands that 
they were the pioneers of environ
mentalism in this country. 

You know as well as I do that they 
are not concerned about preserving the 
land to pass on the legacy of working 
their property on to their sons and 
daughters. 

So it is something they are very con
cerned about. Anyone who thinks that 
farmers and ranchers are adverse to 
environmentalism in this country is 
dead wrong. They are the real environ
mentalists and are more interested 
than anyone else in this country in 
preserving the environment of this 
country. Let these true environmental
ists use their judgment. Don't impose 
the agenda of activists who would de
stroy their freedom and way of life. 

This amendment protects the free
dom of farmers and ranchers to con
tinue to say, "Stay off our land," vote 
for freedom and real environ
mentalism-vote for the Taylor amend
ment. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CONDIT. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment I am offer
ing with my colleagues, Mr. TAYLOR 
and Mr. POMBO. 

In just the past 2 years, regulatory 
takings of property by Federal agen
cies have become a matter of substan
tial concern to Congress. Eleven sepa
rate bills were introduced during the 
102d Congress, while eight bills have 
been introduced during this Congress. 
The reasons for these Congressional re
sponses are obvious. 

Government policies intended to pro
tect the environment have interfered 
with the constitutional rights of pri
vate landowners. In 1990 alone, 53,000 
pages of Federal Government regula
tions were issued on the use of private 
property. It is not hard to imagine that 
these regulations have placed severe 
limitations on private property use. In 
addition to limiting property use, Fed
eral regulations have reduced land val
ues while creating economic uncer
tainty and hardships for property own
ers. 

If enacted, this important amend
ment would reduce the risk to property 
owners that are willing to help avoid 
these problems if they are included in 
the solutions. It is a simple mechanism 
which will cause Federal agencies to 

receive written consent from the land
owner to enter onto his or her prop
erty. This important amendment, 
which was unanimously approved by 
the House Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee, and serve as an effec
tive tool in the application of the Na
tional Biological Survey and may 
make it more efficient since it will re
quire Federal agencies to better under
stand the result of their actions. We 
have come to a turning point in envi
ronmental regulatory policy. Regu
lators must not be allowed to turn ca
pable stewardship into a liability by re
moving or infringing on landowners 
constitutional rights. 

Again, I would like to encourage 
your support for this important amend
ment in the effort to secure the rights 
of individuals and not allow regulators 
to intrude on landowners capable stew
ardship of his or her land. 

Madam Chairman, I encourage and 
call upon my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I would just like 
to for a minute kind of bring us back 
into focus about what we are talking 
about with this amendment. It is a 
very simple amendment. Granted, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for accepting much of the language 
which was included in the amendment 
as it was originally brought up, but it 
is a very simple amendment. It asks for 
consent in writing before entry. 

After providing that consent, you 
have to let the landowner know when 
you are going in. You have to allow the 
landowner to have that information. 

It is a very simple amendment, it is 
not controversial. 

I received several faxes in my office 
since we started this discussion, one 
from the California Farm Bureau sup
porting this; one from the National As
sociation of State Departments of Ag
riculture, saying that this in no way 
conflicts which State private property 
laws or trespass laws; another from the 
National Inholders Association, which 
states that it will merely provide the 
additional protection to private land
owners of requiring written permission 
from the landowner before an agent or 
employee of the National Biological 
Survey enters private property. It in 
no way preempts State laws. 

Now, it has been brought up earlier 
during the debate in the conversation 
over this about what we are afraid of, 
why are we bringing this up, why are 
we insisting on written permission? 

Well, I would like to bring out an
other fax that I got from one of my 
constituents which just came to my of
fice. It deals with two employees of the 
California Fish and Game. This is their 
field notes after going out and trying 
to obtain information. It says: 

We entered Granite Construction Co. head
quarters immediately E of the bridge that 
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crosses the Sespe River to gain access to the 
superb, but dry riparian habitat that we 
found on 30 June. The boss, Chris somebody 
or another, told us there was an insurance 
problem with our presence there and besides 
he had hired some guy from Santa Barbara 
to look for Bell's Vireo 2 or 3 years ago who 
had not found birds but certified that the 
habitat was suitable. I assume this reference 
was to Paul Lehman. Granite Construction 
is planning a massive rock mining project in 
the entire river bed from Santa Paula to the 
green bridge (hwy 23 at Fillmore). Currently 
the project is in the EIR process. We were de
nied access unless we had insurance and 
since we had chose not to identify ourselves 
as Cal F&G employees we left. We decided to 
enter the same area from the South side of 
the river. 

So, in effect, what they are saying is, 
"We could not obtain permission from 
the landowner, because of a problem 
with liability insurance. So we solved 
that problem by going around to the 
back of the ranch and entering the 
property by crossing the river." 

So what are we afraid of? We are 
afraid that the National Biological 
Survey and its employees are going to 
do exactly that, they will find a way to 
get around the local laws; they will 
find a way to enter the property. 

If we require written permission of 
the employees of the Federal Govern
ment, then we can have something that 
we can go back on those employees and 
say, " Did you receive written permis
sion before you entered that prop
erty?'' 

These are basic private property 
rights, not something way out. This is 
basic, noncontroversial. 

NATIONAL lNHOLDERS ASSOCIATION 
(N!A) MULTIPLE-USE LAND ALLI
ANCE (MULTA), NATIONAL HEAD
QUARTERS, 

Battle Ground, WA, October 6, 1993. 
Han. Mr. RICHARD POMBO, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE POMBO, the argu
ment advanced by Representatives George 
Miller, George Brown, and Gerry Studds in 
their undated "Dear Colleague" letter that 
the Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment will 
somehow " undermine private property 
rights" is so ludicrous that I can only ques
tion the sincerity of those gentlemen. 

Agents and employees of the National Bio
logical Survey must abide by State and local 
laws regardless of whether the Taylor
Condit-Pombo amendment becomes law. The 
Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment will mere
ly provide the additional protection to pri
vate landowners of requiring written permis
sion from the landowner before an agent or 
employee of the National B. S. enters private 
property. It in no way pre-empts State law. 

The Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment is 
necessary for several good reasons. The De
partment of the Interior has a terrible record 
of violating and disregarding the civil rights 
of private property owners. State laws on 
trespass vary a great deal from State to 
State and in many States are difficult to en
force. Requiring written consent will draw a 
clear line for agents and employees of the 
Survey and landowners alike. This will 
greatly help to reduce misunderstandings, 
disputes, and legal violations. Written con
sent to enter private land is far superior to 
oral consent because it cannot descend to 

the level of a shouting match in which the 
landowner claims, "No, I didn't say you 
could survey my property" and the NBS 's 
agent or employee claims, "Yes you did". 
Because the NBS will be able to produce 
written permission when challenged by land
owners, we foresee that this provision will 
avoid a great number of lawsuits. 

Requiring written consent to enter private 
land is also necessary because many of the 
NBS's site surveyors will not be Federal em
ployees, but members of co-operating groups 
such as the Nature Conservancy, the Sierra 
Club, and the Wilderness Society. These pri
vate individuals cannot be expected to have 
the same level of skill and experience in fol
lowing complex governmental regulations as 
do Federal employees. These private individ
uals need a simple, bright-line test for 
whether they are respecting the property 
and privacy rights of private property own
ers. We believe that requiring written per
mission is sufficiently clear and simple to 
provide adequate protection to the civil 
rights of private property owners. 

Yours sincerely, 
MYRON EBELL, 

Washington Representative. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, DC, October 6, 1993. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: During floor debate 

today of H.R. 1845, the authorization of the 
National Biological Survey, Representatives 
Charles Taylor, Gary Condit and Richard 
Pombo will offer an extremely important 
amendment to protect private property 
rights. The National Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture (NASDA) 
strongly supports the amendment. NASDA is 
the nonprofit association of state public offi
cials representing the Commissioners, Sec
retaries and Directors of Agriculture in the 
fifty states and four territories. 

The Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment 
does NOT in any way undermine State and 
Tribal property rights in your state. Sub
section 6(a) of the amendment specifically 
requires compliance with State and Tribal 
laws. The amendment simply protects the 
private property rights of the landowner. 

NASDA respectfully requests that you pro
tect the private property rights of your con
stituents and vote for the Taylor-Condit
Pombo amendment. The amendment pro
tects landowners and, in the opinion of the 
state agricultural officials, does not impact 
State and Tribal property rights law-it only 
enhances landowner protection. 

Sincerely, 
MARK C. NESTLEN, 

Manager, Legislative and Regulatory Affairs. 

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Sacramento, CA, October 6, 1993. 

Hon. RICHARD POMBO, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR RICHARD: The California Farm Bu
reau Federation supports the proposed Tay
lor amendment to H.R. 1845 (National Bio
logical Survey). We encourage the reinstate
ment of this amendment to protect the prop
erty rights of our state 's landowners. 

The amendment proposed by Taylor re
quires that any agency personnel conducting 
a biological survey must first obtain specific 
written permission to enter private property . 
and that all data collected will be available 
to the landowner at no cost. This amend
ment was approved unanimously in the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee but 
was then weakened by amendments. 

The California Farm Bureau supports this 
amendment and we encourage you as a rep
resentative of California to encourage the 
passage of this and any other amendments 
that protect private property rights. 

Sincerely, 
BOB L. VICE, 

President. 
Mr. LAUGHLIN. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the Taylor amendment. I 
find it disturbing that here we are only 
trying to ask for written permission to 
go into one's property. There is not a 
person in this room who would give 
any thought to going into a person's 
house or apartment without permis
sion. There are several basic reasons 
why we ought to have written permis
sion to go on one's property. 

When I was growing up in my area of 
Texas, we called the enemy in this 
country the IRS and the Communists. 
Well, because of so much action, they, 
the enemy now has become, very trag
ically, in my opinion, the EPA and the 
Fish and Wildlife, who, in many, many 
instances are trying to do what is good 
for America and good for our people, 
but when landowners are constantly 
getting barraged in the way they are, 
they want to know who is on their 
property. That is only a matter of de
cency, Madam Chairman, because in 
some places there are unsafe conditions 
on the property. 

0 1720 
I know of no landowner that would 

not give a warning to dangerous condi
tions on the property. I think it is only 
right that if we are going to stand here 
in this country and say to a landowner, 
"You need to pay taxes and you need to 
obey the laws of this country, " why 
should it be such a big thing to ask 
that we require our Federal employees 
to get written permission to go on the 
property. 

The last point I would make, Madam 
Chairman, is one of safety for our own 
Federal employees. Very tragically 
last year a landowner in my State, in
deed in the district that I represent, 
shot with a shotgun a Federal em
ployee who was on his property, and we 
do not need that happening either to 
the employee or to the landowner who 
did not know who was on his property. 

So Madam Chairman, I think it is a 
very sound amendment and I urge sup
port for the amendment. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in over
whelming support for most of the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] . The part 
of the Taylor amendment that I sup
port I will read in part that is already 
contained in the bill, and that is: 

Consent and notice requirement. The pol
icy developed under paragraph (1 ) shall re
quire that before entering non-Federal real 
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property for the purpose of collecting infor
mation regarding the property, the survey 
shall obtain such consent for that entry as is 
required under state and tribal government 
law. 

It goes on to list some other things 
for which I have strong support. 

What I want to do is explain to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
TAYLOR] those reservations I have on 
his amendment. Then maybe after my 5 
minutes, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] can talk to me 
and alley some of those fears. 

But basically, No. 1, written con
sent-well, consent on the part of all 
States is already there for someone to 
enter someone's private property, and 
many States already have written con
sent. Those States that do not have 
written consent under · certain cir
cumstances are unique to that State 
and are applicable to that State and 
are good for that State, and for this 
Federal Government to uniformly ig
nore the various unique circumstances 
in the different States I think is uncon
scionable. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] adds 
more paperwork. The amendment of 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. TAYLOR] is more intrusive in a 
number of people's lives in my district. 
Property rights are protected in this 
bill. 

This amendment as far as I am con
cerned is not needed because what is 
addressed in the bill adequately pro
vides what is fundamental to freedom 
in the United States and those rights 
which are fundamental are private 
property rights. 

The last reservation I have about the 
bill is this amendment actually vio
lates the rights of some people in my 
district. My district is rural. There are 
many farms in my district and many of 
those farms are owned by people from 
Columbia, South America, or Germany, 
or Japan or various other countries 
outside of the United States where the 
owners reside, and many of my con
stituents have farmed that land for as 
long as 40 years. It is their home. It is 
their towns. It is their sheep, their 
hogs, their chickens, and to ignore 
those tenants because they have lived 
there, but do not actually hold the 
title or the deed to that property, I 
think violates their rights or ignores 
them at the very least. 

Now, if the property owner or the 
farmer owns that land, then that owner 
is notified, but I have many tenants on 
many farms who are due a certain 
amount of respect . 

I want to make a couple of other 
comments to Members who have talked 
about this survey being unneeded in 
the first place, and that is ask the pri
vate property owner in many parts of 
this country why he cannot drink his 
water. Ask many private property own
ers around this country why they can-

not swim because the beaches are pol
luted, the lakes are polluted or the riv
ers are polluted. 

Ask the people in Baltimore Harbor 
why they cannot eat the oysters that 
you dredge out of Baltimore Harbor, or 
Boston Harbor. 

Ask the landowner who is environ
mentally inclined, who is a good stew
ard of the land why that person who 
was not a good steward of the land pol
luted his land and it came down and ru
ined his land or his drinking water or 
his farm. Landowners must be pro
tected from pollution caused by irre
sponsible landowners. 

In a survey such as this, we should 
not be afraid of this survey. This sur
vey is going to give us an idea of what 
is there, of how important the wetlands 
are or the ground water is, or in my re
gion why the Chesapeake Bay is pro
ductive and the economy is good if the 
government is clean. 

This survey is going to give us a 
sense of those things. 

So I say to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], I overwhelm
ingly support most of his amendment 
and the part of the amendment that I 
support is already contained in the bill. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Madam Chairman, it is with all due 
respect that my colleague who rep
resents the area of Centreville on 
which I hunt and fish and has many, 
many farmers in his district, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST] 
is wrong on this particular issue. 

I would also like to thank the chair
man of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. We 
hosted an Environmental and Endan
gered Species Conference up in Sac
ramento, CA. There the chairman made 
the statement when he looked out in 
the audience and saw individuals with 
Earth First buttons on, he also saw 
people there with People First buttons 
on. He made the statement that it was 
his goal to bring both of those buttons 
together where each individual could 
wear both buttons, both for Earth and 
for people. 

Unfortunately, quite often in doing 
that it is like trying to bring a Persian 
and Siamese cat together, that you 
often get scratched in doing that. 

I look at history and especially the 
history of the State of California where 
several cases have been brought up 
that private property abuses have 
taken place. In California we are not 
talking about 1 or 10 or 100, we are 
talking about hundreds of thousands of 
abuses by environmental groups on pri
vate property. Whether you want to 
build a highway, a water storage area, 
if you want to develop your own prop
erty, the agenda of some of the envi
ronmental groups has not been in the 
best interests of private property or 
private owners. 

A written account to be obtained to 
enter property is different than enter
ing that property and then coming 
back and saying, This is why I entered 
your property. 

I know in the case of my own ranch 
that if someone entered my property, 
and there are wells on that property, if 
someone fell through that well, and 
there are certain areas on my ranch 
that I have no doubt you are going to 
get snake bit that I would want to no
tify those folks of those dangers, be
cause if something happens to them I 
am liable as a private resident and be
fore they would enter that property, I 
think it would be in the best interests 
of those people to tell them the things 
that could happen. 

The gentlewoman from Nevada came 
up and made a statement that most of 
her State is controlled by the Federal 
Government. Very few, I think it was 
13 percent is owned by private citizens. 

In California, we have such things as 
the California desert bill which is com
ing up, which is again an attempt by 
the Federal Government to control the 
lives of individuals and take over their 
property. 

It is not unreasonable to ask that be
fore someone comes on to your prop
erty that they have written permis
sion. Think about if you had a home 
and the same thing, before someone 
walked into your house I think you 
would want written permission before 
that person enters. It is no different 
than property or land that you own to 
do this. 

This does not preempt State laws. It 
is well reasoned, and I would ask my 
colleagues to support the Taylor
Pombo-Condit amendment. 

I would also send kudos to my friend, 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
TAUZIN]. My cousin, Jerry 
Cunningham, in Centreville, actually 
Morgan City, LA, would be very proud 
of him on this issue. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I wonder if we could informally get 
some indication of how many Members 
still wish to be heard on this amend
ment. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, as I 
understand we have these remaining 
speakers: myself, and Messrs. EMERSON, 
ROBERTS, HERGER, YOUNG of Alaska, 
CRAPO, and WALKER. 

Mr. STUDDS. In that case, I think we 
could accommodate everybody if I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto terminate at 6 o'clock. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield fur
ther, I would ask that the numbers I 
have just mentioned get the 5 minutes, 
and that would put us right at 6 
o'clock. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Chairman, 
would the gentleman be willing to give 
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us unanimous consent that that would 
be it? We will accommodate, as I un
derstand it, all Members who wish to 
be heard. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. If I could re
peat the names, they are: Messrs. 
FIELDS of Texas, EMERSON, ROBERTS, 
HERGER, YOUNG of Alaska, CRAPO, and 
WALKER. 

0 1730 
Mr. STUDDS. That is seven. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request that all debate cease at 
6 o'clock with the time divided equally 
among those who are standing to be 
recognized? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 

the time for debate will close at 6 
o'clock, with those named to be recog
nized for time equally divided, between 
now and 6 o'clock. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] for 4 min
utes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] for his 
leadership in sponsoring this amend
ment, and, in listening to the debate on 
this issue, I am once again reminded of 
the story of the knock on the door, and 
the person says, "Hello, Mr. Farmer, 
Mr. Rancher, I'm from Washington, I'm 
here to survey your farm, and I'm here 
to help you.'' 

Madam Chairman, I urge my col
leagues' support of the Taylor amend
ment. It is not going to win, as the dis
tinguished chairman of the full com
mittee and the distinguished chairman 
of the Environmental Subcommittee 
have pointed out. It is not going to win 
the battle on property rights. However, 
it is a very important step in the ap
propriate direction before we address 
this issue in other environmental stat
utes that have a bearing on the envi
ronment and one that will assure our 
constituents that we are really looking 
out for their rights in each and every 
possible case. 

Now I had hoped that we could ap
proach this amendment and this whole 
issue, not as adversaries, but as part
ners. I worked with the distinguished 
chairman some years ago in working 
out a compromise in conducting a 
proper inventory of endangered species, 
and we were concerned with the appli
cation of insecticides and fungicides 
and pesticides, and I would hope we 
could do the same. 

Basically what this amendment ad
dresses is this, and it is very simple: 

Farmers and ranchers have a right to 
know who is on their land and what 
type of information is being gathered 
by a government representative. 

Now the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. GILCHREST] has indicated in a 
lengthy colloquy of questions to the 
author of the amendment that he 
agrees with the amendment, that he 

has some problems with unique intru
sion, that on the Eastern Shore we 
have a lot of foreign ownership in re
gard to farm tenants. I would suggest 
to the gentleman from Maryland why 
that might be a unique intrusion. Sim
ply use the fax, and the tenant could 
fax · the requirement to the property 
owner, and we could get it back and 
sign it because that is a very small por
tion of the concern that I think we 
have in regard to property rights. 

In August I went to each of my 66 
counties in the big First District of 
Kansas. It took me 5,000 miles and 31/2 
weeks, and the No. 1 concern on peo
ple's minds in the business community 
and farmers and ranchers, was that 
this business of mandates being passed 
along by the Federal Government, un
funded mandates, that that must stop, 
and a mandate to survey the private 
property of a farmer rancher which 
could be a threat to those property val
ues should only occur with the express 
written consent of the property owner. 
That is what this is about. Why are we 
upset? 

I have a list of 15 requirements that 
the farmer already has to go through 
at the ASCS office or SCS office: The 
voluntary conservation plan, the con
servation compliance plan, the con
servation reserve program plan, the ag
ricultural conservation program plan, 
the water quality incentives project 
plan, the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act land treatment 
in regard to watershed plan, the Great 
Plains conservation program plan, the 
wetlands reserve program plan, the 
water bank program plan, integrated 
farm management program plan, the 
Colorado River salinity control pro
gram plan, the wetlands restoration 
mitigation plan, the rural clean water 
program plan, rural abandoned mine 
program plan, and the stewardship in
centive program plan. 

We are planned out of agriculture. 
They say, "What on earth do you do 

passing all these Federal regulations 
and redtape, saddling us with more 
things that have questionable cost-ben
efit ratios?" 

And so the very least we can do, it 
seems to me, is to pass this amendment 
to give that individual property owner 
the right to determine whether or not 
somebody comes on his property. 

I say to the gentleman, ".Thank you, 
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you very much on 
behalf of my farmers and ranchers, and 
let's support the amendment." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HERGER] for 4 minutes. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] to H.R. 
1845. This amendment was unani
mously approved in the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries but was 
later stricken in the bill. I find that 

amazing, since the amendment's intent 
is simply to ensure that this survey is 
conducted in accord with our basic con
stitutional rights. it simply protects 
private landholders. It would ensure 
that the National Biological Survey 
and those working for it would comply 
with State laws relating to privacy and 
private landholders. It would ensure 
that the National Biological Survey 
and those working for it would comply 
with State laws relating to privacy and 
private property. What's wrong with 
that? 

It would also require written permis
sion from the landowner for the NBS to 
enter private property to conduct their 
work. Again I ask, "Why shouldn't the 
survey takers obtain the landowner's 
permission before they enter their farm 
or ranch?" 

Finally, the amendment allows the 
landowner free access to the data ob
tained on his property. If a survey is 
taken on someone's land, is it not rea
sonable that the property owner be 
given access to the information that is 
developed? 

This commonsense amendment holds 
Federal employees to a strict standard 
in order to avoid disputes and to foster 
an environment of trust between NBS 
employees and the public. Is it not 
worth our while to take this step to 
avoid creating an adversarial relation
ship between landowners and those who 
are conducting this survey? 

These provisions are vital both to 
protect property and private rights. 

Written consent will actually encour
age a spirit of cooperation between 
landowners and the NBS. Without this 
cooperation, the NBS cannot possibly 
adequately survey the biological re
sources on 70 percent of the United 
States that is not federally owned, un
less they adopt draconian measures 
which are at odds with normal prac
tices in a democratic society. 

Madam Chairman, without amend
ments like the one offered by the gen
tleman from North Carolina, this bill 
will target family farmers, ranchers, 
and timber communities for economic 
ruin. Those of us who represent areas 
in northern California and the Pacific 
Northwest whose communities have al
ready been devastated by the spotted 
owl controversy know full well the de
structive impact that another bureau
cratic office in Washington can have on 
the economic vitality of our region. 
Without this amendment, H.R. 1845 will 
further erode property rights and im
poverish rural communities. 

Later on today or tomorrow, we will 
be considering another extension of un
employment benefits. We would need 
to extend these benefits indefinitely if 
we continue passing legislation that 
freezes out economic activity in our 
rural communities. There will be no 
jobs in places like northern California 
if the Federal Government continues 
locking up more and more of our land 
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and continues to disregard the basic 
rights of property owners to the pro
ductive use of their land. 

I urge my colleagues to show their 
support for the basic constitutional 
right to own private property by sup
porting this amendment. 

0 1740 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, of 
course this bill is about property 
rights. I rise today in strong support of 
the Taylor amendment and in strong 
opposition to this next major Federal 
infringement on private property 
rights, the bill before us. 

According to this insidious measure, 
the Department of Interior will set up 
a new Government bureaucracy that 
will count and monitor every species of 
plant and animal nationwide. In other 
words, we are going to do a census on 
bugs and ants. 

The thrust of this legislation sounds 
more like a science fiction novel , and I 
am indeed deeply troubled that today 
this body is moving to make this far
fetched notion a reality. 

This National Biological Survey is 
nothing more than an attack on the 
principles of the fifth amendment of 
the U.S. Constitution, and it is every
thing that a radical preservationist 
could ask for. The purpose of this Sur
vey goes far beyond counting plants 
and animals. It could easily prove to be 
a private property owner's worst night
mare. Ultimately a National Biological 
Survey will lead to the establishment 
of a militant eco-Gestapo force, with 
little regard for the constitutional pro
tections of private property ownership. 

Soon the day could come when a Gov
ernment bureaucrat steps on a farmer 's 
lands and shuts down his farming oper
ation; or, worse , seizes private property 
in the name of environmental protec
tion. Perhaps some farmers have an en
dangered bug in their corn or their cot
ton fields , or their livestock may be 
grazing on a hillside where a so-called 
endangered plant might be harmed. 

To many in southern Missouri who 
have dealt with agencies of Govern
ment, particularly in wetlands deter
minations, this is already- already- a 
familiar and frustrating occurrence. 
These things about which you may 
think I am a little paranoid do occur. 
That word " paranoid" has been used 
here a lot today, and I am here to tell 
you that a little paranoia is justified. 
It is healthy. 

A National Biological Survey poten
tially will cost taxpayers millions, en
hance yet another unrestrained Fed
eral bureaucracy, and give radical en
vironmentalist elitists greater control 
over private property and what you 
can, or cannot, do with it. 

The last thing this Nation's tax
paying property owners need is the 

Federal Government snooping around 
your backyard, particularly when it al
ready has its hands so deeply into your 
pockets. It is high time Federal bu
reaucrats and out-of-touch Govern
ment realize that it is private property 
rights that have become the endan
gered species. 

Madam Chairman, I ask this body to 
reject further Federal intrusion on the 
lives of everyday taxpayers. The Tay
lor amendment, and I want to com
mend the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. TAYLOR] for offering this 
amendment, will help turn back this 
nonsense. It will help to protect our 
fifth amendment guarantees, and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. CRAPO. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I appreciate the 
opportunity to stand in support of this 
amendment. As a cochairman of the 
Republican task force on private prop
erty rights with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. POMBO] , we are looking 
across this country at the impact of 
Federal actions, Federal statutes, and 
Federal regulations on private prop
erty owners throughout the country. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT] , 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
POMBO], for bringing this amendment 
on this particular piece of legislation, 
to raise once again this issue, as it 
should be raised again, and again, and 
again, each time that the Federal Gov
ernment seeks to take action, as is so 
frequently done, that will impact the 
rights of private property owners. 

Why is there such a stir about this 
request? The amendment would require 
that the Federal Government obtain 
permission from private property own
ers to go on their property and notify 
them when it goes on their property. 

It is surprising to me, the stir 
against it. In fact , I am holding in my 
hand a form that the Department of In
terior currently uses, which is one that 
allows them to obtain permission and 
consent to go on private property for 
purposes when the Bureau of Land 
Management needs to do so. It is a 
practice that the Federal Government 
is aware of, that departments of the 
Federal Government are now partici
pating in, and it is entirely reasonable 
and appropriate. 

As has already been said here , we 
have a consti tutional protection in this 
country for the right to own private 
property, and we must be diligent to 
protect it . There are statute after stat
ute which now are coming down the 
line which are piece by piece whittling 
away against that pr ivate property 
right. It is happening at the State 
level , and, in the State from which I 
have come, we have fought for the last 
3 or 4 years to get legislative protec
tion of private property rights, as 

agencies and legislatures continue to 
move forward in putting the Govern
ment more and more into the lives of 
individuals. 

This is a commonsense amendment. 
It will protect against intrusions on 
private property rights and simply re
quire the Federal Government to ask 
permission when it goes onto the land 
of private property owners. 

Madam Chairman, I encourage the 
support of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair
man, there is little I can add to what 
has already been said in favor of this 
amendment. This is an issue about pri
vate rights, public rights, and the 
rights of the private landholder. 

Madam Chairman, it is ironic to me 
that in the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries that the Taylor 
amendment passed unanimously. I said 
at that time I was inclined to support 
the legislation, until it came to my 
committee, the Committee on Natural 
Resources. Somewhere, somehow, some 
people were encouraged to change a 
fairly decent piece of legislation to 
what we have before us today. 

Now, I think I know where those 
ideas came from. I would like to quote 
an individual that works for the De
partment of Interior. 

Note that we strongly recommend against 
the adoption of regulations that would per
mit landowner objection to thwart the eval
uation process, to dedesignate established 
landmarks * * *, or to force the destruction 
of site-specific file information. A site 's sig
nificance is a characteristic of the land unre
lated to everchanging patterns of ownership. 
As " the Nation's principal conservation 
agency, " the Department of Interior should 
remain unconstrained in its ability to deter
mine and report on the significance of natu
ral areas throughout the nation. 

This is from George Frampton, writ
ing as president of the Wilderness Soci
ety. He is now the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. These are 
the people that want to implement this 
legislation. 

Madam Chairman, I have also heard 
that there are those that say, " Well , 
don' t worry. We won ' t do it. We won 't 
hurt private landowners. We won' t go 
on their property. " But there is an 
audit report here on the U.S. Depart
ment of Interior by the Office of the In
spector General , a final report dated 
December 5, 1991. I will cite one in
stance. 

The Park Service may have violated the 
property rights of over 2,800 privat e land
owners because t he evaluation, nomination, 
and designat ion pr ocess may not have been 
conducted wit h the landowners' knowledge 
and consent. 

Madam Chairman, that is happening 
today, right now. 

The crux of this issue is to protect 
the landowner's rights to his privacy. 
We have adopted some amendments 
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today that will help this to occur, and 
I commend those authors for offering 
their amendments. 

But this is the crux of this total bill. 
If you want this to work, then you 
have to adopt the Taylor amendment. 
You have to have the Taylor amend
ment. 

Madam Chairman, I told my chair
man that if we do not appear and in ac
tual fact protect the private land
holder's rights, this bill will never be
come law. We have heard a lecture on 
the Constitution and we have heard 
people talk about private rights and 
why anybody would object to . this 
amendment. I do not know. Some peo
ple say it is not necessary, we do not 
need it. If you do not need it , adopt it. 
Accept it. Because it does give the feel
ing to those people that have private 
land that they are being protected. 

0 1750 
Madam Chairman, I think it is vi

tally important that we adopt the Tay
lor amendment. I commend him for of
fering this amendment. If we do not 
adopt the amendment, we have ne
glected our constitutional duties. 

I can remember standing down in 
this well , taking the oath of office to 
uphold the Constitution of America. In 
that Constitution is to protect the pri
vate rights of individuals and their 
lands that they own. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Chair
man, I rise in strong and enthusiastic 
support of the Taylor amendment to 
the National Biological Survey Act of 
1993. 

The protection of private property is 
one of our Nation 's most fundamental 
and inalienable constitutional rights. 
It is a sacred right our forefathers 
fought to defend and today we can vote 
to ensure that this right is not tram
pled. 

The Taylor amendment is neither a 
new nor is it a radical idea. In fact, it 
was adopted unanimously by the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
during our consideration of this legis
lation. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
clear and it is very simple. It would 
only require that agents of the Na
tional Biological Survey obtain written 
permission from the property owner be
fore they enter the private property 
and that they provide landowners ac
cess to the data obtained on their prop
erty. That is not an onerous require
ment, and I want to repeat it so that 
all Members understand what this 
amendment does. It requires that 
agents of the National Biological Sur
vey obtain written permission from the 
property owner before they enter that 
private property and then that they 
provide landowners access to the data 
obtained on their property. Again, that 
is not an onerous requirement. 

We have heard arguments that writ
ten notification is burdensome, unnec
essary, and that it preempts State law. 
Those arguments are absolutely wrong. 

What this amendment does, however, 
is to hold Federal workers to a consist
ent and nationwide standard. State and 
trespass laws vary throughout the 
country. By adopting the Taylor 
amendment, we ensure that property 
owner rights are not overlooked. 

Let me use some examples of why 
this is important. 

In 1988, Mrs. Katherine Espy of Texas 
received a letter from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service indicating that 
the little aguja pondweed had been 
found on her ranch. Mrs. Espy did not 
pay much attention to this letter until 
the species was added to the endan
gered species list. 

Madam Chairman, this weed can only 
be differentiated from other nearly 
identical pondweeds by a botanist 
using a microscope. The information 
used to list this plant came from only 
three observations in the mid-1980's. 

The first observation was by a profes
sional botanist who recommended 
against listing the plant. The second 
observation was made by a graduate 
student who had misidentified a simi
lar plant as a little aguja while tres
passing on Mrs. Espy's private prop
erty. And the third observation was 
made by an undergraduate who alone 
recommended listing. Mrs. Espy sor
rowfully advises other landowners to 
be very selective about anyone you let 
on your property, especially Govern
ment agencies. 

Madam Chairman, we have had a 
lengthy debate today. I hope we have 
demonstrated to the Congress and to 
my colleagues that even when the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries disagrees, we do not have to 
be disagreeable. But it is important to 
focus in on what this amendment real
ly does. And what it does is provide 
protection to the landowners, the peo
ple who make up our coustituencies 
across America. 

I think this amendment is important. 
I, too, want to congratulate the gen
tleman for offering this amendment 
today. It is an important amendment, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote in 
support of the Taylor amendment. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the gentleman's amend
ment. The effect of this amendment would be 
to restore some measure of confidence among 
the citizens of our country, to send a message 
that they still matter. That their rights are not 
secondary to the agenda of a faceless Gov
ernment bureaucracy. That the Government 
will have to ask permission to conduct re
search on their land, and make that informa
tion available to them. This is not too much to 
ask, and it is a great deal more respect than 
individuals are now afforded under the Endan
gered Species Act. 

I must say, Madam Chairman, that while I 
wholeheartedly support this amendment, I am 

skeptical as to the need and purpose of a Na
tional Biological Survey at this time. 

It is clear to those of us who represent rural 
areas and wide-open spaces that the Endan
gered Species Act has run amok. It is difficult 
for me, and many of my constituents to under
stand the need for a NBS, when the legislative 
tool upon which it is to be based, the ESA, is 
in dire need of service. Perhaps the argument 
should be made that we ought to reauthorize 
the ESA before expanding the environmental 
bureaucracy with an NBS. 

Recognizing that this is unlikely to occur, I 
would like to briefly share with my colleagues 
a few reasons why this amendment is abso
lutely necessary to a NBS. In the Anza Valley 
region of my district 1 day last year, a Native 
American constituent of mine was in the proc
ess of disking and planting a field to oats. This 
field is located on his reservation, and has 
been under continuous cultivation for over 30 
years. 

On that day, officials from the Fish & Wild
life Service entered his property without per
mission and ordered him to stop cultivation. 
His offense? Potentially destroying habitat of 
the Stephens' kangaroo rat. I should point out 
also that his property was not within any pro
posed habitat area, of which there are several 
in the region. Yet he has been unable to cul
tivate his crop, and has not received any com
pensation. 

Further west, in the Winchester Canyon 
area, there lives a fine family whose home 
and 5-acre lot had the misfortune to be in
cluded, without their knowledge, in a study 
area for the very same K-rat. As a result of 
this inclusion, the value of their home and 
property has been devalued considerably, well 
below a fair market appraisal. In effect, their 
land has been condemned. Who wants to buy 
land which cannot be improved in any way? 
Now, they are in dire financial straits, with no 
recourse. 

I know that many of my colleagues can tell 
similar stories, with equally depressing 
endings. My purpose here is to stress that if 
we are going to create an NBS, then we 
should damn well make sure that we do not 
do so at the expense of those whom we rep
resent. We cannot exclude people from this 
process, and we cannot take them and their 
lives for granted. This has happened for too 
long, and it needs to stop. We can take a big 
step toward improving the situation by passing 
this amendment. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the Taylor amendment. 

Mrs . BENTLEY. Madam Chairman, the Tay
lor amendment is important to maintain the 
balance between the rights of property owners 
and the need for the Government to learn 
more about the different species which inhabit 
our country. 

I have listened to the debate and have 
heard several people claim that this amend
ment usurps States rights. I believe this is a 
tortured reading of the amendment. 

Section A states the survey shall comply 
with all applicable State laws. 

That seems simple enough to me. However, 
the argument has been put forward that sec
tion B, by requiring written consent, estab
lishes a Federal right of entry to private prop
erty. 

However, Mr. TAUZIN correctly stated that 
this is a requirement on the Federal worker to 
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NOT VOTING-14 obtain written permission. This is a mandate 

on the Government-not the private property 
owner. 

Further, it has been suggested that this 
measure compromises the rights of tenants. I 
must point out-if a tenant allows entry and 
the property diminishes in value, his or her 
rights may not have been compromised-but 
there can be no question the property owner 
has been affected. 

Before any dimunition of value is allowed, 
the property owner must have the right to be 
brought into the process. 

Without the Taylor amendment, property 
owners are becoming a vanishing breed with
out any rights. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY
LOR]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Madam Chairman, I demand a recorded 
vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 309, noes 115, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bev!ll 
B!lbray 
B!llrakls 
Bishop 
BUley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon!lla 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 

[Roll No. 485] 
AYES-309 

Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
G!llmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 

Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamllton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
H!lllard 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huff!ngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglts 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
KanJorskl 
Kaptur 
Kaslch 
K!ldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kltnk 
Klug 
Knollenberg 

Kolbe 
Kopetskl 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lazlo 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvlnsky 
Martinez 
Mazzolt 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McM!llan 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M!ller (FL) 
Minge 
Moltnarl 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Becerra 
Be!lenson 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Bonlor 
Brown (CA) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Colltns (IL) 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dlngell 
Dixon 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
F!lner 
Fogltetta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gtlchrest 

Obey 
Orttz 
Orton 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Qulllen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmelster 
Santo rum 
Sarpaltus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 

NOES--115 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klein 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
McDermott 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
M!ller (CA) 
Mlneta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Olver 
Owens 

Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
TeJeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tork!ldsen 
Traftcant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Whitten 
W1lllams 
W!lson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeltff 
Zimmer 

Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rostenkowsk! 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Synar 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Woolsey 

Ackerman 
Borski 
Conyers 
de la Garza 
Derrick 

Faleomavaega 
(AS) 

Flake 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
Oxley 

0 1814 

Pomeroy 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Torr1cell1 
Yates 

Mrs. KENNELLY, and Messrs. 
SHAYS, MANTON, and SCHUMER 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. LAZIO changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
MORAN] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BAESLER, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 1845) to establish 
the Biological Survey in the Depart
ment of the Interior, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I was 

necessarily absent due to a death in 
the family. I was attending the funeral 
of my father-in-law, Ward Kirby. 

Had I been present during today's 
session, I would have voted as follows: 

On rollcall vote 482, I would have 
voted "no." 

On rollcall vote 483, I would have 
voted "yes." 

On rollcall vote 484, I would have 
voted "yes." 

On rollcall vote 485, I would have 
voted "yes." 

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States was 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2739, AIRPORT AND AIRWAY 
IMPROVEMENT ACT AUTHORIZA
TION, FISCAL YEARS 1994, 1995, 
AND 1996 

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-277) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 269) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2739) to amend the Air
port and Airway Improvement Act of 
1982 to authorize appropriations for fis
cal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 
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AMENDING DEFINITION OF RURAL 

COMMUNITY FOR ELIGIBILITY 
FOR ECONOMIC RECOVERY 
FUNDS 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1508) 
to amend the definition of a rural com
munity for eligibility for economic re
covery funds, and for other purposes, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, under my res
ervation of objection I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] to ex
plain the bill. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, S. 1508 addresses 
a technical problem that has arisen 
with the implementation of the 1990 
farm bill provision to assist national 
forest-dependent rural communities. 

The 1990 program was developed by 
our distinguished former colleague 
from the State of Washington, Sid Mor
rison, who served as the ranking mi
nority Member on the Forests Sub
committee at that time. The program 
was designed to assist rural commu
nities located in or near national for
ests-and economically dependent on 
forest resources-by aiding in the di
versification of their economic bases. 

The Pacific Northwest region has 
been hard-hit by the changes that are 
taking place in forest management 
practices, and this program is needed 
to help communities in the region 
make the transition from forest prod
uct-based industries. 

President Clinton has sought to uti
lize this program in his plan to im
prove the management of the North
west's national forests. Unfortunately, 
the definition of the term "rural com
munity" in the 1990 act has proven to 
be overly restrictive and many areas 
that are deserving of aid would be in
eligible. For example, unincorporated 
communities would not be able to re
ceive aid under the program, despite 
their reliance on forest products. 

To correct this problem, Senators 
HATFIELD and MURRAY introduced S. 
1508, to broaden the definition of "rural 
community". Similar legislation has 
been introduced in the House by Rep
resentatives PETER DEFAZIO, BOB 
SMITH, and JAY INSLEE. The Agri
culture Committee has no objection to 
this technical change in the act, and so 
we seek the approval of the House of S. 
1508. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, the mi
nority concurs entirely with the re
marks of the distinguished subcommit
tee chairman. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, S. 1508 
amends the definition of the term "rural com-
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munity" for the purpose of determining eligi
bility for economic recovery funds under the 
National Forest-Dependent Rural Communities 
Economic Diversification Act of 1990. The bill 
is identical to H.R. 3172, which was intro
duced by Congressmen DEFAZIO and SMITH of 
Oregon and Congressman INSLEE of Washing
ton. 

During consideration of the 1990 farm bill, 
one of our distinguished former colleagues 
and Agriculture Committee members, Rep
resentative Sid Morrison, included language to 
assist national forest dependent communities 
located in or near our national forests. Presi
dent Clinton has elected to use this authority 
in his forest plan for the Pacific Northwest to 
channel funds to timber dependent commu
nities in Oregon, Washington, and North Caro
lina. 

Unfortunately, as the process of determining 
community eligibility has unfolded, it has be
come clear that many of the communities 
Congress intended to help are not eligible be
cause they are unincorporated or located in a 
county with a large town or city. 

S. 1508 expands the definition of rural com
munities so that these communities will be eli
gible for funds. This bill will not guarantee 
them money but simply make them eligible to 
apply. 

I urge my colleagues to support passage of 
this legislation. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1508 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 2374(3) of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6612(3)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

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

other similar unit of general purpose local 
government, or any area represented by a 
not-for-profit corporation or institution or
ganized under State or Federal law to pro
mote broad based corporation or institution 
organized under State or Federal law to pro
mote broad based economic development, or 
unit of general purpose local government, as 
approved by the Secretary, that has a popu
lation of not more than 10,000 individuals, is 
located within a county in which at least 15 
percent of the total primary and secondary 
labor and proprietor income is derived from 
forestry, wood products, and forest-related 
industries such as recreation, forage produc
tion, and tourism and that is located within 
the boundary. or within 100 miles of the 
boundary, of a national forest; or 

"(B) any county that is not contained 
within a Metropolitan Statistical Area as de
fined by the United States Office of Manage
ment and Budget, in which at least 15 per
cent of total primary and secondary labor 
and proprietor income is derived from for
estry, wood products, and forest-related in
dustries such as recreation, forage produc
tion, and tourism and that is located within 
the boundary, or within 100 miles of the 
boundary, of a national forest.". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 

time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on S. 
1508, the Senate bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF 
H.R. 3123, RURAL ELECTRIFICA
TION LOAN RESTRUCTURING ACT 
OF 1993 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
160) to correct the enrollment of H.R. 
3123, and I ask unanimous consent for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I shall not ob
ject, but under my reservation I yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] to explain the 
nature of the bill. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, the resolution is 
again technical in nature. It would 
change the word "urban" to "urban
ized" in the sections of the bill pertain
ing to special hardship electric loans 
where there are extremely high rates. 
The change would conform the bill to 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] 
during the Agriculture Committee's 
markup of the legislation. Making the 
correction will ensure that the special 
hardship loan can be made by the 
Rural Electrification Administration 
to electric cooperatives serving remote 
communi ties in Alaska and other 
States. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 160 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That, in the enrollment of 
the bill H.R. 3123, to improve the electric and 
telephone loan programs carried out under 
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, and for 
other purposes, the Clerk of the House shall 
make the following correction: 

On page 4, line 16, of the House engrossed 
bill, strike "urban" and insert "urbanized". 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

0 1820 
HOMELESS AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2517) to 
establish certain programs and dem
onstrations to assist States and com
muni ties in efforts to relieve homeless
ness, assist local community develop
ment organizations, and provide afford
able rental housing for low-income 
families, and for other purposes, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and con
cur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Senate amendments: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "HUD Dem
onstration Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. INNOVATIVE HOMELESS INITIATIVES 

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section is 

to enable the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development (hereafter in this Act referred to as 
the "Secretary"), through cooperative efforts in 
partnership with other levels of government and 
the private sector, including nonprofit organiza
tions, foundations, and communities, to dem
onstrate methods of undertaking comprehensive 
strategies for assisting homeless individuals and 
families (including homeless individuals who 
have AIDS or who are infected with HIV), 
through a variety of activities, including the co
ordination of efforts and the filling of gaps in 
available services and resources. In carrying out 
the demonstration, the Secretary shall-

(]) provide comprehensive homeless dem
onstration grants under subsection (c); and 

(2) provide innovative project funding under 
subsection (d). 

(b) DEFIN!TIONS.-For purposes of this section, 
the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) HOMELESS INDIVIDUAL.-The term "home
less individual'' has the meaning given such 
term in section 103 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act. 

(2) HOMELESS FAM!LY.-The term "homeless 
family" means a group of one or more related 
individuals who are homeless individuals. 

(3) INCORPORATED DEF!NITIONS.-The terms 
"State", "metropolitan city", "urban county", 
"unit of general local government", and "In
dian tribe" have the meanings given such terms 
in section 102(a) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974. 

(4) JUR!SDICTION.-The term "jurisdiction" 
means a State, metropolitan city, urban county, 
unit of general local government (including 
units in rural areas), or Indian tribe. 

(5) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.-The term 
"nonprofit organization" means an organiza
tion-

( A) no part of the net earnings of which in
ures to the benefit of any member, founder, con
tributor, or individual; 

(B) that, in the case of a private nonprofit or
ganization, has a voluntary board; 

(C) that has an accounting system, or has des
ignated a fiscal agent in accordance with re
quirements established by the Secretary; and 

(D) that practices nondiscrimination in the 
provision of assistance. 

(6) VERY LOW-INCOME FAM!L!ES.-The term 
"very low-income families" has the meaning 
given such term in section 3 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

(c) COMPREHENSIVE HOMELESS INITIATIVE.
(]) DESIGNATION.-The Secretary shall des

ignate such jurisdictions as the Secretary may 
determine for comprehensive homeless initiative 
funding under this subsection. 

(2) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary may provide 
assistance under this subsection to-

( A) jurisdictions designated under paragraph 
(1) (or entities or instrumentalities established 
under the authority of such jurisdictions); or 

(B) nonprofit organizations operating within 
such jurisdictions, 
to establish comprehensive homeless initiatives 
to carry out the purpose of this section. 

(3) CRITER!A.-The Secretary shall establish 
criteria for designating jurisdictions under para
graph (1), which shall include-

( A) the extent of homelessness in the jurisdic
tion; 

(B) the extent to which the existing public 
and private systems for homelessness preven
tion, outreach, assessment, shelter, services, 
transitional services, transitional housing, and 
permanent housing available within the juris
diction would benefit from additional resources 
to achieve a comprehensive approach to meeting 
the needs of individuals and families who are 
homeless or who are very low-income and at risk 
of homelessness; 

(C) the demonstrated willingness and capacity 
of the jurisdiction to work cooperatively with 
the Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment (hereafter in this Act referred to as the 
"Department"), nonprofit organizations, foun
dations, other private entities, and the commu
nity to design and implement an initiative to 
achieve the purposes of this subsection; 

(D) the demonstrated willingness of non-gov
ernmental organizations to commit financial 
and other resources to a comprehensive homeless 
initiative in the jurisdiction; 

(E) the commitment of the jurisdiction to make 
necessary changes in policy and procedure to 
provide sufficient flexibility and resources · as 
necessary to implement and sustain the initia
tive; 

(F) national geographic diversity in the des
ignation of jurisdiction; and 

(G) such other factors as the Secretary deter
mines to be appropriate. 

(4) CONSULTATION.-Prior to designating juris
dictions under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall consult with the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate re
garding such designations. 

(5) COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY.-Recipients of 
assistance under this subsection shall, in co
operation with the Secretary, other govern
mental entities, nonprofit organizations, foun
dations, other private entities, and the commu
nity, develop a comprehensive plan that-

( A) sets forth a realistic and feasible strategy 
that contains specific projects and activities to 
carry out the purpose of this section; 

(B) demonstrates the willingness of the appro
priate government and private entities and other 
parties to participate cooperatively in this plan; 

(C) specifies the projects and activities to be 
funded under this subsection; 

(D) provides an estimate of the cost of imple
menting the initiative funded under this sub
section; 

(E) enumerates amounts to be made available 
to fund the comprehensive homeless initiative by 
participating governmental entities, nonprofit 
organizations, foundations, and the community, 
as appropriate, and requests funds from the Sec
retary pursuant to this subsection; and 

(F) provides such other information as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

(6) DES!GNAT!ON.-The designation referred to 
in paragraph (1) and assistance provided under 
paragraph (2) shall be made on a noncompeti
tive basis. 

(d) INNOVATIVE PROJECT FUNDING.-
(1) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is authorized 

to provide assistance under this subsection to 
jurisdictions and nonprofit organizations oper
ating within such jurisdictions to establish in
novative programs to carry out the purpose of 
this section. 

(2) APPL!CATIONS.-Applications for assistance 
under this subsection shall be in such form, and 
shall include such information, as the Secretary 
shall determine. Each application shall in
clude-

( A) a description of the extent of homelessness 
in the jurisdiction; 

(B) an explanation of the extent to which the 
existing systems, both public and private, for 
homelessness prevention, outreach, assessment, 
shelter, services, transitional services, transi
tional housing, and permanent housing avail
able within the jurisdiction would benefit from 
additional resources to achieve a comprehensive 
approach to meeting the needs of individuals 
and families who are homeless, or who are very 
low-income and J.t risk of homelessness; 

(C) a description of the projects and activities 
for which the applicant is requesting funding 
under this subsection and the amounts re
quested; 

(D) the demonstrated willingness and capacity 
of the jurisdiction to work cooperatively with 
the Department, nonprofit organizations, foun
dations, other private entities, and the commu
nity, to the extent feasible, to design and imple
ment an initiative to achieve the purposes of 
this subsection; 

(E) a statement of commitment from the juris
diction to make necessary changes in policy and 
procedure to provide sufficient flexibility and re
sources as necessary to implement and sustain 
the program; and 

(F) such other information as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate. 

(3) CRITERIA.-The Secretary shall establish 
selection criteria for awarding assistance under 
this subsection, which shall include-

( A) the extent to which the program described 
in the application achieves the purpose of this 
section; 

(B) the extent to which the applicant dem
onstrates the capacity to implement a program 
that achieves the purpose of this section; 

(C) the extent to which the program described 
in the application is innovative and may be rep
licated or may serve as a model for implementa
tion in other jurisdictions; 

(D) diversity by geography and community 
type; and 

(E) such other criteria as the Secretary deter
mines to be appropriate. 

(e) REPORTS.-
(1) RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS.-Each recipient of 

funds under subsections (c) and (d) shall submit 
to the Secretary a report or series of reports, in 
a form and at a time specified by the Secretary. 
Each report shall-

( A) describe the use of funds made available 
under this section; and 

(B) include a description and an analysis of 
the programs and projects funded, the innova
tive approaches taken, and the level of coopera
tion among participating parties. 

(2) INTERIM HUD REPORT.-The Secretary shall 
submit to the Congress, in conjunction with the 
1995 legislative recommendations of the Depart
ment, a report describing the results of the dem
onstration program funded under this section to 
date. The report shall contain a summary and 
analysis of all information contained in any re
ports received by the Secretary pursuant to 
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paragraph (1) and shall contain recommenda
tions for future action. 

(3) FINAL HUD REPORT.-Not later than 3 
months after all recipient reports have been sub
mitted under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
submit to the Congress a final report. The Sec
retary's final report shall contain a summary 
and analysis of all information contained in the 
reports received by the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (1) and shall contain recommenda
tions for future action. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 to carry out this 
section. Of th.e amounts appropriated pursuant 
to this subsection, not less than 25 percent shall 
be used to carry out innovative project funding 
under subsection (d). All funds shall remain 
available until expended. 

(g) REPEAL.-This section shall be repealed ef
fective on October 1, 1994. 
SEC. 3. MOVING TO OPPORTUNITIES. 

Section 152(e) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1437! note) is 
amended in the first sentence by striking 
"$52,100,000" and inserting "$165,000,000". 
SEC. 4. CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COMMUNITY DE-

VELOPMENT AND AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary is authorized 
to provide assistance through the National Com
munity Development Initiative to develop the 
capacity and ability of community development 
corporations and community housing develop
ment organizations to undertake community de
velopment and affordable housing projects and 
programs. 

(b) FORM OF AsSISTANCE.-Assistance under 
this section may be used for-

(1) training, education, support, and advice to 
enhance the technical and administrative capa
bilities of community development corporations 
and community housing development organiza
tions; 

(2) loans, grants, or predevelopment assistance 
to community development corporations and 
community housing development organizations 
to carry out community development and afford
able housing activities that benefit low-income 
families; and 

(3) such other activities as may be determined 
by the National Community Development Initia
tive in consultation with the Secretary. 

(C) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.-Assistance pro
vided under this section shall be matched from 
private sources in an amount equal to 3 times 
the amount made available under this section. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.-The Secretary shall by 
notice establish such requirements a.s may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this sec
tion. The notice shall take effect upon issuance. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 
to carry out this section. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMUNITY HOUS

ING PARTNERSHIPS AND SUPPORT 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL HOUSING 
STRATEGIES. 

Section 205 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 12724) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "$14,000,000 
for fiscal year 1994" and inserting "$25,000,000 
for fiscal year 1994"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "$11 ,000,000 
tor fiscal year 1994" and inserting "$22,000,000 
for fiscal year 1994". 
SEC. 6. SECTION 8 COMMUNITY INVESTMENT 

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
(a) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.-The Sec

retary shall carry out a demonstration program 
to attract pension fund investment in affordable 
housing through the use of project-based rental 
assistance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937. 

(b) FUNDING REQUIREMENTS.-ln carrying out 
this section, the Secretary shall ensure that not 
less than 50 percent of the funds appropriated 
for the demonstration program each year are 
used in conjunction with the disposition of ei
ther-

(1) multifamily properties owned by the De
partment; or 

(2) multifamily properties securing mortgages 
held by the Department. 

(c) CONTRACT TERMS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Project-based assistance 

under this section shall be provided pursuant to 
a contract entered into by the Secretary and the 
owner of the eligible housing that-

( A) provides assistance for a term of not less 
than 60 months and not greater than 180 
months; and 

(B) provides for contract rents, to be deter
mined by the Secretary, which shall not exceed 
contract rents permitted under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, taking into 
consideration any costs for the construction, re
habilitation, or acquisition of the housing. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 203.-Section 203 
of the Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 1701z-11) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(l) Project-based assistance in connection 
with the disposition of a multifamily housing 
project may be provided for a contract term of 
less than 15 years if such assistance is pro
vided-

"(1) under a contract authorized under sec
tion 6 of the HUD Demonstration Act of 1993; 
and 

"(2) pursuant to a disposition plan under this 
section for a project that is determined by the 
Secretary to be otherwise in compliance with 
this section.". 

(d) LIMITATION.-(1) The Secretary may not 
provide (or make a commitment to provide) more 
than 50 percent of the funding for housing fi
nanced by any single pension fund, except that 
this limitation shall not apply if the Secretary, 
after the end of the 6-month period beginning 
on the date notice is issued under subsection 
(e)-

( A) determines that-
(i) there are no expressions of interest that are 

likely to result in approvable applications in the 
reasonably foreseeable future; or 

(ii) any such expressions of interest are not 
likely to use all funding under this section; and 

(B) so informs the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate. 

(2) If the Secretary determines that there are 
expressions of interest referred to in paragraph 
(l)(A)(ii), the Secretary may reserve funding 
sufficient in the Secretary's determination to 
fund such applications and may use any re
maining funding for other pension funds in ac
cordance with this section. 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.-The Secretary shall by 
notice establish such requirements as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this sec
tion. The notice shall take effect upon issuance. 

(f) APPLICABILITY OF ERISA.-Notwithstand
ing section 514(d) of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974, nothing in this sec
tion shall be construed to authorize any action 
or failure to act that would constitute a viola
tion of such Act. 

(g) REPORT.-Not later than 3 months after 
the last day of each fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate a re
port summarizing the activities carried out 
under this section during that fiscal year. 

(h) ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARDS.-Mort
gages secured by housing assisted under this 
demonstration shall meet such standards re
garding financing and securitization as the Sec
retary may establish. 

(i) GAO STUDY.-The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study evaluat
ing the demonstration authorized under this 
section and shall report its findings to the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
of the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
of the Senate not later than 3 months after the 
conclusion of the demonstration. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$100,000,000 tor fiscal year 1994 to carry out this 
section. 

(k) TERMINATION DATE.-The Secretary shall 
not enter into any new commitment to provide 
assistance under this section after September 30, 
1998. 
SEC. 7. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON MANUFAC

TURED HOUSING. 
(a) EXTENSION OF COMMISSION.-Section 

943(g) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af
fordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-S25; 104 
Stat. 4415) is amended by striking "on October 
1, 1993" and inserting "on October 1, 1994". 

(b) FINAL REPORT.-Section 943(d)(2) of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (Public Law 101-S25; 104 Stat. 4414) is 
amended by striking "9 months after the Com
mission is established pursuant to subsection 
(b)" and inserting "August 1, 1994". 

(c) INTERIM REPORT.-Section 943(d) of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (Public Law 101-S25; 104 Stat. 4414) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) (as amend
ed by subsection (b) of this section) as para
graph (3); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(2) INTERIM REPORT.-Not later than March 
1, 1994, the Commission shall submit an interim 
report to the Secretary and the Congress. The 
report shall describe the activities of the Com
mission under paragraph (1) and shall contain 
any information specified in such paragraph 
that is available to the Commission and any 
evaluations and recommendations specified in 
such paragraph that may be made by the Com
mission, at such time.". 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-Sec
tion 943(f) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act (Public Law 101-S25; 104 
Stat. 4415) is amended by inserting after the first 
sentence the following new sentence: ''There are 
authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 
1994 such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
this section.". 
SEC. 8. RECIPROCITY IN APPROVAL OF HOUSING 

SUBDIVISIONS AMONG FEDERAL 
AGENCIES. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.-Section 535(b) 
of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490o(b)) 
is amended by striking "June 15, 1993" and in
serting "September 30, 1994". 

(b) RETROACTIVITY.-An administrative ap
proval of a housing subdivision made after June 
15, 1993, and before the date of the enactment of 
this Act is approved and shall be considered to 
have been lawfully made, but only if otherwise 
made in accordance with the provisions of sec
tion 535(b) of the Housing Act of 1949. 
SEC. 9. FHA INSURANCE AUTHORITY. 

Section 531(b) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1735f-9(b)) is amended by striking 
"$65,905,824,960" and inserting 
"$110,165,000,000". 
SEC. 10. GNMA GUARANTEE AUTHORITY. 

Section 306(g)(2) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1721(g)(2)) is amended by striking 
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"$88,000,000,000" and inserting 
"$107,700,000,000". 
SEC. 11. ADMINISTRATION OF SECTION 8 PRO

GRAM. 
(a) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE.-Notwithstanding 

the second sentence of section 8(q)(l) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, other appli
cable law, or any implementing regulations and 
related requirements, the fee for the ongoing 
costs of administering the certificate and hous
ing voucher programs under subsections (b) and 
(o) of section 8 of such Act during fiscal year 
1994 shall be-

(1) not less than a fee calculated in accord
ance with the fair market rents for Federal fis
cal year 1993; or 

(2) not more than-
( A) a fee calculated in accordance with sec

tion 8(q) of such Act, except that such fee shall 
not be in excess of 3.5 percent above the fee cal
culated in accordance with paragraph (1); or 

(B) to the extent approved in an appropria
tion Act, a fee calculated in accordance with 
such section 8(q). 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall conduct 

a study assessing the costs incurred by public 
housing agencies in administering the voucher 
and certificate programs under subsections (b) 
and (o) of section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937. 

(2) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.-The study con
ducted under this subsection shall-

( A) take into account variances in costs at
tributable to the geographic area, the tenant 
population, and the number of units covered by 
a public housing agency; and 

(B) include an analysis of the costs associated 
with Federal mandates, such as the family self
sufficiency program, and such wother factors that 
the Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

(3) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall submit to the Congress a report containing 
the results of the study conducted under this 
subsection in conjunction with the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development's 1994 legis
lative recommendations. 
SEC. 12. AMENDMENTS TO PUBUC LAW 102-389. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TIME.-Subject to appro
priations made in advance in an appropriations 
Act, title II of the Departments of Veterans Af
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993 
(Public Law 102-389), is amended under the 
heading "Administrative Provisions" in the sec
ond undesignated paragraph by striking "Octo
ber 1, 1993" and inserting "October 1,1994". 

(b) PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.-Title II of 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous
ing and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 
102-389), is amended under the heading "Admin
istrative Provisions" in the ninth undesignated 
paragraph by inserting "(which may be project
based assistance)" after "36 units". 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
enable the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development to demonstrate innovative 
strategies for assisting homeless individuals, 
to develop the capacity of community devel
opment corporations and community hous
ing development organizations to undertake 
community development and affordable 
housing projects and programs, to encourage 
pension fund investment in affordable hous
ing, and for other purposes.". 

Mrs. ROUKEMA (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate amendments be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, and I will 
not object, I rise in support of H.R. 
2517, the Housing Demonstration Act of 
1993, in order to give the chairman of 
the committee an opportunity to ex
plain the provisions of this legislation. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I yield to the chair
man, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GONZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2517, as passed by 
the Senate, is a bipartisan bill that is 
a compilation of legislation previously 
passed by the House under suspension 
of the rules, with several Senate 
changes and additions. 

The legislation previously passed by 
the House included in this bill is H.R. 
2517, the Homeless and Community De
velopment Amendments of 1993, and 
H.R. 2531, the Housing Programs Exten
sion Act of 1993--which both passed on 
June 28, 1993--and H.R. 2668, the Com
munity Investment Demonstration Act 
of 1993--which passed on August 2, 1993. 

The legislation before us today is 
substantially similar, and maintains 
the principal purposes and goals of the 
legislation previously passed by the 
House. The primary difference is that 
H.R. 2517, as amended by the Senate, 
takes a more streamlined approach in 
establishing the programs created by 
the legislation. 

This legislation establishes four HUD 
requested initiatives which address im
portant housing issues affecting this 
Nation's poor-homelessness; housing 
choice and mobility; capacity building 
for community development corpora
tions or community housing develop
ment organizations; and pension fund 
investment in affordable housing 
projects. 

In addition, the legislation extends 
the existence of several worthwhile 
housing programs, and provides a cri ti
cally needed extension of commitment 
authority for the Federal Housing Ad
ministration [FHA] insurance program, 
and the Government National Mort
gage Association [GNMA] mortgage
backed sec uri ties program. 

Finally, the Senate added several 
provisions that were not included in 
the House bills. These are essentially 
technical amendments to projects pre
viously included in the VA-HUD fiscal 
year 1993 appropriations bill, and a 
freeze on administrative fees paid to 
public housing authorities for admin
istering the section 8 voucher and cer
tificate programs. 

In sum, I believe that this legislation 
is a much needed beginning to the sub
stantial work that must be done to ad
dress this Nation's low income housing 

and community development needs. It 
is my hope that we can pass this legis
lation quickly so that we may send it 
to the President, and start work on 
these important matters. 

I offer for the RECORD, H.R. 2517, as 
amended by the Senate, a more exten
sive statement on the bill, a short sum
mary, and a section-by-section sum
mary. 
SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY, H.R. 2517, AS 

AMENDED, HUD DEMONSTRATION ACT OF 
1993 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE, SEPTEMBER 
23, 1993 

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE 
Provides that this Act may be cited as the 

"HUD Demonstration Act of 1993." 
SEC. 2. INNOVATIVE HOMELESS INITIATIVES 

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 
Sec. 2(a) Purpose: Provides that this sec

tion is to enable HUD, through cooperative 
efforts in partnership with other levels of 
government and the private sector, including 
nonprofit organizations, foundations, and 
communities, to demonstrate methods of un
dertaking comprehensive strategies for as
sisting homeless individuals and families (in
cluding homeless individuals who have AIDs 
or who are infected with HIV), through a va
riety of activities, including the coordina
tion of efforts and the filling of gaps in avail
able services and resources. Provides that in 
carrying out the demonstration program, 
HUD is to: 1) provide comprehensive home
less demonstration grants; 2) innovative 
project funding. 

Sec. 2(b) Definitions: Defines, f~r purposes 
of this section, homeless individual, home
less family, jurisdiction, nonprofit organiza
tion, and very low-income families. Incor
porates definitions from section 102(a) of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974, for State, metropolitan city, urban 
county, unit of general local government, 
and Indian tribe. 

Sec. 2(c) Comprehensive homeless initia
tive 

Sec. 2(c)(1) Designation: Provides for HUD 
designation of jurisdictions to receive com
prehensive homeless initiative funding. 

Sec. 2(c)(2) Authority: Provides that HUD 
may provide assistance to establish com
prehensive homeless initiatives to des
ignated jurisdictions (or entities or instru
mentalities established under the authority 
of such jurisdiction), or nonprofit organiza
tions operating within such jurisdictions. 

Sec. 2(c)(3) Criteria: Requires HUD to es
tablish criteria for designating jurisdictions, 
which are to include: 1) the extent of home
lessness in the jursidcition; 2) the extent to 
which the existing public and private sys
tems of homelessness prevention, outreach, 
assessment, shelter, services, transitional 
services, transitional housing and permanent 
housing available within the jurisdiction 
would benefit from additional resources to 
achieve a comprehensive approach to meet
ing the needs of individuals and families who 
are homeless or who are very low-income and 
at risk of homelessness; 3) the demonstrated 
willingness and capacity of the jurisdictions, 
to work cooperatively with HUD, nonprofit 
organizations, foundations, other private en
tities, and the community to design and im
plement an initiative; 4) the demonstrated 
willingness of nongovernmental organiza
tions to commit financial and other re
sources to a comprehensive homeless initia
tive in the jurisdiction; 5) the commitment 
of the jurisdiction to make necessary 
changes in policy and procedure to provide 
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sufficient flexibility and resources as nec
essary to implement and sustain the initia
tive; 6) national geographic diversity in the 
designation of jurisdictions; and 7) such 
other factors as the Secretary determines is 
appropriate. 

Sec. 2(c)(4) Consultation: Requires con
sultation with House and Senate Banking 
Committees prior to designation of jurisdic
tions. 

Sec. 2(c)(5) Comprehensive strategy: Re
quires recipients of assistance, in coopera
tion with HUD, other governmental entities, 
non-profit organizations, foundations, other 
private entities and the community, to de
velop a comprehensive plan that: 1) sets 
forth a realistic and feasible strategy that 
contains specific projects and activities to 
carry out this section; 2) demonstrates the 
willingness of the appropriate government 
and private entities and other parties to par
ticipate cooperatively in this plan; 3) speci
fies the projects and activities to be funded; 
4) provides an estimate of the cost of imple
menting the initiative funded; 5) enumerates 
amounts to be made available to fund the 
initiative by participating governmental en
tities, nonprofit organizations, foundations, 
and the community, and requests funds from 
HUD; and 6) provides such other information 
as HUD deems appropriate. 

Sec. 2(c)(6) Designations: Provides that the 
designation of jurisdictions is to be made on 
a non-competitive basis. 

Sec. 2(d) Innovative project funding: 
Sec. 2(d)(1) Authority: Authorizes HUD to 

provide assistance to States, metropolitan 
cities, urban counties, units of general local 
government (including rural areas), Indian 
tribes, and nonprofit organizations to estab
lish innovative programs to carryout this 
section. 

Sec. 2(d)(2) Applications: Requires applica
tions for assistance to be in such form and 
include such information as HUD deter
mines. Requires each application to include: 
1) a description of the extent of homelessness 
in the jurisdiction; 20 an explanation of the 
extent homelessness in the jurisdiction; 2) an 
explanation of the extent to which the exist
ing systems, both public and private, for 
homelessness prevention, outreach, assess
ment, shelter, services, transitional services, 
transitional housing, and permanent housing 
available within the jurisdiction would bene
fit from additional resources to achieve a 
comprehensive approach to meeting the 
needs of individuals and families who are 
homeless, or very low-income and at risk of 
homelessness; 3) a description of the projects 
and activities for which the applicant is re
questing funding; 4) the demonstrated will
ingness and capacity of the jurisdiction to 
work cooperatively with HUD, nonprofit or
ganizations, foundations, other private enti
ties, and the community, to the extent fea
sible, to design and implement the initiative; 
5) a statement of commitment from the ju
risdiction to make necessary changes in pol
icy and procedure to provide sufficient flexi
bility and resources as necessary to imple
ment and sustain the program; and 6) such 
other information as HUD determines. to be 
appropriate. 

Sec. 2(d)(3) Criteria: Requires HUD to es
tablish selection criteria for awarding assist
ance which shall include: 1) the extent to 
which the program described in the applica
tion achieves the purpose of the section; 2) 
the extent to which the applicant dem
onstrates the capacity to implement a pro
gram that achieves the purpose of this sec
tion; 3) the extent to which the program de
scribed in the application is innovative and 

may be replicated or may serve as a model 
for implementation in other jurisdictions; 4) 
diversity by geography and community type; 
and 5) such other criteria as HUD determines 
to be appropriate. 

Sec. 2(e) Reports: 
Sec. 2(e)(1) Recipient of funds: Requires 

each recipient of funds to submit to HUD a 
report or series of reports, in a form and at 
a time specified by HUD. Requires each re
port to: 1) describe the use of funds made 
available under this section; and 2) include a 
description and analysis of the programs and 
projects funded, the innovative approaches 
taken, and the level of cooperation among 
participating parties. 

Sec. 2(e)(2) Interim HUD report: Requires 
HUD to submit to Congress, in conjunction 
with HUD's 1995 legislative recommenda
tions, a report describing the results of the 
demonstration program to date. Requires the 
report to contain a summary and analysis of 
all information contained in any reports re
ceived by HUD from funding recipients, and 
recommendations for future action. 

Sec. 2(e)(3) Final HUD report: Requires 
HUD to submit a final report to Congress not 
later than 3 months after all recipient re
ports have been submitted. Requires the 
final report to contain a summary and anal
ysis of all information contained in the re
ports from recipients, and recommendations 
for future action. 

Sec. 2(f) Authorization of appropriations: 
Authorizes to be appropriated $200 million 
for FY 1994 to carry out the program. Pro
vides that of the amounts appropriated, not 
less than 25 percent shall be used to carry 
out innovative project funding as provided 
for under this section. 

Sec. 2(g) Repeal: Provides that this section 
is to be repealed effective October 1, 1994. 

SEC. 3. MOVING TO OPPORTUNITIES 

Amends Section 152(e) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992, to in
crease the authorization for appropriations 
from $52.1 million to $165 million for the 
Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing 
demonstration program for FY 1994. 

SEC. 4. CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Sec. 4(a) In general: Authorizes HUD to 
provide assistance through the National 
Community Development Initiative (NCDI) 
to develop the capacity and ability of com
munity development corporations (CDCs) 
and community housing development organi
zations (CHDOs) to undertake community 
development and affordable housing projects 
and programs. 

Sec. 4(b) Forms of assistance: Provides 
that forms of assistance may include (1) 
training, education, support, and advice to 
enhance the technical and administrative ca
pabilities of CDCs and CHDOs; (2) loans, 
grants, or predevelopment assistance to 
CDCs and CHDOs to carry out community 
development and affordable housing activi
ties that benefit low income families; and (3) 
any other activity as determined by HUD 
and NCDI. 

Sec. 4(c) Matching requirement: Requires 
that assistance provided is to be matched 
from private sources in an amount equal to 
3 times the amount made available under the 
section. 

Sec. 4(d) Implementation: Requires HUD to 
establish by notice such requirements as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section. Requires for notice to take 
effect upon issuance. 

Sec. 4(e) Authorization: Authorizes to be 
appropriated $25 million for FY 1994 to carry 
out this section. 

SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMUNITY HOUS
ING PARTNERSHIPS AND SUPPORT FOR STATE 
AND LOCAL HOUSING STRATEGIES 

Amends section 205 of the Cranston-Gon
zalez National Affordable Housing Act to in
crease amounts authorized for FY 1994: 1) 
from $14 million to $25 million for the hous
ing education and organizational support 
grants under the HOME program; and 2) from 
$11 million to S22 million for state and local 
strategies grants. 

SEC. 6. SECTION 8 COMMUNITY INVESTMENT 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

Sec. 6(a) Demonstration program: Requires 
HUD to carry out a demonstration program 
to attract pension fund investment in afford
able housing through the use of project
based rental assistance under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937. 

Sec. 6(b) Funding requirements: Requires 
HUD in carrying out this program to ensure 
that not less than 50 percent of the funds ap
propriated for the demonstration program 
each year are used in conjunction with ei
ther the disposition of: (1) multifamily prop
erties owned by HUD; or (2) multifamily 
properties securing mortgages held by HUD. 

Sec. 6(c) Contract terms: Provides that 
project-based assistance under the program 
is to be provided pursuant to a contract en
tered into by HUD and the owner of the eligi
ble housing that: (1) provides assistance for a 
term of not less than 60 months and not 
greater than 180 months; and (2) provides for 
contract rents, to be determined by HUD, 
which shall not exceed contract rents per
mitted under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, taking into consider
ation any costs for the construction, reha
bilitation, or acquisition of housing. 

Amends section 203 of the Housing and 
Community Development Amendments of 
1978 to provide that project-based assistance 
in connection with the disposition of a mul
tifamily housing project may be provided for 
a contract term of less than 15 years if such 
assistance is provided: (1) under a contract 
authorized under the Section 8 Community 
Investment Demonstration Program; and (2) 
pursuant to a disposition plan under section 
203 for a project that is determined by the 
Secretary to be otherwise in compliance 
with section 203. 

Sec. 6(d) Limitation: Provides that HUD 
may not provide or make commitment to 
provide more than 50 percent of the funding 
for housing financed by any single pension 
fund. Provides that this limitation does not 
apply if HUD, 6-month after notice imple
menting the program is issued: (1) deter
mines that there are no expressions of inter
est that are likely to result in approvable ap
plications in the reasonably foreseeable fu
ture, or that any such expressions of interest 
are not likely to use all funding under this 
section; and (2) so informs the Senate and 
House Banking Committees. Provides that if 
HUD determines that there are expressions 
of interest that are not likely to use all 
funding under this section, HUD may reserve 
funding sufficient in HUD's determination to 
fund such applications, and may use any re
maining funding for other pension funds in 
accordance with this section. 

Sec. 6(e) Implementation: Provides that 
HUD shall by notice establish such require
ments as may be necessary to carry out the 
program, which is to take effect upon issu
ance. 

Sec. 6(f) Applicability of ERISA: Provides 
that nothing in this section is to be con
strued to authorize any action or failure to 
act, that would constitute a violation of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
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of 1974, notwithstanding section 514(d) of 
that Act. 

Sec. 6(g) Report: Requires HUD, not later 
than three months after the end of the fiscal 
year, to annually submit to the House and 
Senate Banking Committees, a report sum
marizing the activities carried out in the 
program during that fiscal year. 

Sec. 6(h) Establishment of standards: Re
quires that mortgages secured by housing as
sisted under this demonstration are to meet 
such standards regarding financing and 
securitization as HUD may establish. 

Sec. 6(i) GAO study: Requires the GAO to 
conduct a study evaluating the program, and 
report its findings to the House and Senate 
Banking Committees not later than three 
months after the conclusion of the program. 

Sec. 6(j) Authorization of appropriations: 
Authorizes to be appropriated S100 million 
for FY 1994 to carry out this section. 

Sec. 6(k) Termination date: Provides that 
HUD cannot enter into any new commitment 
to provide assistance under this section after 
September 30, 1998. 

SEC. 7. NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 
MANUFACTURED HOUSING 

Sec. 7(a) Extension of Commission: Amends 
Section 943(g) of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na
tional Affordable Housing Act, by extending 
the termination date for the National Com
mission on Manufactured Housing (National 
Commission) from October 1, 1993, to October 
1, 1994. 

Sec. 7(b) Final report: Amends Section 
943(d) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af
fordable Housing Act to extend the date for 
issuance of the National Commission's final 
report from "9 months after the Commission 
is established" to August 1, 1994. 

Sec. 7(c) Interim report: Amends Section 
943(d) of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af
fordable Housing Act to require the National 
Commission to submit an interim report, by 
March 1, 1994, to the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development and Congress, de
scribing the activities of the National Com
mission, and containing available informa
tion, evaluations and recommendations of 
the National Commission. 

Sec. 7(d) Authorization of appropriations: 
Amends Section 943(f) of the Cranston-Gon
zalez National Affordable Housing Act, by 
authorizing to be appropriated for the Na
tional Commission, for FY 1994, such sums as 
may be necessary. 

SEC. 8. RECIPROCITY IN APPROVAL OF HOUSING 
SUBDIVISIONS AMONG FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Sec. 8(a) Extension of authority: Amends 
Section 535(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 to 
extend from June 15, 1993, to September 30, 
1994, the requirement that the Secretary of 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel
opment consider the issuance by the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs of a certificate of 
reasonable value on one or more properties 
in a housing subdivision to be an administra
tive approval for the entire subdivision. 

Sec. 8(b) Retroactivity: Provides that any 
administrative approval of any subdivision 
made after June 15, 1993, and but before en
actment of this Act, is to be considered ap
proved and lawfully made, provided it is in 
accordance with the other provisions of Sec
tion 535(b) of the Housing Act of 1949. 

SEC. 9. FHA INSURANCE AUTHORITY 

Amends Section 531(b) of the National 
Housing Act to increase the limit on the FY 
1993 aggregate mortgage insurance authority 
of the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) from $65,905,824,960 to Sll0,165,000,000. 

SEC. 10. GNMA GUARANTEE AUTHORITY 
Amends Section 306(g)(2) of the National 

Housing Act to increase the limit on the FY 

1993 aggregate mortgage-backed guarantee 
authority of the Government National Mort
gage Association (GNMA) from S88,000,000,000 
to S107,700,000,000. 
SEC. 11. ADMINISTRATION OF SECTION 8 PROGRAM 

Sec. ll(a) Administrative fee: Provides 
that, notwithstanding existing law and regu
lations, the fee for the ongoing costs of ad
ministering the certificate and voucher pro
grams during FY 1994 under sections 8(b) and 
8(o) of the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
shall be not less than a fee calculated in ac
cordance with the fair market rents for FY 
1993, or not more than: 1) a fee calculated in 
accordance with section 8(q) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, but not in excess 
of 3.5 percent above the fee calculated in ac
cordance with the fair market rents for FY 
1993; or 2) to the extent approved in an appro
priation Act, a fee calculated in accordance 
with section 8(q). 

Sec. ll(b) Study: Requires HUD to conduct 
a study assessing the costs incurred by pub
lic housing agencies in administering the 
voucher and certificate programs under sec
tions 8(b) and 8(o) of the 1937 Housing Act. 
Requires the study to: 1) take into account 
variances in costs attributable to the geo
graphic area, the tenant population, and the 
number of units covered by a public housing 
agency; and 2) include an analysis of the 
costs associated with Federal mandates, 
such as the family self-sufficiency program, 
and such other factors determined by HUD. 
Requires HUD to submit a report to Congress 
containing the results of the study in con
junction with HUD's 1994 legislative rec
ommendations. 
SEC. 12. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 102-389, 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1993 

Sec. 12(a) Extension of time: Amends title 
IT of Public Law 102-389 to extend the dead
line for a HODAG project commencement 
from October 1, 1993 to October 1, 1994, and 
makes such extension subject to appropria
tions made in advance in an appropriations 
Act. 

Sec. 12(b) Project based assistance: Amends 
title IT of Public Law 102-389 to provide that 
section 8 units provided to a specifically au
thorized project may be project based. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I rise 
in support of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2517 is the same 
legislation which overwhelmingly 
passed the House on the suspension cal
endar just before the August recess. 

This legislation authorizes four ini
tiatives requested by the Secretary of 
HUD. 

The first provision authorizes a new 
innovative homeless demonstration 
program which is intended to explore 
new and comprehensive ways to ad
dress our growing homeless problem. 

The second provision authorizes and 
additional 3,000 section 8 certificates 
for the Moving to Opportunities Dem
onstration Program first requested by 
the Bush administration last year. 

The third provision authorizes an ad
ditional $25 million for the national 
community development initiative 
which seeks to identify, train, and pro
vide technical assistance to nonprofit 
organizations interested in providing 
affordable housing. 

The final provision authorizes adem
onstration of how HUD can offer hous
ing assistance to encourage pension 
funds to invest in affordable housing 
projects. 

Now, in addition to these programs, 
the bill does extend several programs 
authorized by this Congress but due to 
expire. These include: 

The extension for 18 months of the 
National Commission on Manufactured 
Housing. 

An extension to September 30, 1994, a 
cooperative agreement between the De
partment of HUD and the Veterans' Ad
ministration which requires the De
partment of HUD to consider the VA's 
certificate of reasonable value on one 
or more properties in a housing sub
division. 

Approval of an increase in the com
mitment authority of the FHA to in
sure mortgages in fiscal year 1993 and 
an increase in the commitment author
ity of Ginnie Mae to guarantee mort
gage backed sec uri ties. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
acknowledge the cooperation of Chair
·man STOKES and ranking member 
LEWIS of the HUD-VA Appropriation 
Subcommittee. Their willingness to 
recognize the wishes of the authoriza
tion committee to move these initia
tives through the proper legislative 
process is greatly appreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2517, the bill just under consider
ation. 

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

There was no objection. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF BUILDING 
SCIENCES, FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1992--MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the requirements 

of section 809 of the Housing and Com
munity Development Act of 1974, as 
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amended (12 U.S.C. 1701j-2(j)), I trans
mit herewith the 16th annual report of 
the National Institute of Building 
Sciences for fiscal year 1992. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 6, 1993. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA
TIONAL CORPORATION FOR 
HOUSING PARTNERSHIPS AND 
THE NATIONAL HOUSING PART
NERSHIP FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1992-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the twenty
fourth annual report of the National 
Corporation for Housing Partnerships 
and the National Housing Partnership 
for the fiscal year ending December 31, 
1992, as required by section 3938(a)(l) of 
title 42 of the United States Code. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 6, 1993. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the chairman of the 
Committee on House Administration: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, October 1, 1993. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, U.S. 

Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you, 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House, that an employee of the Committee 
on House Administration has been served 
with a subpoena issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I will make the determinations required 
by the Rule. 

With my very best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

CHARLIE ROSE, 
Chairman. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON WAYS AND MEANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC., September 29, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, H-209, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no

tify you pursuant to rule L of the Rules of 

the House that a staff member of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation has been served with 
a subpoena issued by the United States Dis
trict Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the Clerk, I have determined that com
pliance with the subpoena is not inconsistent 
with the privileges and precedents of the 
House 

Sincerely, 
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI. 

FOREIGN POLICY IS BIPARTISA-N 

(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, as 
we approach decisions on United States 
policy in Somalia, let us remember the 
following: 

First, foreign policy is bipartisan. 
Let us stop the partisan carping. Presi
dent Clinton is continuing a policy 
that was started by President Bush. 
Our original involvement in Somalia 
was a sound one. 

Second, let us join in grieving to
gether for the deaths of American sol
diers and those whose lives have been 
in peril. 

Third, let us remember that there is 
only one Secretary of State and one 
Secretary of Defense, not 535. 

Let us keep our powder dry on the 
policy. Let us see what the policy is. A 
policy will be developed soon that de
fines our objectives, that states our 
goals and that deals with the issues 
that we are discussing. 

Mr. Speaker, like many Members of 
the House, I am concerned about our 
involvement in Somalia. let us not be 
precipitous and let us not go down once 
again in partisan carping. 

Mr. Speaker, today we mourn the tragic loss 
of life in Mogadishu and to extend, as do all 
of my colleagues, my sympathy to the families 
who have lost loved ones. I hope it is comfort
ing for them to know that their loved ones did 
not die in vain. 

Mass starvation in Somalia has ended and 
hundreds of thousands of lives have been 
saved. Last April I visited our troops in Soma
lia and came away with a deep respect for 
their commitment to their mission. They were 
proud to stop the starvation. 

In light of the recent events, the President is 
reviewing our policy in Somalia and we expect 
a quick response from him outlining where we 
go from here. 

In the meantime, I urge all of my colleagues 
to refrain from lowering the level of debate to 
partisan bickering. We owe it to the soldiers, 
to their families, and to the American people 
to have a thoughtful, bipartisan debate on this 
issue without the rhetoric of partisanship. 

We all want our troops to come home as 
soon as po8sible but we also want to protect 
the gains we have made in Somalia. 

Mr. Speaker, let us rise to this challenge as 
have so many of our soldiers. 

URGING WITHDRAWAL OF AMER
ICAN TROOPS FROM SOMALIA 

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
put in the RECORD the six points that 
then-Secretary of Defense Cap Wein
berger said should be followed before 
American men and women are commit
ted in combat or near a combat area. 
That speech was November 28, 1984. The 
words ring as valid as they did then. 

I want to put in to the RECORD the 
House Republican Policy Committee 
statement that was drafted yesterday. 
It is excellent. Also, I want to repeat 
my own words in this well 8 days ago 
when we were discussing that weak So
malia resolution. Listen to my words 
in this well a week ago Tuesday: 

Here is something very sad, Mr. Speaker
Mr. Chairman. Two Pakistani men are MIA. 
Can you imagine, if these were American 
boys, how upset Members of this Chamber 
and the U.S. Senate should be? Missing in ac
tion. Does that mean men in some dirty lit
tle garage off a Mogadishu alley are being 
tortured to death, or does it mean they are 
already dead, and their bodies have been 
dumped down a well, or are rotting behind 
some blown-up building in Mogadishu? 

Four days later, that nightmare 
comes true. One of our American Black 
Hawk helicopter men had a handcuff on 
one wrist. Nobody puts handcuffs on a 
dead body. They were tortured to 
death. Now, get 5,000 men in there and 
get these Americans back and then get 
out. 

Mr. Speaker, specifically, I believe the six 
tests for committing combat forces, as outlined 
by former Secretary of Defense Caspar Wein
berger in a November 28, 1984 speech, must 
be our guide. Secretary Weinberger said that 
the following tests should be used to deter
mine whether or not U.S. troops should be 
sent into combat: 

First. Is the situation vital to U.S. or allied 
national interests? 

Second. Have all other options already been 
considered or used? 

Third. Is there a clear commitment, including 
allocated resources, to achieving victory? 

Fourth. Are there clearly defined political 
and military objectives? 

Fifth. Will our commitment of forces change 
if our objectives change? 

Sixth. Will the American people and Con
gress support the action? 
STATEMENT OF REPUBLICAN POLICY ON U.S. 

ARMED FORCES IN SOMALIA, ADOPTED APRIL 
1, 1993 
U.S. military forces in Somalia have ful

filled the mission given them by President 
Bush. Republicans therefore call on Presi
dent Clinton to bring our troops home. 

The United States has a proud tradition of 
providing international humanitarian assist
ance to those truly in need. Somalia is a case 
in point. In the early 1980's, and again in the 
early 1990's, the American people and the 
U.S. Government responded to famine in So
malia by bringing in massive quantities of 
food and medical assistance. 

In the last several months, as anarchy 
gripped that country and famine again 
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loomed on the horizon, President Bush sent 
U.S. Armed Forces to Somalia to restore 
order and permit food to reach the people. He 
made a commitment to withdraw our troops 
when the mission was completed and return 
the operation to the U.N. This process was 
begun before he left office. The mission has 
been accomplished, but our troops remain, 
and it appears President Clinton has no in
tention of bringing them home. Instead, U.N. 
bureaucrats who want to keep the United 
States in Somalia will decide their fate. 

Republicans commend our Armed Forces 
for restoring order to Somalia and for help
ing to alleviate human suffering in that 
country. However, we have several deep con
cerns. Without appropriate congressional 
consultation, President Clinton has commit
ted thousands of U.S. military personnel to a 
U.N. peacekeeping operation commanded by 
a foreign national for an indefinite period of 
time. Our men and women in uniform will 
provide both the fighting teeth and the 
logistical tail for this open-ended operation. 

Republicans believe U.S. Armed Forces 
should always remain under U.S. command. 
They should not be loaned to international 
organizations to conduct operations with 
ambiguously defined objectives. 

Furthermore, costs to the U.S. taxpayer 
continue to mount. In addition to the $800 
million in costs already incurred by the U.S., 
President Clinton has just committed the 
taxpayers to another half billion dollars. 

The United States is the world's only su
perpower, but this does not mean we are om
nipotent, nor that our obligations are uni
versal. Republicans believe that President 
Bush's commitment to pull our forces out of 
Somalia should be fulfilled. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME FROM MR. BURTON OF IN
DIANA TO MR. DORNAN 
Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to vitiate the spe
cial order granted earlier today to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DoR
NAN], and that Mr. Dornan may be per
mitted to take the 60-minute special 
order for today granted to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CANTWELL). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

D 1830 
AMERICAN JOBS TO MEXICO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, this 
evening I would like to talk a bit about 
the auto executives who visited the 
White House yesterday and who really 
stands to benefit from the proposed 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, now more familiarly known as 
NAFTA. There is no question that the 
executives who were at the White 
House yesterday and their corporate 
shareholders will benefit. But what 
about the larger questions of benefits 
to our Nation as a whole, to our work-

ers and to the communi ties in which 
our companies are located? 

Yesterday administration officials 
welcomed automobile executives and 
suppliers to the White House for a spe
cial briefing about this proposed trade 
treaty. The industry representatives 
were all members of the Joint Auto
motive Supplier Governmental Action 
Council. They met with the Vice Presi
dent, with the Secretary of the Treas
ury, and with the White House's top 
gun, Bill Daley, who is trying to line 
up votes in this Chamber to pass this 
flawed agreement. 

In fact, many, if not most, of these 
companies that were there yesterday 
are the very ones that have already 
moved manufacturing out of our coun
try to the maquiladora operations 
along the border just south of the Unit
ed States. 

In fact, economist Steve Beckman es
timates that the maquiladora industry 
now includes over 100,000 transpor
tation and automotive jobs, over 60,000 
of them direct moves from this country 
into Mexico. 

For the RECORD this evening, I would 
like to include an Office of Technology 
Assessment study that also documents 
that employment in these auto parts 
factories in Mexico has grown by over 
120,000 jobs in the last 11 years, while 
our own jobs in this country in the 
very same industry were losing over 
154,000 jobs, and we know who those 
workers were, because they reside in 
our communities. 

I would also like to include for the 
RECORD this evening an article that 
was in Automotive News just recently, 
"Mexico's Wages Beckon To U.S. Sup
pliers. " 

Why do we have this tremendous 
movement of jobs south of our border? 

As this article says: 
Mexican parts workers typically earn Sl or 

$2 an hour, versus $10 to $15 an hour for the 
same work in the United States and Canada. 

The article provides a very excellent 
listing of some of the very companies 
that sat over at the White House yes
terday. 

Let us take a closer look at some of 
them. 

The Dana Corp., headquartered in my 
own district, manufactures electronics 
in Tijuana and employs thousands in 
Mexico City. Fifteen years ago I could 
have said they employed 5,000 factory 
workers in my district. They now em
ploy none. Have those jobs just dis
appeared by magic? 

Rockwell Corp. has manufacturing 
facilities in Tijuana, where wheel rims 
are made, and subsidiaries in Tecate 
and Juarez making electronic compo
nents. 

United Technologies employs over 
5,000 people in Chihuahua and Juarez 
making wire harnesses and die details. 
United Technologies closed wire har
ness production lines in Lafayette, IN, 
Wabash, IN, and Reading, MI. 

The Eaton Corp. employs 800 people 
in their Matamoros facility making 
wire harnesses and switches, but they 
closed production near my district in 
Fremont, OH. 

ITT has operations with over 500 em
ployees in Saltillo and Matamoros 
making wire harnesses. 

In fact, the big three, Ford, General 
Motors, and Chrysler, all have multiple 
suppliers providing parts made in 
maquiladora's area in northern Mexico 
that should be made right here in the 
United States. 

Ford suppliers employed over 5,000 
people in 10 subsidiaries in Chihuahua, 
Juarez, Queretaro, and Nuevo Laredo. 

The Chrysler Corp. suppliers employ 
over 6,600 people in Juarez and Nogales, 
making wire harnesses, trim, seat cov
ers and wiring, and all of that produc
tion comes back here to the United 
States. 

General Motors has a total of 29 sup
pliers plants employing over 25,000 per
sons, and let me tell you, we would 
love to have those jobs in northern 
Ohio. 

Now, let us remember, all of these fa
cilities produce auto parts that can be 
made here in the United States now, 
but come back into the United States 
from Mexico for assembly in cars made 
here in our country. Mexican plants 
and workers replace United States 
parts manufacturing facilities, and 
Mexican workers have replaced thou
sands and thousands of middle-class 
workers here in the United States. 

When do we say enough is enough? 
Last week General Motors an

nounced, for those who did not see it, 
that it intends to reduce its U.S. work 
force by another 50,000 people, moving 
down from a level of 250,000 to 200,000 
people in this country. It is no accident 
that General Motors is now the largest 
private employer in the nation of Mex
ico, and that production comes back 
here to the United States. 

The auto industry argues that 
NAFTA will open the Mexican market 
and allow them to export more United 
States-made vehicles into that market. 
Maybe that will be true for a couple of 
years, meeting pent-up demand for 
models that have not been available 
there. But let us look at the plans for 
medium-term development of the Mexi
can auto industry. 

The proposed N AFT A plan already 
has prompted VW and Nissan to double 
production capacity in Mexico. Nissan 
is building a $1 billion new assembly 
plant at Aguascaliente to export 
Sentras. 

The prospect of NAFTA lured Mer
cedes Benz to Mexico. 

In fact, writing in the J AMA Forum, 
auto industry analysts identified new 
realities in the North American indus
try: 

The Mexican automobile industry of the 
1990's is targeted to assemble and manufac
ture the smaller cars in the fleet to produce 
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between one to two million cars by the end 
of the decade, and to export the bulk of these 
units to the U.S. and Canada, some to Japan 
and a few to Europe and elsewhere in Latin 
America. 

The same article predicts: 
Only high performance engines, power 

transmission and the newest sophisticated 
computer technologies housed within the 
cars will be imported from the parent Amer
ican and Japanese firms. 

He is advising United States parts 
manufacturers to get ready for just-in
time delivery in Mexico, and that 
means moving to Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, just in time the Amer
ican people have seen the danger in 
NAFTA. It is time to recognize that we 
were sent here to defend the interests 
of American communities and workers, 
not just multinational corporations. 
NAFTA would give multinational cor
porations the security they need to 
move more investment, more produc
tion, and more jobs to Mexico. NAFTA 
is a terrible deal for U.S. workers and 
the jobs they depend on. It is a terrible 
deal for our communities. It is just the 
time to defeat NAFTA and move our 
hemisphere into a 21st century that 
means free trade and free enterprise for 
the nations that are functioning de
mocracies. 

Madam Speaker, I will continue my 
remarks tomorrow evening, but want 
to say that it is important that we de
feat NAFTA in order to defend the jobs 
of this country and provide for a better 
way of life on our continent. 

Madame Speaker, I include the arti
cle from Automotive News of October 
4, 1993, as follows: 

[From Automotive News, Oct. 4, 1993] 
MEXICO'S WAGES BECKON TO U.S. SUPPLIERS 

(By Lindsay Chappell) 
Phil Gardner set up shop once in Mexico. 

For a time, that was plenty. 
Gardner, the president of Findlay Indus

tries of Findlay, Ohio, shut his seat cover 
plant in frustration two years ago. For him, 
the venture in Chihuahua showed the folly of 
American managers trying to run a Mexican 
plant. 

High turnover meant constant training. 
Workers resisted attempts to be trained in 
more than one area, he says. Production 
quality had to be inspected and re-inspected 
constantly. The company's efforts to pro
mote line workers into management was 
foiled by what Gardner calls a caste system: 
workers in the upper ranks wouldn't talk to 
those who'd risen from below. 

Outside the plant, there was the wine-and
dine ritual for border officials to ensure that 
shipments made it safely across the border. 

Welcome to life as an auto supplier in Mex
ico. 

While much of the rhetoric paints the 
North American Free Trade Agreement as an 
invitation to a low-wage Mexican fiesta, 
doing business in Mexico is not always a 
piece of cake. 

U.S. suppliers know. About 110 U.S . and 
Canadian companies are making parts in 
Mexico today, according to Elm Inter
national Inc., a data firm in East Lansing, 
Mich. 

Those supplier companies first came down 
to serve their OEM customers, usually as mi
nority partner with a Mexican firm. 

Interest perked again as Ford Motor Co., 
Chrysler Corp. and General Motors adopted 
aggressive Mexican strategies in the early 
1980s. 

Independent U.S. suppliers and the Big 3's 
captive supplier units rushed into 
maquiladora operations during the decade, 
taking advantage of the tariff-free re-export 
program that had been used only sparingly 
since the 1960s. 

Today, like the phantom voices of the si
rens, Mexico continues to beckon U.S. and 
Canadian business. 

And Findlay Industries is coming back. 
The company has just given a green light 

to build a headliner plant near Volkswagen's 
plant in Puebla. 

And it will operate differently this time. 
Findlay is going in with a guaranteed con

tract. The company will use Mexican man
agers. And the headliners will stay in Mex
ico. They won't be shipped back to the Unit
ed States. 

SAVINGS AND COSTS 

For U.S. suppliers such as Findlay, Mexico 
holds the lure of a booming market and more 
growth. 

The country's five automakers want sup
pliers to set up shop in Mexico to supply 
just-in-time delivery. In many cases, U.S. 
suppliers provide better quality. And if they 
export, Mexican manufacturers earn export 
credits to comply with Mexico's balance-of
trade rules. 

And yes, suppliers like the low wages. 
Mexico also has the allure of cheaper labor. 

Mexican parts workers typically earn S1 or S2 
an hour, vs. $10 to $15 an hour for the same 
work in the United States and Canada. 

But a move to Mexico is loaded with other 
questions. 

As NAFTA inches forward, partsmakers 
are wondering whether they can snare 
enough business to support a plant. They 
wonder whether they can amass and train a 
world-class Mexican work force. Will U.S. 
managers be willing to relocate to modest 
factory border towns? Should suppliers set 
up a plant on their own or create a joint ven
ture? and if so, with whom? 

And, just how will they deal with Mexican 
raw materials that are often considered infe
rior in quality? 

"Our concern is sourcing the materials 
we'd need," says a U.S. stamping company 
executive who, like many who are con
templating Mexico, prefers not to be identi
fied. 

"The sheet metal and bar stock down there 
is simply unacceptable. Which means we 
would have to ship down material from the 
Midwest, and then ship the product back 
again." 

In truth, suppliers vow that they will con
tinue to go to Mexico whether NAFTA passes 
or not. And they'll go mostly to serve the 
carmakers who plan to invest there with or 
without NAFTA. 

ROUGH BEGINNINGS 

Superior Industries recently announced 
plans to open a S30-million wheel plant in 
Chihuahua. Weyburn-Bartel Inc. just began 
building an $11 million camshaft factory in 
Saltillo. 

"Long term, I'm sure it all will work, but 
it isn't going to be a bed of roses," warns 
Robert Christopher, president of Chicago
based Globe Industries, who says his inte
rior-trim company is studying Mexican op
portunities. "We have some trepidation 
about it. Before we do anything, I want to 
see a pro-forma that says we can reach a 
level of business to sustain an investment." 

Low volumes complicate the rosy picture. 
Suppliers confide that their automaker cus
tomers are urging them to set up shop near 
Mexican assembly plants. But in all of Mex
ico there are only nine auto factories, and 
they are spread out over a territory that 
would stretch from Detroit to Jacksonville, 
Fla. It's tough to have one parts plant meet 
the just-in-time delivery demands of two 
customers. But relying on just one customer 
can be risky. 

Concerns over low volume recently 
prompted Tenneco Automotive to delay 
plans to build a Monroe Division strut and 
shock plant in Queretaro. 

"Our OE customer wants us to be there," 
explained Tenneco spokesman Paul Johnson. 
"If we had our preference we wouldn't do it. 
We can make shocks 15 percent cheaper in 
the United States." 

"The OE customers are interested now in 
having more local content," he adds, refer
ring to Mexico's balance-of-trade require
ments. "But under NAFTA, it will all be 
local conten~ven when it comes from the 
Unites States. We could make it here." 

For American companies under price pres
sures from competitors in Japan, Taiwan, 
the Philippines and Korea, Mexico may seem 
like an obvious solution. But many balk at 
the idea of moving jobs. 

"My clients aren't sure about Mexico," re
ports Donna Parolini, an automotive strate
gic-planning consultant in Grand Rapids, 
Mich. "In some cases, they need to be there. 
But they ask me, 'What about the loss of 
jobs here? What about the communities 
where we operate?' They won't go unless 
there's some way to replace the jobs they 
take there ." 

The labor issue has weighed heavily over 
the entire NAFTA debate. The proposal's 
loudest opposition has come from the UAW, 
who suspects the treaty will open the door to 
run-away manufacturing jobs. 

In some cases, the promise of cheap labor 
is debatable. Tenneco estimates that labor 
accounts for only about 10 percent of its 
total production costs. "There's no advan
tage for us to move anything there," Ten
neco's Johnson says. 

Besides that, Mexico's low wages are com
plicated by other costs, such as allowances 
for food and clothing and high rates of turn
over and absenteeism, claims Findlay 
Industries's Phil Gardner. 

LOOKING FOR PARTNERS 

Some of those mulling over the future be
lieve the key to entering Mexico will be find
ing a Mexican-based partner to handle such 
day-to-day affairs. Over the past decade, 
many of the 400 Japanese suppliers who have 
entered the U.S. market opted for the same 
course. A partner who knows the local lan
guage, people, customs and regulations can 
help allow the other partner to concentrate 
on product and sales issues. 

"A partner is critical," agrees a business
development executive with a U.S. 
drivetrain-components producer. "We're 
talking to different people down there now. 
You can't just go down there without some 
form of local support." 

But unlike the U.S. firms who helped Japa
nese suppliers enter this country, Mexican
national firms will have less to bring to the 
table. U.S. firms gave their Japanese part
ners entree into Big 3 sales in exchange for 
entree into Japanese transplant automakers. 
U.S. firms don't have a problem with access 
to the Mexican industry-where Ford, Chrys
ler and GM comprise three of Mexico's five 
automakers. 
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Japanese and U.S. joint-venture partners 

also strengthened each other through tech
nology sharing. But Mexican suppliers lag 
far behind in technology. 

" We have to realize that we're not talking 
about the same kind of industrialized envi
ronment that we have in the United States, 
or in Japan or Europe," notes Globe's Chris-

t opher. " In the end, I think that things 
ar en ' t going to happen quite as fast in Mex
ico as many people believe." 

MEXICAN PLANTS OF TOP OEM SUPPLIERS TO NORTH AMERICA 

Company Number of Mexican plants and key locations 

Dana Corp . ........................................................................... . (43) Mexico City, Tlalnepantla , Celaya, Naucalpan .......... . 

GM Automotive Components Group ...................................... (42) Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, Nuevo laredo, Nuevo 
Leon, Zacatecas, Matamoros, Coahuila, Sinaloa . 

United Technologies Automotive .................. .. ....................... (22) Ciudad Juarez. Chihuahua, Matamoros, Monterrey .. . 
All ied Signal Automotive ....................................................... (9) Ciudad Juarez, Ciudad Acuna, Agua Prieta, Tlaxcala , 

Monterrey, Mexicali . 
Johnson Controls Inc. .......... ... ............................................... (8) Naucalpan, Cuautitlan, Lerma, Tlaxcala, Ciudad 

Juarez. 
Hoechst Celanese Automotive ............................................... (8) Ocotlan, Queretaro, Toluca, Cangrejera . Celaya, 

Cosoleacaque. Lerma . 
Ford Automotive Components Group ................... .. ................ (5) Queretaro, Juarez. Chihuahua, Apodaca ............. ........ . 

TRW Inc. ............................... ........ ......................................... (5) Chihuahua, Reynosa ......................................... .. ..... .... . 
AFL .............................................. ......................................... (5) Ciudad Acuna .............................................................. . 
Eaton Corp. ....... ..... ............................ ... ............................. . (4) Matamoros, Toluca , Mexico City .. ... ............................. . 
Lear Seating Corp. ................................ .. .. .................. .. ........ (4) Hermosillo, Mexico City, Saltillo, Tlahuac ................... . 
Federal-Mogul Corp. .......................... ....... ............................. (4) Ciudad Juarez. Mexico City, Puebla ............................ . 
The Gates Rubber Co. .... .. ........................................ ............. (3) Puelnzpantla, Altacomoco, Toluca .... . 
Cummins Engine Co. Inc. ..................................................... (3) San Luis Potosi, Senora. Ciudad, .... .. ............ ... ... ... ... . 

Kelsey-Hayes Group ............................................................... (3) Chihuahua, Mexico City ..................... . 
American Yazaki Corp. ................. .. ....................................... (3) Chihuahua, Nuevo Leon 

Delco Electronics Corp ...................................................... . (2) Matamoros, Reynosa .............................. . 
Rockwell lnt'l. Corp .................... ... ... .. ........ ... .. .................... .. (2) Monterrey, Derona ................................. . 
ITI Automotive ...................................................................... . (2) Matamoros .... ....... .. .................. .... ....... ........................ . 
PPG Industries Inc. . .............. .. ........................................... .. . (2) Mexico City, Hermosillo .......... .. ............... .................... . 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. . ......... .. ...................... .. .. .......... . (2) Mexico City, San Luis Potosi .................................... ... . 
3M Automotive ....................................... .................. .. ... ....... . (2) Mexico City, San Luis Potosi ..................................... . 
Arvin Industries Inc ....................................................... ....... . (2) Queretaro, Mexico City ............................................... . 
Douglas & Lomason Co ........................................ ............... . (2) Ciudad Acuna , Saltillo ................................................ . 
Valeo Inc ............................................... ............................... . (2) San Luis Potosi, Laredo .............................................. . 
DuPont Automotive ....................................... .. ...................... . (1) Tlanepantla .. ................. .. ........... .. . .... ........................ . 
Magna lnt'l. Inc. . ..................... ........... .. .. ... ..... ..................... . (1) Puebla .......................................... . 
Robert Bosch Corp. . ........ ... .. ......................... ....................... . (!) Ciudad Juarez . . .. .......... ........................ .. . 

The Wood bridge Group ..... .. .............................. . (I) Mexico City ............................ ........ .... .......................... . 
Tenneco Automotive ........ ... .. .......................... . (I) Queretaro ....................................................... . 
Libbey-Owens-Ford Co ........ .............................. . (!) Mexica li .... . ................................. . 
Motorola Inc. . .................... ............................. . (I) Gaudalajara ........... .... .. ............................... .. ... . 
Freudenberg-NOK .... ... ... ...... ..................... .. ..... . (!) Cuautla .............. .................................... . 
Borg-Warner Corp .............. ................................................. . (I) Jal isco .......................................................................... . 
Superior Industries Informational Inc ................. ................ . (I) Tijuana ................... ...................................................... . 

Products 

axles, brakes, clutches, gaskets. drive shafts, oil seals, 
pistons, transmission. 

power signals distribution systems, switches, sensors, 
brake systems, facias, body & seating trim. 

wiring systems, imput control motors .............................. . 
turbochargers. safety restra ints, heavy-truck brake parts. 

seating frames, components, interior trim ..... 

interior trim components, tires, hoses, coatings, paints, 
bumpers. 

heaters, A/C hoses, radiators, auto glass, electric mod-
ules, plastic trim. 

airbags, seat belts, electric switches ............................... . 
wire harnesses ...... .. .......................................................... . 
axles, electric controls .......... .. ................. ......................... . 
seating systems .................. ......................................... .. .... . 
oil seals, engine & ball bearings ..................................... . 
rubber belts & hoses ........................................................ . 
crankshaft & engine components, electric systems & 

components. remanufactured engines & components. 
Aluminum & steel wheels, brakes .................................... . 
electrical distribution systems, electrical modules & 

components. 
sound systems, anti -theft. ABS & cl imate controls ......... . 
heavy-duty truck components ........................................... . 
electrical systems. switches, door hinges ........................ . 
coatings, finishes ..................................................... ....... . 
hoses, belts. tires ................................ .. ... ... ..... ........ . 

tire values, exhaust systems ......................... .. ................. . 
seat covers ................. .. ..................................................... . 
electronic materials, engine cooling systems .......... . 
OEM finishes & refinishes ......... .. ... . ............................... . 
metal stampings ....... ......... .. ... .... ....... .. .. ............. ... ........... . 
ABS motors. ECUs for engine control systems, airbag 

trigger units. 
urethane form seat cushions .......... ........... .... . 
mufflers ................................ .. .. ... .................... . 
windshields, taillamps, headlamps ..... . 
semi-conductors ........ .. ........... .. ...................... . 
seals, gaskets, brake parts, 0-rings ............ . 
timing chains. tensioners, cam shaft sprockets 
polishing .......... .. .... ..... .......... . 

Source: Automotive News survey of top 50 OEM suppl iers to North America. Plant count includes joint ventures and affiliations via equity stakes in Mexican firms. 

Major customers 

Mexican OEMs, exports. 

GM NAO. 

GM, Ford, Chrysler. 

Ford , Chrysler, Mercedes, Volkswagen, Nissan, Dina. 

Mexican OEMs. 

Ford . 

Chrylser, GM, Ford , Honda , Mazda. 
Mexican OEMs, exports. 
Mexican OEMs. 

Mexican OEMs. 

Mexican OEMs & exports. 

Mexican OEMs & exports. 

Mexican OEMs. 

Mexican OEMs. 
GM, Ford . Chrysler. 

Mexican OEMs. 
Volkswagen. 
GM, Chrysler, Ford, Japanese transplants. 

Mexican OEMs. 
Mexican OEMs. 
Mexican OEMs. 

GM, Ford, Chrysler, Volkswagen, Mercedes-Benz. Perkins. 

Mexican OEMs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

[Mr. COLLINS of Georgia addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re
marks.] 

cent. I am joined by 42 of my col
leagues from every region of the coun
try who share my concern with the ac
tion taken on this issue during the re
cent budget reconciliation debate. 

All of us, regardless of where our dis
tricts are located, have an interest in 
seeking this restoration. What district 
does not have restaurants and thea
ters? What district doesn't depend on 
travel and tourism dollars to contrib
ute to the local economy? What dis
trict doesn't have constituents who 
drive trucks for a living and sales
people who travel during the work 
week- all of whom rely on travel and/ 
or business meals to do their jobs. 

ice industry, which is the largest retail 
employer in the country, hired 700,000 
fewer people; the live performing arts 
industry, which already operates on 
negligible profit margins, closed 25 the
aters; the hotel industry, which has 
restaurants located in many of its es
tablishments, cut $1 billion in payroll 
in 1 year alone. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO RESTORE BUSINESS MEAL 
AND ENTERTAINMENT DEDUC
TIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore . Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. JEFFER
SON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Madam Speaker, 
this spring I gave my support and my 
vote to the administration's economic 
recovery program because I believed it 
was a good first step along the long 
road to fiscal solvency for our Nation, 
and I continue to believe that. The eco
nomic package did contain, however, a 
provision that I feel is inconsistent 
with the overall goal of economic re
covery. This prov1s1on reduced the 
meals and entertainment deduction 
from 80 percent to 50 percent. Today, 
therefore, I am introducing legislation 
that would restore the business meal 
and entertainment deduction to 80 per-

REDUCTION FROM 100 TO BO PERCENT 

Reductions in the deductibility of 
business meals and entertainment 
translates into a regressive tax on 
business people and job losses for those 
they employ. It is a punitive measure 
that penalizes different classes of busi
ness people. As a result of the initial 
lowering of the business meal deduc
tion in the Tax Reform Act of 1986 from 
100 percent to 80 percent, truck drivers , 
who are mandated by law to rest in be
tween long drives, can only deduct part 
of their meals; salespeople who eat on 
the road and who depend on the meal 
as a business necessity have cut down 
on their entertainment; the food serv-

Back in 1986, this reduction from 100 
to 80 percent was blithely passed over 
by those who supported it with the ar
gument that the industries affected 
could absorb the reduction without se
rious dislocations. We hear more of the 
same argument now. Well, they were 
wrong then and they are wrong now. 

JOBS 

Every region of the country, espe
cially the major urban centers, will ex
perience job losses as a result of the 
most recent action on this issue. Who 
will employ the actors, ushers, musi
cians, and ticket takers who no longer 
have a theater to employ then.? Will 
the truck drivers lose their jobs? Will 
the small salesperson skip a business 
luncheon with a client and instead try 
to sell over the phone or through an of
fice appointment, losing the edge to a 
larger competitor who will take that 
client to a quite restaurant and have 
his or her undivided attention? And 
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what about all the restaurant employ
ees-the busboys, dishwashers, line 
cooks, and waiters-which of them will 
lose their jobs because of a decrease in 
business? 

These are all decisions that business 
people will have to make now that the 
business meal and entertainment de
duction has been reduced further to 50 
percent. You can say that they will 
find other places to cut, that people 
will continue to do business the same 
way they always have. But the evi
dence puts that conclusion in doubt. 
Studies show that businesses must 
change their spending habits once they 
reach a certain threshold, here called 
the bottom line. Mr. Speaker, in the 
case of the business meal deduction, 50 
percent takes them over that thresh
old. 

RESTAURANTS 

The food service industry stands to 
lose over 165,000 jobs nationwide as a 
result of the reduction of the deduction 
to 50 percent. Some of the employees in 
our largest cities, however, will be the 
biggest losers. People working in Chi
cago will spend an estimated $1.3 bil
lion on business meals this year. The 
city alone will take in over $128 million 
in tax revenues as a result of its food 
and beverage tax. Next year, however, 
it is estimated that $130 million will be 
lost in business meals because of the 
newly lowered deduction. Additionally, 
the city will lose $12.6 million in tax 
revenue and about 5,700 people will lose 
their jobs. In a city with a 7.1 percent 
unemployment figure, this change in 
the tax law will have a devastating ef
fect. 

Similar results will affect a number 
of other major urban centers. New 
Yorkers will spend about $2.7 billion in 
business meals this year and the city 
coffers will take in $255 million in tax 
revenues as a result. It is estimated 
that business will spend $269 million 
less on meals and cost the city 11,000 
jobs and $22 million in tax revenues. 
With an unemployment rate of 12.1 per
cent, the City of New York can hardly 
afford any provision that will add to 
the numbers of unemployed. 

In Los Angeles, business people will 
spend on average $1.2 billion this year 
on marketing meals, and the city will 
take in $175 million in taxes as a re
sult. The restaurant industry will real
ize a loss of about $239 million in sales 
which will translate into a tax loss of 
$17.3 million for the city and a loss of 
over 10,000 jobs in the industry. The 
January unemployment figure for the 
city of Los Angeles was 10.4 percent. 
This city, given its recent history and 
the economic peril throughout the en
tire State of California, cannot absorb 
this kind of job loss without poten
tially disastrous consequences. 

Another California city, San Fran
cisco, will have a business meal indus
try of $1.2 billion in 1993. The city will 
receive about $90 million in tax reve-

nues as a result. With the lowered de
duction, roughly $122 million less will 
be spent on business meals and the city 
will lose about $8.9 million in tax reve
nue. This translates into a loss of 5,400 
jobs. 

I thank you, Madam Speaker. There 
is much more to say on this subject 
about my city, New Orleans, which will 
experience the same sort of job loss and 
it is all over America. 

0 1840 

BELIEVE IT OR NOT, TROOPS 
HEADED TO HAITI TODAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CANTWELL). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, we are at 
a point here that it is almost in the 
category of "Ripley's Believe It Or 
Not.'' As the administration struggles 
with our peacekeeping operations in 
Somalia, and the terrible scenes, the 
gruesome scenes, that have disgusted 
our country and caused outrage across 
the world, we have another event un
folding today in Haiti. At the very 
time when the President of the United 
States has asked the United Nations to 
just say no to expanding some of its op
erations and the people of our country 
are asking the President to just say no 
to committing American troops to a 
foreign officer corps in dangerous and 
unpredictable situations overseas, we 
have 600-plus American troops headed 
off again to an area where we do not 
understand the purpose, we do not un
derstand the rules of engagement, we 
do not understand the exit plans. We 
have a chain of command that involves 
the United Nations, and we are defi
nitely putting our men and women in 
harm's way. 

Many do not know right now that we 
have got more than 73,000 Americans 
participating in 17 U.N. operations 
around this world. That is an extraor
dinary number of men and women serv
ing the world's purpose and the U.S. 
purpose. 

Not all of them are at risk, to be 
sure, Madam Speaker, but in terms of 
dangerous places I would suggest that 
Haiti is noteworthy. 

Haiti is, of course, in America's back
yard. It is a nation I know well. It is 
somewhat near my district, and I know 
many Haitians, many decent folk. I 
have to tell my colleagues, however, 
that in 200 years of history Haiti has 
not had a peaceful time. There have 
been very few peaceful solutions in 
Haiti. 

Today I happened to pick up the New 
York Times, a piece, just a few in
stances. I will quote from the New 
York Times. 

Port-au-Prince: 
In the latest blow to efforts to make a 

peaceful transition to democracy, about 30 

heavily armed civilians hunting for the 
Mayor of the capital broke up a political 
meeting at a hotel today with bursts of auto
matic weapons fire. * * * 

United Nations observers and jour
nalists were chased away in a fusillade. 

Remember that word "fusillade"? 
That means somebody was shooting at 
them. It was unclear if anybody was in
jured in the attack. "I don't think the 
international community has the 
means to provide security here," said 
the mayor of Port-au-Prince. The sta
tions, the radio stations, 

* * * were occupied by armed police auxil
iaries who until today prevented information 
Ministry officials from taking control. Dip
lomats say the auxiliaries, known here as at
taches, are responsible for a violent cam
paign in recent weeks aimed at derailing Fa
ther Aristide's scheduled return on Oct. 30. 

In other words, Madam Speaker, the 
media are under control of the people 
who want to create trouble and insta
bility. 

Mr. Malval, the interim leader, as 
"he traveled between stations, was ac
companied by a speeding convoy of for
eign diplomats and heavily armed po
lice and soldiers." 

Does this sound like a place where we 
are not going to have shooting? 

We have another story. The leading 
civil rights/human rights campaigner 
in the country, Jean Claude Bajeux, at
tacked by a commando squad in his 
house. He was not there. They killed 
some domestic workers who were 
there. 

Installing people in the court system, 
Raoul Ceras, commander of Haiti's Army, 

was cheered by 150 anti-Government protest
ers as he attended the opening of the Haitian 
Supreme Court's fall session, which was pre
sided over by a judge who was recently re
moved from the bench by Mr. Malval 's Gov
ernment. 

At another court opening session 
taking place nearby attaches dragged, 
and those are the police auxiliaries, re
member, the new Ton-Tons Macoutes
attaches dragged an administrative 
court judge from his chambers and 
threatened him at gunpoint in the 
street to see it their way, et cetera, et 
cetera. 

Father Aristide's scheduled return on 
the 30th of October is a great hope for 
Haiti. I hope it works out well, but I 
can tell my colleagues right now that 
there are not many who are confident 
that it is going to be peaceful. So, if we 
are going to send our troops, and 25 
Americans flew in today, 210 more are 
boarding tomorrow from Roosevelt 
Roads in Puerto Rico and sailing, and 
they will be arriving Sunday, and 600 
more are coming thereafter, a 600-
member U.N. force on all, large major
ity Americans. What are we there for? 
Hopefully we are there to help build 
peace. 

D 1850 
Now, that is a wonderful mission. 

And it has been 200 years that we have 
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not been able to do that. Nor have the 
Haitians. 

It is very clear that in this effort of 
trying to build peace, there are some 
real similarities with what is going on 
in Somalia. 

Lt. Col. Joseph Michel Francois, head 
of the national police, has declared his 
opposition to the U.N. plan. He is the 
guy that commands the people that 
have the guns, and he does not want 
our forces there. He is one of Haiti's 
most powerful people. He is, in fact , 
sort of like a warlord. Where have we 
heard that word " warlord" recently? It 
is the same type of thing. 

Now, we are going to have our troops 
there for nation-building. I do not 
know exactly what the rules of engage
ment are going to be. Are our troops 
going to have sidearms? Are they going 
to be allowed to shoot back if some
body shoots at them? What are they 
going to do if they see a necklacing 
going on in Haiti? Do they stand by 
idly? Do they intervene? If so, with 
how much force? 

These questions need to be answered 
before we put our people at risk. So far 
the only thing I know for sure is we are 
repainting our military equipment 
going in from green to white. I would 
point out that white makes a whole lot 
better target than camouflage green. 
We have learned that, sadly, in Soma
lia, as well as at great personal cost to 
Americans. 

So let us ask this question of the ad
ministration: Could you look your son 
or daughter in the eye and say, " This is 
why you are going to Haiti?" There is 
no answer. Why are you being asked to 
put your life in harm's way? 

I could not answer my son or daugh
ter. If I get a constituent who is a par
ent who has a son or daughter who is 
dispatched to Haiti, I do not know how 
I am going to answer those people. And 
I am going to ask the administration 
for that answer before we send any 
more troops there. It is a fair, fair 
question. 

General Powell, who I think every
body will agree is one of the great 
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 
our recent history, in fact, of our total 
history, has said do not do the job with 
half measures. If you are going to do 
the job, do it all the way. 

We failed to understand that in So
malia. We are repeating the mistake 
there. I hope there is no further dam
age to the lives or well-being of our 
troops. 

Madam Speaker, let us not make the 
same mistake in Haiti, please. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CANTWELL). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. COYNE] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

[Mr. COYNE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.] 

ON SOMALIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAZIO. Madam Speaker, yester
day, my office received more than 100 
calls on the tragic situation in Soma
lia. Many of my constituents were so 
distraught they had trouble getting 
their words out. Nevertheless, their 
message was unmistakable-absent any 
coherent explanation as to why Amer
ican troops are still in Somalia, what 
we are doing there, and how long they 
will stay. They want us out. 

Madam Speaker, our original mission 
in Somalia was well defined and articu
lated by President Bush. This mission 
has been completed. And it was com
pleted-successfully. We helped to re
store order-the vast majority of So
malia is now free of armed conflict---
and we helped to alleviate the terrible 
human suffering. The process of with
drawal from Somalia, consistent with 
our originally stated humanitarian 
mission, had begun before Mr. Bush left 
office. Instead of continuing the or
derly withdrawal, the Clinton adminis
tration has escalated, and is escalat
ing, our involvement, and it has done 
so without clearly defining a new or ex
panded mission. Now, the President is 
faced with explaining to the American 
people why American troops remain in 
Somalia. 

I think I know the answer under the 
present circumstances. We are, I be
lieve, engaged in an exercise of nation
building, albeit in a hostile environ
ment. This may be a noble and honor
able goal, but it is not in our strategic 
national interest. And many would 
ask, justifiably, why Somalia and not 
Liberia, Cambodia, Bosnia, or Soviet 
Georgia, all places where civil strife 
has resulted in bloodshed and the emer
gence of warlords? If our new national 
role is to be the policeman for all civil 
insurrections throughout the world, 
the President has failed to articulate 
this policy and to achieve a national 
consensus on it. 

Unfortunately, the national debate 
on the changed situation in Somalia 
has been conducted without input from 
the executive branch. The role of the 
United States has yet to be articulated 
by the President in any coherent way. 
Nor are our troops equipped, prepared, 
or trained for this mission. In lieu of 
much-needed Presidential leadership, 
we find American troops in a quagmire 
all too reminiscent of another Amer
ican tragedy-Vietnam. 

Some· will say that, as a matter of 
national pride, we simply cannot retire 
from Somalia. To that I answer that if 
we had withdrawn from Vietnam in 
1962, over 50,000 young Americans 
would have been spared. Will the cap
ture or demise of General Aideed end 
the bloodshed, or will another tyrant 
or group emerge that will only require 
additional escalation? 

Madam Speaker, this is not a 
Johnnie-come-lately position on my 
part or on the part of so many of my 
colleagues. Six months ago, on April 1, 
the House Republican Policy Commit
tee issued a forceful policy statement 
that made many of these same points 
and specifically urged that our forces 
be pulled out of Somalia in a safe and 
orderly manner. We have paid too high 
a price for failing to heed this advice. 

In the wake of the unfolding, ongo
ing, and reprehensible tragedy in So
malia, the American people are under
standably distraught. This is reflected 
in the outpouring of outrage from my 
colleagues in both the House and the 
Senate. This outpouring is not a form 
of piling on against the President. It 
comes from both Democrats and Re
publicans and a reflection of our con
stitutional role as elected representa
tives. It is time for the President to lis
ten. It is time for the President to lead. 

MENTAL ILLNESS AWARENESS 
WEEK, OCTOBER 3-9, 1993 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, today 
I rise to commemorate Mental Illness 
Awareness Week. This marks the lOth 
consecutive year that the Congress has 
designated a week in October as Mental 
Illness Awareness Week. The goal of 
this resolution is to help educate the 
American public about mental illness 
and to dispel the myths and stigma as
sociated with this type of disease. 

Mental illness afflicts some 40 mil
lion Americans each year. Twenty
eight percent of the U.S. population 
suffers from some form of mental or 
addictive disorders. In each of our con
gressional districts, this translates 
into over 160,000 real people whose lives 
are affected by mental illness. Approxi
mately one-third of the homeless per
sons in this country are men tally ill. 
Major depression and manic-depressive 
disorders affect 1 out of every 10 Amer
icans. 

Mental illness affects not only indi
viduals but society as well. Direct 
treatment costs and indirect costs 
from lost productivity associated with 
mental illness, means billions of dol
lars lost to our economy each year. 
This makes research on mental dis
orders an absolute necessity. I am 
proud to have worked hard with my 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com
mittee to ensure that the National In
stitute of Mental Health has the finan
cial support that it needs. In the 
Health and Human Services budget for 
the year 1994, we approved $613 million 
for NIMH-a 5.2-percent increase over 
the 1993 fiscal year-and $2.1 billion for 
the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services-a 6-percent increase 
over the 1993 fiscal year. 
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Public fear, discrimination, and mis

understanding must be overcome if we 
are able to help the mentally ill lead 
productive lives. As Congress begins 
examination of the administration's 
and others' national health care reform 
proposals, we must recognize that in 
fact, with proper treatment, the vast 
majority of those who confront mental 
illness during their lives can move on 
to be fully productive, self-sufficient 
participants in our society. I ask my 
colleagues to join me and recognize 
that myth, ignorance, and stigma 
should not be allowed to limit care of 
the men tally ill. 

In closing, I would like to extend spe
cial thanks to my colleague and good 
friend, Congressman RON WYDEN, for 
introducing this important resolution 
and for the leadership he has shown in 
behalf of effective and sensible policies 
to respond to mental illness. Thanks 
should also go to Mr. Jay Cutler and 
the American Psychiatric Association, 
and to the National Alliance for the 
Mentally Ill for their ongoing advocacy 
in this area. 

TAX CHANGES UNFAIR TO 
BUSINESS PEOPLE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen

. tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speak
er, I would like to continue the discus
sion begun by my good friend and col
league from New Orleans [Mr. JEFFER
SON]. 

In the city of New Orleans where he 
resides, businessmen and women and 
conventioneers are expected to spend 
$320 million on business meals and en
tertainment this year, generating $32 
million in sales tax revenue for State 
and local coffers. The New Orleans 
Chamber of Commerce has predicted 
that in that city, the 50 percent deduc
tion will translate into 1,600 lost jobs. 
That will produce a loss of $18 million 
for the New Orleans economy. That is 
an extraordinarily big hit for a city 
government that is barely getting by. 

City governments all across the Na
tion are experiencing the same di
lemma. 

Theaters have been mentioned. The 
theater industry, an integral part of 
many major urban centers, stands to 
lose as well. New York's Broadway the
aters are entirely dependent on ticket 
sales for their livelihood. Forty-nine 
percent of those attending any Broad
way show are from out of town, our 
constituents. Twenty percent of the 
tickets are sold for business entertain
ment purposes. The lower entertain
ment deduction will translate into a 
weekly loss of 6 percent of ticket sales, 
at a minimum. This may not seem like 
a lot, but a 6-percent loss in an indus
try with an inherently small margin of 
profit would be enough to close a large 

number of Broadway shows, impacting, 
again, adversely on New York City, and 
impacting even worse on those shows 
that are traveling the country. 

With regard to the transportation in
dustry, the lower deduction is very un
fair to medium and long haul trucking 
companies and their drivers. We always 
have the vision given to us, Madam 
Speaker, of the luxury sky box owners 
and the three martini lunch. But the 
person who is using the business meal 
deduction, in the instance of medium
and long-haul trucking companies, is 
involved in legitimate and unavoidable 
business meal expenses. This is not 
something that is done by choice. 

Many drivers must eat all of their 
meals away from home for more than 
200 days a year. These meals are usu
ally eaten at truck stops and other 
modest establishments along the high
ways and byways all across this coun
try. These meals are clearly ordinary 
and necessary business expenses, and 
are anything but lavish and frivolous. 
The drivers either are reimbursed for 
those meals at the Federal per diem 
rate, or make use of the business meal 
deduction. 

Denying 50 percent of that modest 
and unavoidable expense is inequitable 
tax policy. Must the truckdriver now 
eat every other meal, skipping break
fast to makeup for the increase in price 
he experiences, because he can only de
duct 50 percent of the cost of a meal? 

In 1996, the city of Atlanta has the 
honor of hosting the Summer Olym
pics. That will result in millions of 
people who will spend billions of dol
lars before, during, and after this spec
tacular · event, all over the United 
States. Atlanta alone expects to wel
come millions of foreign tourists, 
many of whose travel will be a legiti
mate business expense and who will 
market their products by means of 
business meals and various forms of en
tertainment, all of which will be 100 
percent, not 50 percent, but 100 percent 
deducible in their countries of origin. 
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Here we talk about competing eco

nomically with the rest of the world, 
and we are cutting our own throats. 
And we are doing it voluntarily. 

Americans looking to conduct busi
ness in Atlanta will thus be placed at a 
competitive disadvantage of no small 
measure. 

Over 46 million visitors arrive in the 
United States every year and add an 
estimated $72 billion to our national 
and local economies. 

Travel and tourism is providing what 
surplus we are able to generate in our 
economy. Yet we are attacking it here 
at home. Travel and tourism is the 
third largest retail industry in the · 
country, with a payroll in excess of $83 
billion. We are attacking it. 

This industry provides hundreds of 
thousands of jobs for those who tradi-

tionally have a difficult time facing 
economic dislocation: women, minori
ties, teenagers. The glass ceiling has 
long since been broken in the travel 
and tourism industry. We take people 
and we give them jobs. We see to it 
that they are able to work and provide 
for their families. Yet we are attacking 
it. 

Clearly, Madam Speaker, the issue is 
not as it was originally presented, 
about taking away one more unneces
sary privilege of the rich, corporate 
"fat cats." That is the mythology that 
is presented to us. 

The issue is about jobs. This is a jobs 
issue, and this issue is going to be 
taken up in the Committee on Ways 
and Means in this Congress as a jobs 
issue, and we are going to be judged on 
it as a jobs issue. 

It is about the future of our cities. It 
is about the future of our cross-country 
truck drivers. It is about the future of 
the economy of this country, the real 
job generator, travel, and tourism. 

The largest impact of this provision 
is against the ordinary person who is 
making use of the business meal and 
entertainment deductions as a legiti
mate adjunct of business activity. We 
are desperately looking for ways to re
vitalize our cities that have severe 
budget restraints. This is one of the 
ways to do it. 

We sincerely ask for the support of 
all of our colleagues in restoring the 
business meal and entertainment de
duction rate to its proper size, 100 per
cent. 

CRITICISM OF SOMALIA EF-
FORTS-THE HISTORY OF 
UNITED STATES INVOLVEMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

CANTWELL). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GONZALEZ) is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in order to place in the 
RECORD a release that I formulated and 
gave out on December 14, 1992, last De
cember. 

I am going to read: 
The expeditionary force to Somalia man

dated by President Bush after the election is 
once again presented to the American people 
in a false and deceptive manner. 

At no time has there been prior consulta
tion with the Congress, or with President
elect Clinton, who blithely endorsed the ad
venture, just as he did before the election 
when President Bush was considering, once 
again, substantial military intervention in 
Iraq. 

In view of the absence of any questioning 
voices, in or out of the Congress, and the 
President-elect 's propensity to rubber stamp 
every action, whether intended or not, it is 
imperative that the American people know 
the truth. 

First, this military expedition is the result 
of the failure of the Reagan-Bush cynical 
"policy" toward Africa generally and Soma
lia specifically. Are the American people 
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aware that the Reagan-Bush regimes in the 
1980's gave Somalia's brutal and corrupt ty
rant President Siad Barre more than $750 
million in economic and military assistance? 
If our soldiers are shot at, it will be with 
those arms Reagan and Bush gave them. 

For at least the past four years, it had be
come obvious Barre's days were numbered. 
Congressional voices were raised to stop that 
aid. But who comes to the rescue but none 
other than our braggart millionaire ex-Gen
eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf. As the head of 
the United States General Command, he ap
peared on February 8, 1990, before the U.S. 
Senate Committee on Appropriations and 
said, "* * * [continued aid to Somalia is nec
essary] allows us to maintain valuable con
tacts, counter-balances the growing relation
ship between Somalia and Libya and helps 
Somalia to maintain its political and terri
torial integrity." 

By January, 1991, as Schwarzkopf was 
heading the American expeditionary forces 
onto the sands of Araby, Somalia had ex
ploded and disintegrated, and Siad Barre fled 
for his life. Then, earlier this year as the 
presidential election heated up, the United 
Nations Security Council addressed Somalia 
and was preparing a strong resolution. But 
the United States Representatives watered it 
down out of fear the United States would 
have to foot the bill for a peacekeeping oper
ation. 

The hypocrisy of the United States was de
scribed by Africa Watch, a respected world 
organization, in a February 1992 report as 
follows: "The United States managed to find 
hundreds of millions of dollars for Siad Barre 
and helped to lay the groundwork for the 
country's destruction today." 

So, here we are again, like the Bourbon 
kings of old "who learned nothing and forgot 
nothing." As in Lebanon ten years ago in 
1982, when Marines were given an undefined 
peacekeeping role to play which lack of defi
nition led to the deaths of over 240 of their 
number, I ask again, "what is the military 
mission of our military in Somalia?" Even 
General Colin Powell seems quite mixed up 
when he states that the purpose of our mili
tary is "to send a message to some of those 
tribal chiefs." 

It is not about aid or helping starv
ing people, a "message to the tribal 
chiefs." 

But, as I said in 1982, in the case of 
Lebanon, the Marines are not ambas
sadors or politicians. They are war
riors. They cannot be neutral, there
fore, not peacekeepers, if they inter
vene in favor of or against one tribal 
chief or another, any more than they 
were in Lebanon. They are not peace
keepers. 

The United States is now, as a con
sequence, involved and engaged in one 
of the most sensitive spots, astride the 
Horn of Africa, where Islamic fun
damentalist, Israeli, Iranian, and Arab 
intrigues, ambitions and, ultimately, 
armies will collide. 

That was December 14, 1992, not now, 
as a latter-day strategist. 

OPERATION: NO NAME 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is being called 
off to do righteous battle on "Cross
fire." I would like to yield to him first 
for his thoughts as a naval combatant, 
one of our only two aces from the Viet
nam war, and who survived a 
shootdown in the waters off Vietnam 
so he knows what rescues are all about 
and what it is like to have Rangers re
pelling into a combat scene. Greater 
love than this has no man. 

M_adam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker, 
I thank both my colleagues from Cali
fornia. What I would like to talk about, 
quickly, is the Somalia issue, as the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
spoke before me. 

My calls and letters and faxes are 
running 99 percent as far as "Let's get 
out of Somalia." The other 1 percent 
basically want to level the city. And I 
have had no one, not a single call that 
says, "We need to stay in Somalia." 

I do not know what, Madam Speaker, 
your reactions were when you saw our 
servicemen dragged through the 
streets. My first reaction was one of 
anger, which I imagine yours was. 

The second one was, let us meet that 
with force. But I know, commonly, 
that when we think with anger on our 
minds, we think about force, that 
sometimes our ideals are clouded. I 
think we need to take a look at, first, 
what was our original mission. 

It was one of humanitarism, to help 
the people in Somalia that were hun
gry. 
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Do we destroy that good will by stay

ing there and killing innocent men and 
women? Because right now we have 
about 5,000 troops there. Do we put 
100,000 in? What do we do with 100,000? 
Do we kill the same people that we 
went there to support, or if we do, why 
are we really there, and what kind of 
mission will we have? 

There is a proverb that says, "Those 
without vision will perish. " I think 
this is the case. If we talk about 
human rights, I would like to look at 
India, look at the Sudan, which is far 
worse than Ethiopia, and then, yes, 
Bosnia, and even Haiti. 

In Desert Storm the mission was 
clear. We had our goals. We met them. 
Then we got out. We did not get rid of 
Saddam Hussein, which was probably 
one of the mistakes, but we had a clear 
mission and fought for that. 

Recently on the Committee on 
Armed Services we went up on a bot
tom-up review. Even the authors that 
prepared the bottom-up review to see 
what our forces should be in the future 
when we cut down things, AL GoRE in a 
statement in "In Betterment of Gov
ernment" made a statement that the 

bottom-up review was based on the 
President's $127 billion cut, not what 
we needed in the armed services, but 
what we should cut to the $127 billion 
above the $50 billion we already cut. 

Every defense dollar we are taking a 
look at in the committee, we had to 
fight off the liberals from taking every 
social program and environmental pro
gram and tying up the dollars we had 
left in defense. 

The President said his No. 1 issue is 
readiness, but yet even the director of 
the bottom-up review said that is not 
possible under the current plan. Yet, 
we asked our men and women to serve 
in Bosnia and we asked them to fight. 
We cut defense $127 billion. 

The same people that turned their 
backs on us in Desert Storm are asking 
us to stay in Somalia. Then they also 
want to get us involved in Bosnia. We 
need to stay out of those things. 

What do we need to do? First of all, 
Sir Thomas More in the book "A Man 
for All Seasons," as he was on his way 
up to the guillotine, to the chopping 
block, he noticed that the scaffolding 
was rickety. He said to the lieutenant 
that escorted him up, "Sir, the scaf
folding is weak. I pray thee, see me up 
safely." He said, "However, for my re
turn, I will have to shift for myself." I 
think this administration is asking our 
men and women to go to Somalia and 
then shift for themselves. 

I look not only at Desert Storm, but 
I see how our hands were tied to Viet
nam. The same individuals, the Ken
nedys, the Johnsons, that put us into 
Vietnam, and then did not support our 
troops. And you say "How, Duke?" 
They tied our hands. I remember 
things like Operation Proud Deep, and 
protective reaction strikes, and mining 
the harbors, and how we were pre
vented from doing our job. All I ask, 
Madam Speaker, is that the President 
take a clear view at what our mission 
really is, pull us out of Somalia, let Af
rica deal with its situation, let the 
United Nations take back over where 
they deserve to, take our troops out of 
there, and get us home safely. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DORNAN] for al
lowing me to speak on the issue. 

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, on 
the gentleman's way to the TV station, 
I may disagree with some of the things 
he has just said, because I am in a 
state of flux over what we do here. I do 
not want to be driven out of there and 
watch people starve to death because of 
terrorists, but I want the gentleman to 
join me in special orders here later. 

The amazing things is, our Govern
ment has no policy, none, none. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker, 
I would like to make one point. My 
first reaction was anger, too. One thing 
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I left out in my statement, the very 
first thing we ought to do when we 
withdraw is to make sure our POW's 
and MIA's are out of there, and we do 
not do another Vietnam. 

Mr. DORNAN. Sir, from you, that is 
a given. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Second, if we go 
in and strike, I think those POW's will 
probably die. It has been mentioned, 
"Let us take their folks." We do not 
kill prisoners, and that is not a card 
for us to play. I think we need to look 
at the safety · of those POW's, MIA's, 
and to get our rear end out of Somalia. 

Mr. DORNAN. I thank the gen
tleman. Another gentleman from Cali
fornia, DUNCAN HUNTER, is going to join 
us. One thing I want to touch on before 
the gentleman leaves, and he can hear 
this as he is leaving. You and I, Mr. 
HUNTER, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM, three 
Californians, join with a Texan, Mr. 
JOHNSON, with 25 combat missions in 
Korea, 50-some in Vietnam, 7 years 
POW, SAM JOHNSON, when we took his 
call sign we sort of called ourselves 
Tiger Flight. What we were warning 
America in October, and all through 
September, was when you elect a draft 
dodger, a triple draft dodger, as the 
Commander in Chief, you have crippled 
yourself for definitive decisions. 

One of the men who has died this 
weekend is from Riverside, CA. His 
mother has already said to the press, 
"I have to give my only son under a 
President who dodged the draft? Some
thing is wrong here." But that is water 
under the bridge now. 

However, this man is going to be con
fronted, as was L.B.J, with a policy, 
and he had better conduct himself cor
rectly, instead of jogging around in lit
tle silk lavender purple jogging trunks, 
as he did yesterday after the men were 
killed, this was Monday, slit up the 
side so high that it disappeared under 
this sweatshirt. That is not the way to 
react when he should have been on his 
way back to his situation room in the 
White House instantly. 

If he is coming over to this Congress 
tomorrow to ask for consultation, he 
had better be all ears, and cut himself 
off from the draft dodgers and flower 
children that he has put in some key 
positions at State, and he had better 
listen to some of the veterans in this 
House on what to do in Somalia, and 
then he had better bite the bullet and 
make a tough decision. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would agree 
with the gentleman as far as he needs 
to listen to the veterans. I would like 
to put the past behind the past, and 
support the President if he will take 
those people out of Somalia and press 
on with the issue. That is, the primary 
thing is to get us out of Somalia, keep 
us out of Bosnia, keep us out of Haiti 

and bring our men and women home, 
and then get a balanced budget amend
ment. 

Mr. DORNAN. I thank the gen
tleman. It may not be that easy. 

First of all, I want to point out some
thing, since we are living under a rule 
from two Speakers ago that has the six 
cameras in this House, paid for by tax 
dollars, panning the House as though 
Mr. HUNTER and I are here all alone in 
a cave of winds, talking to one another. 
One million two hundred thousand of 
our fellow Americans Madam Speaker, 
are listening to my words and will lis
ten to DUNCAN's words tonight, and 
they are hungry for some leadership 
out of this briar patch, this quagmire, 
that has developed in Somalia. 

One million two hundred thousand 
people. Please do not stop me :ln an air
port or call my office tomorrow and 
say, "What you said was fascinating, I 
agreed or disagreed, but it is too bad 
that nobody was there to listen to 
you." A lot of Members have their TVs 
on in their offices. 

DUNCAN, I now want to do two things 
in our colloquy. First, I want to read 
the list of the dead. I want people to 
appreciate, and I am not going to just 
call them handsome and strong Ameri
cans. These are beautiful human beings 
in the prime of life. I want their names 
in the RECORD. 

Then I am going to read six points 
that Cap Weinberger put down, and let 
us call them the Weinberger command
ments, of when we should put our men, 
and now women, in harm's way. Then, 
because the gentleman served in Viet
nam, after the 173d Airborne Brigade 
left An Khe, the gentleman was short 6 
months then, so he stayed on and 
joined the 75th Rangers, so that unit 
took 70-percent casualties. 

People over this weekend that go to 
see the movie Gettysburg, there was 
hardly a regiment there that took 70-
percent casualties, except those in 
Pickett's charge. This has decimated 
one of the top trained units in the U.S. 
military, of any branch, our 75th Rang
ers, the first buys to hit the airfield at 
Granada under then-Colonel Taylor, 
who I understand is retired, and I hope 
he will call me to give me some views 
on what happened to his former unit. 

Here are the names of those killed. 
Remember, we have 10 missing, of 
which one is Durant, accounted for as 
not a detainee, as Delarbey says, our 
spokeswoman at the-Pentagon, but as a 
prisoner, a hostage, not a detainee. 
That is what they called my best 
friend, Dave Hrdlicka, lost in Laos May 
18, 1965. 

For 4 years, under Averell Harriman, 
they called him a detainee, under hos
tile power. These are not detained, as if 
at a tea party. They are being beaten, 
tortured, and they are hostages and 
prisoners of a war lord, so these are 
going to be eight names, and maybe, 
God forbid, added to this list if we do 
not rescue these people. 

Here are the 12 acknowledged killed, 
and the gentleman and I are going to 
go visit in the hospital tomorrow or 
the next day, if we can get to the hos
pital where they are; we will go visit 
some of the Rangers who have already 
come home on hospital planes. 

Here are the dead, 12 killed on Sun
day, October 3d: 

CWO Donald L. Briley, 33, North Lit
tle Rock, AR. 

S. Sgt. Danied D. Busch, 25, Portage, 
WS; 

Cpl. James M. Cavaco, 26, Forestdale, 
MA; 

Sfc. Earl R. Fillmore, Jr., 28, 
Blairsville, P A; 

Sgt. James C. Joyce, what a name, 
James Joyce, great poet-author, 24, 
Plano, TX. 

0 1920 
Pfc. Richard W. Kowalewski, Jr.-I 

wonder what his dad is doing tonight---
20, Crucible, PA. Pfc. James H. Martin, 
Jr., 23, Collinsville, IL. M. Sgt. Timo
thy L. Martin, 38, senior guy in the 
prime of life, Aurora, IN. Specialist 
Dominick N. Pilla, 21, Vineland, NJ. 
Sgt. Lorenzo M. Ruiz, 26, El Paso, TX. 
Sp. James E. Smith, 21, Long Valley, 
NJ. And like our captured CWO Mi
chael Durant, a chief warrant officer, 
probably another Black Hawk pilot, 
CWO Clifton P. Wolcott, 36, Hopkins
ville, KY. 

Now I just found out minutes ago 
that our positions were overrun. I am 
going to quote from the Washington 
Post here in a minute, DUNCAN, that 
the area was littered with American 
bodies. They had one trussed up in a 
wheelbarrow pushing it around. We 
have seen the man dragged around. God 
forbid we should ever put women into 
combat in these positions. Suppose 
that it was Michele Durant? 

But since you served in the 75th, and 
they were decimated now, give me your 
thoughts. And I might take a little 
fine-tuning disagreement with DUKE, 
because I am still thinking through the 
policy, which is more than they seem 
to be doing down at the head shed down 
on Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Mr. HUNTER. I served a couple of 
months in the 75th Rangers in Vietnam 
when the great 173d Airborne came 
home, and became part of the 101st at 
Fort Campbell. And as a guy who did 
not do anything special in Vietnam but 
showed up, the 75th was and is a great 
organization. 

The first thing that struck me, BOB, 
when I read the Washington Post this 
morning, that I think has struck all 
Americans who have read the story, is 
that part of what happened to our peo
ple, the inability to have armored units 
to respond to a call to extricate a force 
that is under fire, which is what hap
pened, our force got pinned down, they 
called for help and we could not get 
help to them because we did not have 
any armored units. Those armored 
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units had been requested. They had 
been requested by Central Command 
and by the commander on the ground 
in Somalia. 

The request was denied, according to 
the Washington Post. And this is what 
brought back memories of Vietnam, 
and L.B.J. deciding every day what tar
gets could be and what targets could 
not be hit politically. The request was 
denied. And I am going to quote the 
Post. According to an official who is 
one of our DOD officials, Secretary 
Aspin refused the request for armored 
units because he, one, got conflicting 
advice. And my first thought about 
that is when a commander on the 
ground asks for something, give it to 
him. 

Mr. DORNAN. Have you got a direct 
quote? 

Mr. HUNTER. I have the quote from 
the official. The official says that Sec
retary Aspin got conflicting advice. 
There is nobody in Washington, DC, 
who can understand the situation on 
the ground like the commander who is 
there. And the great thing about the 
Bush administration was they gave dis
cretion to their commanders on the 
ground. They let them run the oper
ations, and they did not try to micro
manage them. 

So that was the first thing, and that 
brought back visions of the failed heli
copter rescue when Jimmy Carter was 
trying to run that from the White 
House, do what was right politically, 
not do too much, do a little bit. So he 
got conflicting advice. 

Second, he saw no great sense of ur
gency. You know, in the Washington 
world where you wait for the next day 
for a markup, or you wait 2 days later 
for a meeting, or another week for a 
briefing, you can never appreciate that 
time is of the essence on the ground in 
a military situation. And when some
body asks for something, when a field 
commander asks for something, give it 
to him. That is the only way you can 
hold him accountable if he makes a 
mistake, is if he is given the equipment 
and the resources that he needs when 
he needs them. 

So second, the second great Washing
ton stamp of failure on a military oper
ation is there was no great sense of ur
gency. And I remember that Abraham 
Lincoln, I think, requested or said one 
time of one of his generals, of General 
McClellan, he said, "General, you have 
a case of the slows." We had a case of 
the slows in Washington, DC, when this 
request was made. 

And the last thing, that I think is the 
worst of all, the worst indictment on 
our system and on this administration 
is that they feared, the Department of 
Defense feared a congressional back
lash. They feared critic ism from the 
House of Representatives, from the 
Senate, or from some Members who 
maybe would say this is an escalation 
to give a field commander what he 
needs. 

So a few days later, they made a 
judgment that we are sending a pa
thetic little patrol of something like 
four tanks to Somalia to respond to 
the degrading activities that occurred 
to these enormous number of casual
ties that we took. Apparently with all 
of the words that have been written 
about mistakes that were made in 
Vietnam, about politicians second
guessing commanders in the field, we 
repeated that scenario just a few days 
ago. 

Now we have two things I think that 
the American people have to under
stand about this. There are two issues 
here. 

The first issue is long range on our 
policy, do we stay in Somalia? 

The Republican conference has had a 
policy since April 1 of pulling out of 
Somalia since we had fed the people. 
We went in to beat this famine and to 
save millions of lives. We did that. We 
did not overestimate what we could do 
when we went in. We did not say that 
we were going to bring a democracy to 
an area that has been politically unsta
ble since the beginning of its nation
hood. We said we were going to feed the 
people, and we did, and saved millions 
of lives. After that we were going to 
get out. 

We now are in Somalia, according to 
the Clinton administration, or this 
message that we get from them, this 
lack of a plan, but nonetheless there 
are statements that were articulated 
yesterday, because we are going to pro
vide the military shield to allow the 
United Nations to change this nation 
into a democracy. That is a bridge too 
far for the United States. That means 
that the United States is prepared to 
lose Americans, and we will lose Amer
icans, more Americans over the long 
haul if we provide this shield for the 
United Nations. 

So this is a change in mission. And I 
think that the change in mission is not 
justified. We have accomplished the 
mission we first set out on, and we 
should withdraw. 

Now, the second issue is should we 
react to the killings of several days ago 
in a way that it appears that we are 
willing to leave any time Americans 
are killed or captured, we are willing 
to leave the scene of the battle and get 
out, and receive loud and clear the 
message that is sent to us by terrorists 
like those of Mr. Aideed's force. And 
my answer to that is "no." 

I think that it is wrong to pop up as 
soon as those killings took place and 
immediately give what must have 
been, which must have been looked on 
by General Aideed with approval. That 
is, American Congressmen shouting to 
immediately get out as soon as the 
body was dragged through the street. I 
think the message that that sends is 
that it worked, we have got Congress 
in an uproar and let us drag another 
body through the street. We have a 

cause and effect here. We are getting a 
reaction, and we should not allow that 
to happen. 

Mr. DORNAN. DUNCAN, this was all 
predicted in the intelligence commu
nity on September 27. I have not yet 
seen this report, but on September 28, 
as I said in my special order today, I 
took the floor and said 8 days ago the 
following words: "Now here is some
thing that is very sad. Two Pakistani 
soldiers are missing in action. Can you 
imagine if these were American men, 
how upset Members in this Chamber 
and the U.S. Senate should be?" This is 
8 days ago I said this. "Missing in ac
tion. Does that mean soldiers in some 
dirty little garage off some Mogadishu 
alley being tortured to death, or does it 
mean they are already dead and their 
bodies have been dumped down a well, 
or are rotting behind some blown-up 
building in Mogadishu?" 

You see, I did not anticipate, because 
I have never seen this in this life, ex
cept for Desert I when the Iranians 
held up some of our eight marines, cut 
their fingers off to get at their Annap
olis Academy rings, or their Marine en
listed soldier rings. I have never seen 
bodies desecrated like this. So I did not 
anticipate that 5 days after I made 
that statement this nightmare comes 
true. 

Now at this point let me read Cap 
Weinberger's six commandments. 

D 1930 
I may revise · these and put a "thou 

shalt" in front of them. I will move No. 
6 up to No. 2 because that would be a 
logical move. These are not written in 
stone. 

So here is "Cap" Weinberger's speech 
of November 8, 1984. I had just won an 
election, making a comeback to this 
House after being 2 years gerry
mandered out of here. 

Mr. HUNTER. What a great victory 
that was. 

Mr. DORNAN. It was. No. 1, is the 
situation vital to United States or al
lied national interests? 

Now we have this new expression in 
the disorderly new world order about 
humanitarian health, and I am a bleed
ing-heart conservative when it comes 
to feeding starving little babies any
where in the world. But if we are going 
to redefine United States or allied na
tional interests to take into account 
gross calamities, earthquakes, major 
floods, avalanches, mass famine and 
plague, but in hostile environments 
where the people we are trying to help 
have one-half of 1 percent of the good 
people who are so-called warlords that 
are really just thugs, outlaws, and 
murderers, they are shooting at the 
men trying to feed their own cousins. If 
we have a situation like that we have 
to analyze it. 

No. 2, have all other options already 
been considered or used? Other African 
nations, Egypt, Egypt wants to help. I 
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understand we are telling them "Butt 
out, we will take care of this." Egypt, 
a country that has one border away
Egypt, Sudan, Ethiopia and here is the 
Horn of Africa in Somalia-what is 
that all about? It is like telling the 
Taiwanese they cannot fight in Viet
nam, telling the Koreans we only want 
two of your divisions, the White Horse, 
which was near you and the Tiger Divi
sion, and no NV A or Viet Cong ever 
played around with Korean divisions, 
ready to fight their South Korean fight 
on Vietnamese soi'l; we only wanted 
two divisions. What was that, in retro
spect? 

Point 3: Is there a clear commitment 
including allocated resources to 
achieving victory? Allocated resources 
like the buildup of Desert Shield to a 
42-day, 5-hour land war and a 4-day 
land war, 100-hour land war. We allo
cated proper resources and had a goal, 
victory, driving Saddam Hussein out of 
Kuwait. We should have had more of a 
victory, but I guess our allies did not 
want to see us arrest the mini-Hitler of 
Baghdad. 

No. 4: Are there clearly defined polit
ical and military objectives? Maybe we 
now have to put the word "humani
tarian" in there. But are they clearly 
defined? 

Not since Mr. Clinton marched across 
the Ellipse, the South Lawn of the 
White House with 24 marines in combat 
fatigues-not dress uniforms, which is 
always the uniform of the day when 
you go to meet the Commander in 
Chief or go to the White House. He 
said, "Dress in your cammies, boys. I 
need you as supernumeraries, as extras 
for my call that we won Operation Re
store Hope." This is 5 months ago yes
terday. And then "We are out of 
there." Then we went under the United 
Nations and there is not even an oper
ational name for it. If they want one I 
suggest "Operation No Hope" or "Oper
ation No Policy." 

So I say No. 4 again: Thou shalt not 
put men and women in harm's way un
less there is a clearly defined political 
and military objective. 

No. 5: Will our commitment of forces 
change if our objectives change? When 
the objective is changed on the march 
to make the South Lawn safe for next 
year's Easter egg roll, as Rush 
Limbaugh says, once that took place 
with a three-star general born in Scot
land serving as a three-star general 
Robert Johnson has to play as an extra 
with his stern face next to Clinton feel
ing very uncomfortable; and after 
those 24 marines, some of them women, 
performed for him on the South Lawn, 
did our objectives change? Obviously 
they did. We are now flying under the 
powder-blue flag, the robin's-egg-blue 
flag of the United Nations or under for
eign commanders who could not even 
extricate our forces when they were 
being chopped up. 

Mr. HUNTER. If I may interrupt 
there, when we debated on the House 

floor the issue of whether American 
troops should be under United Nations 
commanders, the side that was for hav
ing Americans troops basically work
ing under the United Nations com
mander said, "Listen, the combat lead
ers will still be Americans. That means 
American fighting forces will still be 
under the leadership of American com
manders. You are going to have Amer
ican platoon leaders, company com
manders, et cetera for the combat 
forces.'' 

What they did not say, however, was 
that the reserve forces, those forces 
that must have the ability to go in and 
extricate a force that is in trouble such 
as the Ranger unit that was pinned 
down, are just as important as the 
combat force. 

Having that reserve to go in and pull 
you out is just as important as having 
a good active-duty fighting force right 
there with you as you go to the spear
head. 

What happened was the United Na
tions was not capable of producing or 
providing backup for these American 
units. This is like having a police offi
cer or two police officers in a police car 
getti_ng pinned down and radioing back 
to the police headquarters for help and 
finding out that you have got some bu
reaucrat back there who is not capable 
of driving a car and getting to where 
you are. 

Mr. DORNAN. We have a couple of in
terns here from Denmark; they do not 
even know the streets but they are 
coming to get you in a rental car that 
they have. They will get your cops out. 
That is how bad it is. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me say one other 
thing. It is still fairly clear that if, in 
fact, Secretary Aspin turned down the 
American field commander's requests 
for armor that a lot of the fault for 
this fiasco lies with our own Pentagon, 
once again becoming the Vietnam's-era 
studier of politics, concerned about the 
House of Representatives, concerned 
about the Senate, concerned about pol
itics, but unconcerned about having a 
sense of urgency, not feeling time is of 
the essence and receiving conflicting 
advice in Washington, DC, inside this 
big freeway that runs around us that 
encircles us that we call inside the 
beltway. 

How many times did L.B.J. get con
flicting advice when he had American 
field commanders in Vietnam saying, 
"This is what we should do"? 

Mr. DORNAN. In today's paper it 
says that Clinton is upset . with his 
staff, very disappointed are the words 
used. Very disappointed? It says be
cause there is no consensus among his 
staff. 

So what is it the flower children, the 
draft dodgers, the conscientious objec
tors, against some of the good appoint
ments he has made like Madeleine 
Albright or the head of the FBI or the 
Director of the CIA? Because he has 

reached out broadly. I am afraid those 
with a clear vision of what a policy is 
are the ones that are in the minority in 
this administration. 

Here is Les Aspin's command
ment-

Mr. HUNTER. Is that Cap Wein
berger's? 

Mr. DORNAN. Yes. What did I say, 
Les Aspin? Well, these should be on Les 
Aspin's wall. 

Here is Cap Weinberger's last or sixth 
commandment: "Will the American 
people and Congress support the ac
tion?" 

This Congress will support something 
based on humanitarian feeding of hun
dreds of thousands of starving people if 
it is under American command and we 
have massive force in there to stop out
laws who by the way, under Aideed, 
have raided food caravans to let their 
own cousins starve to death out in the 
countryside so that they can traffic it 
in on the black market in Mogadishu 
which, by the way, is in the southern 
central part of Somalia. This is a huge 
country stretching from Lake Michi
gan to New Orleans if you overlaid it 
on the United States. Because we broke 
them up-I am going to read them real 
fast, and off the top of my head I am 
going to change them into command
ments: 

Thou shalt not put Americans in 
harm's way unless the situation is 
vital to United States or allied na
tional interests. 

No. 2: Thou shalt have exhausted or 
considered or used all other options al
ready. 

No. 3: Thou shalt not put Americans 
in harm's way unless there is a clear 
commitment including proper allo
cated resources driving toward victory. 

No. 4: Thou shalt not put Americans 
in harm's way unless there are clearly 
defined political and military objec
tives. 

No. 5: Thou shalt not have a commit
ment of U.S. forces if our objectives 
change without a change of forces. 

No. 6: Thou shalt not enter combat 
and conflict and put Americans in 
harm's way unless the American people 
and their Congress support the action. 
Those ought to be on Les Aspin's wall. 

Let me describe to you what I have 
been able to put together, because 
there is something disastrous happen
ing here. 

I came here and was sworn in Janu
ary 4, 1977. I have never ever been able 
to get a briefing from top military peo
ple. I am getting senior around here. I 
am on the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, I am on the Intelligence Commit
tee. Nobody will brief us. 

Let me describe the briefing yester
day because I was not there-was the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes, I was. 
Mr. DORNAN. I heard there were 

more Congressmen there and Senators 
there than at the last 10 State of the 
Unions. 
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D 1940 
That is what the Capitol Hill Police 

tell us. They are saying 500. 
Mr. HUNTER. There were more Mem

bers and less answers. 
Mr. DORNAN. Hardly any answers, 

and I had a senior Florida Democratic 
chairman describe it as pitiful to me. 
He said it was pitiful. This was the Sec
retary of State? 

I think of Thomas Jefferson when I 
think of our first Secretary of State. 
This was the Secretary of Defense and 
they had no policy. They were there 
floundering. They only took a few 
questions. It was an hour and 20 min
utes, and then the thing broke up. 

Today I have got the announcement 
here where I am supposed to go to a So
mali briefing at 4:30 in the Armed Serv
ices room today, canceled. 

I asked to talk with some of the spe
cial force generals, brigadiers, that I 
traveled all the way to the Khyber 
Pass, Paskistan, Turkey, Oman, Israel, 
France, and back here, flying on their 
special forces unmarked white bread 
airplane and I cannot reach any of 
these people. 

And here I look at the paper today 
and it says the 100 elite U.S. infantry
men who tried to beard a Somali war
lord in his den last Sunday suffered 70 
percent casualties, a figure compared 
by sickened officers yesterday to a 1965 
massacre in Vietnam's Ia Drang Val
ley. So badly pinned down were the 
Americans in Mogadishu, they could 
not even evacuate their wounded rang
er commander, Lt. Col. Danny 
McKnight for 9 hours. The ill-fated 
mission seemed to epitomize the chal
lenges of U.N. peace operations in a 
disorderly new world order, an uncer
tain chain of command, disparities in 
language and skills among contribut
ing national forces and political reach 
that for months has exceeded its mili
tary grasp. 

McKnight and Maj. Gen. Thomas M. 
Montgomery-he will go before these 
House committees eventually I guess
the senior American commander in So
mali did not anticipate the need for ar
mored vehicles in the hastily launched 
U.S. operation to snatch the high com
mand of warlord Mohamed Farah 
Aideed, but when they asked for ar
mored vehicles a few weeks ago and ac
cording to today's Washington Post, a 
liberal paper, said that Aspin got con
flicting advice and " no great sense of 
urgency and feared congressional back
lash." 

Now, let me tell you what I have 
been able to figure out has happened. 

First of all, unknown to this Cham
ber, two helicopters were destroyed 
last seek on the airport, the main 
international airport, because they had 
been mortaring the U.N. compound, the 
University 'of Mogadishu where we had 
our extra built-up Embassy people, and 
they have been mortaring the port for 
about 10 days now. 

Aideed has upped the ante. You 
know, we can listen to a lot of things 
around the world. We have known that 
his goal for 2 weeks has been to capture 
an American diplomat or high-ranking 
American. He does not understand to 
us the highest rank in the world is a 
master sergeant or chief warrant offi
cer. So he not only fulfilled his dream 
of 10 days ago, he has got maybe eight 
bodies to mutilate. 

This guy, this pig is in hog heaven. 
Now it says on the front page that he 

is surrounding himself with eight cap
tured Americans. They are in the room 
next to him or at his side in various 
conditions of wounds and torture and 
he is not going to let them out of his 
sight until he drives us out of the coun
try. 

Then I have a report that he may be 
doing this with Iranian training in Su
danese guerrilla camps. 

Terrorism is what we are faced with 
here interrupting our humanitarian ef
forts. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me respond to 
that, if the gentleman will yield. 

One thing that we should do is de
stroy Mr. Aideed and his forces. We 
should be making strikes. We should 
not be making strikes with soft bodies 
in cities, going from door to door and 
doing those types of things, but we 
should before we leave Somalia destroy 
Mr. Aideed and his forces .. If we have to 
bring overpowering, overwhelming 
military firepower on Mr. Aideed, then 
we should do that. 

Mr. DORNAN. DUNCAN, you went to 
war in Hueys. You told me they 
dumped you on a field once and you 
dropped into 8-foot high elephant grass. 

Helicopters are magnificent, but in 
urban guerrilla warfare, listen to this, 
it says we have lost four Blackhawks. 
No, we lost two at the airport. We lost 
one on September 23, three crewmen 
killed, which means one lived. Guess 
what? I just heard he died in the hos
pital last week. That is why General 
Montgomery needed armored vehicles, 
because neither the rescue helicopters 
or the 5-ton trucks that the United 
States has its quick reaction force in 
could successfully get through the fire 
to rescue these people. He had pre
viously understood that, that he need
ed thick-skinned vehicles like tanks, 
Bradley fighting vehicles. He made the 
request for tanks and fighting vehicles. 
That request was endorsed by the U.S. 
Central Command. It was turned down 
by Les Aspin, at least according to a 
staff member. I think Les can speak for 
himself here. He has been our Armed 
Services chairman. He is our friend. We 
respect him, but if he turned this down 
because he feared a congressional back
lash-turning down a field command
er's request for what he needs to pro
tect his people because of politics in 
Washington-then he should have come 
to the Armed Services Committee and 
had a closed session with us. 

Listen to this about our modern 
Blackhawks, which are far stronger in 
armament, hard-landing capability and 
door guns and everything. 

By the way, I asked the Army how 
much these cost. They said $61/2 mil
lion. 

I said, "Baloney. Get me an M"-M 
means special forces, not the first let
ter of anything-"Get me an MH-60 re
placement cost." 

Do you know what they are saying? 
Nine and a half million dollars. Let us 
try 10, 101/2, or 11. 

We lost two at the airport a week 
ago. We lost the one September 23. Now 
it appears all four crewmen have died. 

And now get this, and I am not get
ting into the Intelligence Committee 
for briefings. I am not getting it from 
the Pentagon. I asked if I could drive 
to the Pentagon this morning and go in 
there and talk to my friends. They said 
no. 

I asked JOHN MCCAIN, a 61/2-year 
POW, a former senior Navy captain, 
head of Navy liaison on the Senate 
side. He said, "I have never confronted 
this in all my years on the Hill. I can't 
get a decent briefing." 

Here is what I want to know. Heli
copter four went down a block and a 
half north of the Olympic Hotel in day
light, with four men on board. A few 
minutes, I cannot find out hours or 
minutes later, a second helicopter goes 
down a block south of the Olympic 
Hotel in · the middle of Mogadishu in 
daylight. 

Then another helicopter hovers over 
the second crash site. I choke up when 
I think about this. Two rangers, guys 
that can pop off 300 pushups in a couple 
minutes, two rangers were repelled 
down from a hovering Blackhawk heli
copter to the crash site to save their 
buddies, and they never have been 
heard from since. 

·Now, I never heard of repelling two 
men into a hot combat situation. 

Were there 10 on board and the com
mander had to make a gut-wrenching 
call and say, "We're taking hits. We're 
going to go in. We're out of here," and 
they never could get back because of 
this concentrated 23 millimeter fire 
from the ground weapons that Aideed 
is getting from the Sudan or from Iran. 
They had to leave these guys. That is 
four on the helicopter north of the 
hotel, four south and two guys repel
ling down, 10 MIA's and 78 men and 12 
dead bodies scattered all over the real 
estate in the streets all around this 
hotel and supposedly the mission was a 
success. 

Initially we got 19 of Aideed's thugs 
and killers out of the hotel that he now 
wants to trade. Ten men missing. 

Take Michael Durant. Thank God it 
is not Michele Durant, and the two 
bodies with all their orifaces gouged 
with a 10-foot pole. 

I went to sleep last night. I never 
met anybody on the Hill who has seen 
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this. I did not dream this. Two laugh
ing thugs had M-16's, I remember the 
handle on the top of one, inserted into 
the rectum of one of the bodies of our 
heroes, twisting and looking at the 
camera and laughing. That is what I 
went to bed looking at. I am not over 
a 10-foot pole inserted in the mouth of 
one of those two crewmen. 

Now reading all this stuff, I do not 
know if these are crewmen from those 
two crash sites or whether they are the 
two rangers. They were grabbing bodies 
off the street. 

God bless the Malaysian troop carrier 
with one dead who tried to get to us 
and were hit with a rocket grenade. 

Do you know something I learned 
today? It was not in any papers. They 
blew up another Humvee. Way on the 
other side of town down by the port, 
they blew up a Humvee with a terrorist 
automatic setoff detonated explosive 
device. 

Did those four, five, or six guys in 
the Humvee die? We do not know, be
cause that was all subsumed in the loss 
of 12 dead and 78 wounded. 

In other words, it is a nightmare, and 
they are not briefing the Congress who 
pays for all this and recruits these peo
ple and they have no policy and the 
Commander-in-Chief is jogging in San 
Francisco in his slick up the sides silk 
girlie-girlie jogging pants showing us 
those beautiful white doughboy thighs 
of his. 

What the hell is going on in my coun
try as we re-live Vietnam? 

The Commander of Special Forces, 
Brig. Gen. William Tegney went with 
me from the Khyber Pass through Is
rael and Jordan back through France. 
He broke off before France and Turkey. 
He gave me a book on that airplane, 
their Special Forces C-135 to read: "We 
Were Soldiers Then and Young." 

It is about this very same ambush 
where we inserted a battalion of Cus
ter's 7th Cal vary, 82nd Airborne-ex
cuse me, 1st Air Cav into the center of 
two Vietnamese regimes and within 20 
minutes we had a lost platoon. We had 
three platoon leader lieutenants killed. 
I remember particularly about Henry 
Herrick whose dying words were, "I'm 
glad that I'm giving my life for my 
country." He was from Leguna, CA, 
state astronomy professor, UCLA. 

0 1950 
I could not put that book down that 

General Tegney gave me, T-e-g-n-e-y, 
and guess what? I cannot get a phone 
call through, and he is the brigadier 
commander of all special forces that 
was sent to calm down in Panama. No, 
something stinking is going on here. 
Here is a Desert Storm veteran on the 
floor. The gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] came on first. I say to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUYER], 
"Let me take DAVE first." 

OK; Major, he is deferring to you, one 
of our only two Desert Storm veterans, 

and unfortunately they cancel votes on 
one another. Democrat cancels your 
vote, which I prefer. 

I say to the gentleman, "STEVE, have 
you been trying to analyze this as an 
Army major, only recently off active 
duty to come to Congress? What is 
your take on why we can't get a decent 
briefing?" 

Mr. BUYER. Well, I cannot answer on 
why we cannot get a decent briefing, 
but what I can say is that there is a 
tremendous--there are two philosophi
cal differences here in Washington of 
the use of the U.S. military. There is 
one philosophical belief that we should 
only use the U.S. military force to pro
tect national security interests, and 
they should be vital to the United 
States. That is a tremendous philo
sophical belief. 

On the other hand, Madam Speaker, 
there is another philosophical belief, 
and that is, if you use U.S. forces, 
Army forces, for humanitarian reasons, 
then it is OK. If you use them under 
the umbrella as a humanitarian, it is 
OK. Now, it is very new, and it is evolv
ing here because what you have is, if 
they put the word "peace" before it, it 
kind of makes it OK. That is why we 
call, if we take our combat troops and 
we call them peacekeepers, peace
makers, and the U.N. now calls them 
peace enhancers, that it must be OK 
because we are doing it under the cloak 
of the umbrella of a humanitarian 
cause. 

And what really concerns me is we 
call Somalia a humanitarian cause, 
that we have those who would not sup
port something like Operation Desert 
Storm to protect United States vital 
interests; they will vote against that, 
but they will support a cause for hu
manitarian reasons because it is OK to 
use U.S. troops then. We can use those 
U.S. troops because, you see, they are 
humanitarians, they are not sol
diers--

Mr. DORNAN. Exactly. 
Mr. BUYER. And when the United 

Nations recently came up with a new 
term now called peace enhancement, 
that one really got me because what 
that means is you take a U.S. soldier, 
and you take his M-16, and you point it 
at the gentleman who is about to kill 
you, and he is pointing that weapon at 
him to enhance that person's ability to 
seek peace. When he drops his AK-47, 
and you walk over there, you take the 
AK-47 from him, the soldier then be
comes a peacemaker. When he secures 
the environment, he becomes a peace
keeper. When his mission is complete, 
he goes home as a humanitarian, not as 
a war hero, because what is happening 
right now is those in the 1960's that 
said, "Make love, not war," are now in 
control of the administration, and they 
now, their philosophy is, "Never· 
change," and they--

Mr. DORNAN. Right. 
Mr. BUYER. Only say now, "Let's 

make peace, not war." 

So, if they use U.S. troops for hu
manitarian causes and reasons, then it 
is OK under that philosophy. But what 
makes it so very different for the sol
diers mentioned to understand is that 
how do you turn to the families, how 
do you turn to the widows, the moth
ers, the fathers, and say that your 
son's or daughter's life was given. It 
was OK because it was for humani
tarian cause. 

Madam Speaker, that goes to the 
very root of what motivates a soldier 
on the battlefield. He has to under
stand that his cause is genuine, that it 
is real, that when he took his oath to 
play his life on the line for this coun
try that it is going to mean something, 
and when he is in foreign soil and that 
meaning is no longer there, the moti
vation is absent, and when you take 
American soldiers, and you call them 
peacekeepers, place them, whether it is 
Somalia or about to be Yugoslavia, and 
you change their status, you declare an 
enemy like we did in Somalia, as 
Aideed. We lose the status of neutral
ity, and our U.S. soldiers become tar
gets, and that is exactly what hap
pened. 

Mr. DORNAN. But the U.N. did that 
to us. 

Mr. BUYER. If we cannot get our for
eign policy right in Somalia, we have 
no business sending 25,000 troops into 
Yugoslavia. 

Mr. DORNAN. Absolutely. 
Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. DORNAN. Go ahead, DUNCAN. 
Mr. HUNTER. I think--
Mr. DORNAN. Excuse me 1 second. 
STEVE, in case you have to go, wait 1 

second, DUNCAN. 
STEVE, will you join DUNCAN and I, 

and maybe DAVID will come, if we can 
find out why these rangers are in the 
hospital, that we have got a Korean 
Arab peacetime fighter pilot, Vietnam 
vet, Desert Storm vet, and go and tell 
these guys how much we appreciate 
what they are trying to do. 

Mr. BUYER. We sure do. 
Mr. DORNAN. We will probably learn 

more than any solace we bring to 
them. 

Go ahead, DUNCAN. 
Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, if the 

gentleman would yield, as my col
leagues know, we were talking before 
you came here about what happened 
with the request by the commanding 
general, the commanding American 
general, in Somalia who realized that 
he needed-that he was vulnerable, and 
that he needed M-1 tanks and Bradley 
fighting vehicles, made the request 
through central command. It was ap
proved at central command and was 
turned down by Secretary of Defense 
Les Aspin according to an aide for 
these three reasons: Because, A, he got 
conflicting advice; somebody said they 
did not need it, and, two, he saw no 
great sense of urgency, and, three, he 
feared a congressional backlash. 
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And, as my colleagues know, we just 

went through- ! hate to bring in the 
gay debate on homosexuals in the mili
tary, but we just went through this ex
ercise last week. The administration 
was very concerned about the politics 
of this. When they had a firestorm 
after , it was first initiated by Presi
dent Clinton that we should allow ho
mosexuals in the military. The only 
people he never listened to were the 
young men and women who serve in 
the military who overwhelmingly said, 
"Don't do this to us. " He never said 
that, and his political advisers never 
said that. So, they were very sensitive, 
but they were sensitive to the wrong 
people. They were sensitive to politi
cians in Washington, DC and political 
forces. They were not sensitive to their 
troops. 

When the ground commander in So
malia says, " I need tanks to survive ," 
Secretary Aspin was very sensitive, but 
he was not sensitive to the survival of 
his troops in Somalia. He was sensitive 
to political forces. 

And we like Les Aspin. He was our 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee. He is a friend. I think he is a 
friend of both the gentlemen. But he 
listened to exactly the wrong forces in 
this situation. 

Mr. BUYER. The call, you said, in 
order to get that from the Secretary of 
Defense, the call that bothers me a lot 
from a soldier 's eye, is when you have 
90 rangers pinned down for 7 hours, and 
they have to call New York, the United 
Nations, to get support. What is that? 

So, when we are crying, we are say
ing, "Don't take U.S. troops and put 
them under foreign command,'' and 
they have difficulties getting the Ma
laysians to respond, if we had a U.S. 
commander, we have immediate rapid 
response. 

Mr. HUNTER. Remember we went 
over that, STEVE, and remember how 
the other side attempted to assuage 
our fears and said, " Don't worry. These 
are all under U.S. command." But what 
they did not say was there may not be 
any response for us so that, if you anal
ogize it to a situation where you have 
two cops who get pinned down, and 
they call back to headquarters to get 
some backup, and there is no backup 
there because you only have secretar
ies and administrators, then you have 
a great danger, and that is the other 
dimension of this danger of having an 
integrated U.S./U.N. command struc
ture. 

Mr. BUYER. Well , let us not lose 
sight of one thing, what I heard a lot 
from today. It is , " Geez, this is some
thing that George Bush started," and 
that really concerned me when I heard 
that today. 

Mr. DORNAN. Up at the media yes
terday Senator KERRY--

Mr. BUYER. I recall when the mis
sion, when I got the first briefing, it 
said our mission is very tight. It is to 

provide, to secure the environment to 
provide, relief supplies to the Somalis. 
Boom. I was over in the office when I 
caught you and said about how the 
troops came home, the President and 
all. That is fine; I understand that. 

But what happened was an evo
lution--

Mr. HUNTER. And George Bush-
Mr. BUYER. The United Nations and 

the foreign policy that did not match 
or the United States did not set out 
their own, and what is really difficult 
here is, instead of bringing our troops 
home, they should have been turned 
over to the United Nations, DUNCAN. 
They allowed an evolution of a foreign 
policy to move it into creating the eco
nomic and political stabilities of the 
region, for example, called nation 
building. U.S. troops are not to be in 
Somalia for nation building. 

Mr. DORNAN. Of course not. 
Mr. BUYER. That is President Clin

ton's foreign policy. 
Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is abso

lutely right. The losses of our troops 
are not justified by this nation build
ing. 

Besides that, it is a bridge too far. 
Somalia has been unstable since it was 
a nation. It has been extraordinarily 
divisive. It does not lend itself to na
tion building, and this President is 
downsizing defense by $127 billion. He 
would have trouble building Rhode Is
land. He is not going to build nations. 
We are barely going to be able to de
fend American interests. 

In fact, Madam Speaker, all of the 
strategic interests that we have and 
the mutual defense treaties that we 
have are going to-it is going to be 
very difficult to support those with the 
forces that this President is going to 
allow the military to have. 

The gentleman is absolutely right. 
Mr. DORNAN. I spoke to Chief War

rant Officer Michael Durant's home 
this evening before I started this spe
cial order in Clarksville, TN. 

D 2000 
The family is being protected by one 

of his buddies, a captain from the unit. 
And he thanked me for calling. He 
knew who I was, of course, because of 
Rush Limbaugh. And I said, "Look, I 
want to speak about Mike on the House 
floor, because I think, although this 
may in a peculiar, circuitous way serve 
Aideed's purpose, to make our pris
oners famous, it is also an insurance 
policy for Durant and the others, if 
they are alive. " 

For all of the people who are watch
ing, two Army officers and this old Air 
Force officer discussed different oper
ational considerations, and since you 
watched all of this equipment we are 
discussing perform magnificently in 
Desert Storm, let me just explain brief
ly, this son of an Army, three Purple 
Heart awardee, from World War I, why, 
as an airman, I think helicopters are 

absolutely pathetic for urban guerrilla 
warfare. 

Listen to this. This is from the Wash
ington Times. 

Four-! repeat, that should be five
UH--60 Black Hawks in all have now 
been shot down. 

Well, they shot up two at the airport. 
Four have been shot down. One crashed 
over by the port, a hard landing. I can
not get a briefing. Did it go on its side 
and tear up the rotor blades? Did it 
screw up the transmission? Is it junk? 
They will not tell me. It may be six, it 
may be five. 

It says they have been shot down, 
and many others struck by fire. Penta
gon planners say they are still unsure 
how the craft went down. 

By the way, the first one went down 
at 4:15 in the afternoon. 

Among the possibilities are heavy 
machine guns, 23-millimeter anti-air
craft fire, and rocket-propelled gre
nades. But one said the Somalis "have 
discovered that the helicopters are vul
nerable.'' 

That is what they discovered at the 
Ha Giang Valley November 14, 1965, 
with the 1st AirCav. 

"When a Black Hawk is going 100 
knots or more at treetop level, it is 
pretty hard to hit,' ' said one officer. 
"But when it stops to hover so that 
Rangers can," it says fly down ropes 
and repel, "it is not hard to hit. You 
don't need to shoot the fuselage. You 
can just shoot at the blades. ' ' Which 
are reinforced on the Black Hawk over 
your vintage Hueys, but they go down 
easily. And it appears that is what hap
pened, because we do not have M-1 
tanks or M-2 Bradleys to move up the 
street. 

Listen to this narrative. Do you 
know what happened at 4:15 when the 
helicopter went down? The remaining 
Rangers moved quickly to the residen
tial crash site north of the hotel to es
tablish a security perimeter. Other 
Rangers left the scene by road with the 
20 prisoners seized from the Olympic 
Hotel. 

Somali forces then moved in and sur
rounded the Rangers, taking them 
under fire. 

This is what Maj. David Stockwell 
says. "I will grant you that in this 
international U.N. military, we do not 
have the same command and control; 
the unity of command is a lot looser, 
so sometimes it takes some persuad
ing," Stockwell said. But he added, 
"The Malaysians performed magnifi
cently.'' 

Yes, one of them died in an armored 
personnel carrier, 20 years old, was 
blown up. 

Whatever the cause, it is clear that 
as many as 41/2 hours passed between 
the initial American request for assist
ance and the departure of the Malay
sian armor, with a different level of 
training, with Malaysian crews and 
gunners , but American infantrymen in
side. 
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Well, out of the 12 deaths, some of 

our Americans must have been killed 
in a Malaysian vehicle. 

They left the airport at 11:30. Now it 
is the dead of night. The reinforce
ments reached the Rangers 2 hours 
later. 

There were plenty of possible expla
nations for the delay. The U.N. Malay
sian and Pakistani forces lack night vi
sion equipment, which was also asked 
of Aspin. I understand it was turned 
down. And they lack any experience 
fighting at night at all. And unlike the 
quick reaction force, they were not on 
standby alert for rapid deployment. 
Language barriers and inexperience 
also came into play. 

Listen to this final paragraph. In the 
9 hours the Rangers fought alone 
against Somali grenade and heavy ma
chine gun fire, their commander, Major 
General Montgomery, could do little 
more for his men than drop them food, 
water, and ammunition from the air. 

"It was the worst we'd ever seen," 
said Maj. David Stockwell. 

Mr. DREIER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
yielding. I am always honored, sur
rounded by these military leaders. I am 
one who has made no bones about it. I 
did not serve in the military. 

Mr. DORNAN. You are the son of a 
marine; that is good enough for me. 

Mr. DREIER. My father was a . drill 
instructor in the Marine Corps, as I 
have been reminded on many occa
sions. But I asked my friend to yield so 
that I could simply share the response 
that I have gotten on this issue. 

The other night at about midnight I 
telephoned the answering machine at 
my office out in California. And when I 
did that, there were about 14 calls that 
came in. And I have never heard such 
outrage from the people whom I rep
resent, and I felt it too, as we all did, 
when they saw on television that body 
being dragged by the hooligans through 
the streets. 

It seems to me that when we think 
about what has happened to the United 
States of America, when we have got
ten to the point where people who are 
supposed to be the beneficiaries of U.S. 
taxpayer assistance are treating Amer
icans in this way, it is time for us 
clearly to reassess exactly what our 
goals are and what our priorities are. 
And I appreciate the fact that these 
people are so heavily involved in it. 

Mr. DORNAN. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] has a tremen
dously important special order coming 
up on NAFTA with our colleague from 
the other side, the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER], let us do this 
tomorrow night. Hopefully I will be 
able to find out something from the In-

telligence Committee. I am going to 
put in the RECORD at this point the 
May 13, that is 8 days after the Presi
dent secured the South Lawn with 
those 24 supernumerary hero Marines. 
That is when a Moroccan soldier was 
shot and killed by robbers in the town 
of Dusa Mare b. 

June 5, 1 month after the scene on 
the South Lawn with the President, 
Somali gunmen mount ambushes, 
under Aideed, on Pakistani troops, 
killing 24. They gutted some of them, 
cut them open, eviscerated their bod
ies, danced on their bodies. We should 
have known this would happen to us. It 
is amazing that it took all of June, 
July, August, and all of September, 4 
months, and a Sunday, before it hap
pened to us. 

Then on June 13, 20 Somali civilians 
were killed in a crowd of anti-U.N. 
demonstrators. They used children as 
human shields. 

On the 17th, the U.N. orders 
Mohamed Farah Aideed's arrest for the 
June 5 murder of the Pakistani troops. 
That is when the whole thing changed. 

On the anniversary of Watergate, 
June 17, it changes. 

June 28, Somali gunmen killed two 
Pakistani soldiers along that big Octo
ber 21st road that runs north of town. 

July 2, Italian troops ambushed near 
the spaghetti factory. Three Italians 
are killed. 

July 7, some six Somali civilian U.N. 
employees were murdered, apparently 
because they were helping the U.N. 
forces. 

July 12, Cobra helicopters launched a 
daylight raid, with Congress' permis
sion, against an Aideed deputy. The 
mobs slaughter four CNN journalists, 
cut them to pieces right on the spot. 
That was July 12. 

August 8, American military convoy 
ambushed near the U.N. fortress in 
downtown Mogadishu, near the univer
sity. Four U.S. soldiers are killed when 
their Humvee is blown up. Just think, 
that is August 8; 2 months ago. 

September 5, Somalis ambush Nige
rian contingent. They took a prisoner 
and they still have that poor, helpless 
Nigerian. Seven other Nigerians and 
two Pakistanis are wounded. 

September 9, one Pakistani soldier 
was killed and four U.N. soldiers torn 
up. 

September 15, two Italian soldiers 
shot dead by sniper fire while jogging 
at the port. I never even heard of that. 
Two Italians cut down by snipers jog
ging? And they are down in what they 
consider the safe port area? 

September 21, three Pakistanis incin
erated when their armored car .is blown 
up in an ambush; an automatic terror
ist device set it off. 

Three U.S. servicemen killed Sep
tember 25. I said September 23 earlier. 
Let me correct that. And two wounded, 
when Somali gunmen shoot down a 
Black Hawk helicopter. One of those 

men just died, so that is four dead and 
one wounded. He lingered in the hos
pital, suffering. I hope he is back here 
with his family at his side. 

September 30, Pakistani officer dies 
of wounds suffered in a Mogadishu am
bush several days before. When they 
die days later, it does not make the 
news. It does not even make the wire 
services. 

Sunday, a Belgian soldier, killed by a 
bullet fired by a Somali gunman, an 
Aideed gunman, 13 miles north of the 
Port of Mogadishu. Twelve U.S. troops 
killed and 78 wounded in battle as So
mali gunmen shoot down two American 
helicopters and a third crashlanded at 
the port. Other U.N. casualties re
ported. 

Yesterday a Malaysian peacekeeper 
killed and nine injured when they went 
to the aid of the Rangers. 

What do I mean, yesterday? Look at 
this death toll. 

I am just going to close here with 
John, one of the Evangelists. "Greater 
love than this no man has, that he give 
up his life for his fellow man." 

Nobody has died in vain, yet, given 
the unbelievable tens of thousands of 
these beautiful little black babies on 
the edge of death that we have saved. 

We have got to have a name for this 
operation. It has got to be under Amer
ican total command and control. I said 
this morning we have to put in 5,000 
people, if it takes that, to bring law 
and order to this place. Then we can 
talk about leaving. But I disagree with 
my conservative colleagues that said 
let these terrorists drive us out of the 
country, our tail between our legs, and 
laugh to the world that we have got a 
draft dodger for a President, and did 
not the world know that this thug-gun
man could whip us good? 

No, we have got to think this 
through. And I welcome Mr. Clinton 
coming up here for advice tomorrow. I 
have got plenty. 

0 2010 

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, first I 
would like to congratulate my distin
guished colleague from Indiana and my 
two colleagues from California for the 
diligence that they have put into the 
last special order that they have just 
made on what obviously is a very chal
lenging and difficult issue for all of us. 

As I said, seeing that body dragged 
through the streets of Mogadishu was 
something that was extraordinarily 
disturbing to any American citizen. 

Let me say that it is now 10 minutes 
after 8. I know that many eyes are fo
cused on the Phillies and the Braves at 
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this point, as the playoffs proceed, but 
I am happy to be joined by at least two 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to talk about what truly is a 
bipartisan issue. And I am referring to 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

In just a very few weeks, in fact, 
shortly before Thanksgiving, based on 
the projected schedule that is before 
us, we will be voting on the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement in 
this House. 

I would like to say that I truly be
lieie the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement is the best job creation ve
hicle that we could possibly have. 
Why? Because it is geared towards re
ducing trade barriers so that we can 
enhance the one segment of the U.S. 
economy which has experienced growth 
over the past several years, and that is 
the area of exports. 
It is our goal to do everything that 

we can to create jobs right here in the 
United States. There are many people 
who have argued that with the imple
mentation of a North American Free
Trade Agreement, we will see the flight 
of United States jobs from the United 
States to Mexico. 

I am the first of acknowledge that 
many United States jobs have fled to 
Mexico today. Madam Speaker, they 
have fled to Mexico for a number of 
reasons, but interestingly enough, if 
you look at the figures, the argument 
which we so often hear, United States 
businesses want to go to Mexico to 
take advantage of extraordinarily 
cheap labor, it really is greatly exag
gerated. 

The reason I say that, Madam Speak
er, is that if you look at the figures, of 
the United States-owned businesses 
which open up facilities in Mexico, 70 
percent of the business that they do is 
simply selling to the Mexican 
consumer. Why is it that United States 
businesses move from the United 
States to Mexico so that they can 
produce products in Mexico and sell 
them to the Mexican consumer? It is 
very simple. The tariff barriers that 
exist between the United States and 
Mexico are so high on our goods going 
into Mexico that the only way a busi
ness can cost effectively take advan
tage of the 88 million consumers in 
Mexico is to open up operations there. 

Now, when we implement the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, re
ducing that average tariff barrier, 
which is 10 percent-it is much higher 
in other areas, the computer industry, 
for example, which has a 20 percent 
tariff-as that barrier moves to zero, 
the incentive for U.S. businesses to 
move to Mexico, to do as they do 
today, take advantage of the presence 
that they would have in Mexico to sell 
to Mexican consumers, will not be nec
essary. 

Madam Speaker, with that I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
for being fair and allowing some of us 
smart-thinking, anti-NAFTA Members 
of the House to speak. 

Mr. DREIER. I have always had very 
high regard for my friend's intel
ligence, with the exception of this 
issue. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, let 
me just ask my friend a question. 

He just said the reason the compa
nies move, many of them move to Mex
ico, is so they can serve the Mexican 
market. They could not do that other
wise. 

We had a major story in the Washing
ton Post today about the defense con
tractors who are moving to Mexico. 
And interestingly, the defense contrac
tors, who are building high, not low 
stuff, but high stuff in Mexico, in Ti
juana, just south of my district, the de
fense contractors, who are moving to 
Mexico are not selling to Mexicans. 
They are shipping back to the good old 
U.S. taxpayer who pays their cost. 

Does the gentleman have a reason for 
their moving to Mexico? 

Mr. DREIER. Obviously, what I said 
was, of the United States businesses 
that move to Mexico, 70 percent of the 
business that they do is selling to the 
Mexican consumers. I did not say in 
every instance. 

But I would respond to my friend by 
saying, will implementation of a North 
American Free-Trade Agreement have 
an effect one way or another on the de
cision that is made? Will the defeat of 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, basically maintaining the status 
quo, what we have today, prevent those 
businesses in the defense industry from 
moving to Mexico? 

Mr. HUNTER. My answer to the gen
tleman is, no. It will not prevent them 
from moving to Mexico, because we 
need legislation to keep them from 
moving to Mexico. 

In my estimation, a defense industry 
that is supported by American tax
payers should support taxpayers. 

Mr. DREIER. That is a perfect argu
ment now for perpetuating NAFTA. I 
agree that we should not have U.S. de
fense contractors operating in coun
tries throughout the world and pro
ceeding with this kind of work. It 
seems to me that what we should be 
doing is, we should be enhancing oppor
tunities for businesses that are here in 
the United States to have a chance to 
export into Mexico. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me answer my 
friend as to what this really shows, the 
fact that high-tech defense companies 
are moving to Mexico. 

It shows that Mexican workers, with 
good training and with good equip
ment, are capable of doing high-tech 
jobs. 

Let me just address, maybe not the 
gentleman's material, Mr. Clinton, 
President Clinton's material that has 

come over to my office and, presum
ably, every office on the Hill. His mate
rial says, and I am paraphrasing, are 
we going to lose high-tech jobs? Are we 
going to lose valuable jobs? The answer 
is no. We are not going to lose valuable 
jobs, because Mexican workers are not 
as productive as Americans workers. 

My point is that when they are well
trained, and they are well-trained now, 
with 200,000 vocational graduates a 
year, and when they have good equip
ment, they are as productive as Amer
ican workers. And they will work. The 
average worker in Tijuana, just south 
of my district, works about 4 hours to 
be able to buy 1 pound of meat. They 
will work for about $1.50 to $2.38 an 
hour, fully loaded wages. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, if I 
could respond, I would simply say, con
gratulations. I look forward to having 
the Mexican worker as productive as 
the American worker. 

But the fact of the matter is, the de
cision that was made by General Mo
tors and the United Auto Workers com
pact, that they had to move the Chevy 
Cavalier plant from Mexico back to 
Michigan, was done for one very simple 
and basic reason: a determination that 
the United States auto worker was far 
more productive than the auto worker 
in Mexico and the fact that the United 
States business and the auto industry 
will be able to have a chance, under the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, to export into Mexico. 

I would like to say to my friend, I 
want to continue this exchange. We 
have two Members on the other side of 
the aisle who have been waiting pa
tiently. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, let 
me just shoot down what the gen
tleman said about automobiles and 
production moving back to this coun
try. Let me shoot it right down. 

The big three automakers have got $4 
billion in planned expansion in Mexico. 
Mexico's own prognostication of auto 
production is moving up from 250,000 
units made in Mexico, like the Ford 
Hermosillo plant, exported back to 
America, 250,000 units a year to 700,000 
units a year by the year 2000. They are 
not doing that because they think they 
can make them cheaper in the United 
States. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion. I would respond by saying that 
the industry has acknowledged that we 
will see a sixtyfold increase in the first 
year in export of United States-manu
factured automobiles to Mexico. And 
the gentleman is right, the raw number 
may not be as high. But there have 
been estimates that have been provided 
by Bill Hoagland, Executive Vice Presi
dent of General Motors, that we will 
see increases that will go well beyond 
that sixtyfold increase in the years to 
come. So it needs to be recognized that 
while I hope that the Mexican worker 
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does at some point become as produc
tive as the American worker so that we 
can have that even flow of trade, it 
seems to me that we have to come to 
the realization that the American 
worker today is still far more produc
tive. And implementation of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement is 
going to create jobs right here in the 
United States of America. 

0 2020 
With that, I am very happy to yield 

to my friend, the gentleman from 
Phoenix [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Madam Speak
er, the gentleman caught me by sur
prise. I thank my friend from Clare
mont, because he is looking right at 
his friend from San Diego County. 

I wanted to follow up, Madam Speak
er, specifically with respect to auto
mobiles. Currently right now I think, 
as the gentleman knows, the effect of 
United States tariffs on automobiles 
manufactured in Mexico to be imported 
into the United States is 2.2 percent. It 
is essentially a negligible tariff. That 
is one reason why Mexicans have been 
so successful in exporting automobiles 
to the United States. 

On the other hand, the Mexican tariff 
on United States automobiles cur
rently is 20 percent. I think that is a 
specific example that goes to what the 
gentleman started out with in his 
speech. We all know that actually what 
NAFTA really requires is much more of 
the Mexican Government than it is of 
the United States. Mexico's tariff, the 
average tariff on an American product 
is 10 percent, whereas the average 
American tariff on products coming in 
from Mexico is 4 percent. It is 21/2 times 
more expensive for an American manu
facturer or producer to export to Mex
ico than it is for a Mexican plant to ex
port into the United States. 

As the gentleman points out, that is 
just the aggregate. Because in specific 
industries, the difference between the 
Mexican tariff and the United States 
tariff is higher than the aggregate, 2.5 
times higher. Automobiles is just one 
example where it is almost 8 to 10 
times higher. Chemicals, the Mexican 
tariff is 20 percent effective, whereas 
the United States tariff is 4 percent. 
That is a 5 to 1 ratio. 

Another one is industrial machining, 
where it is a 14 to 1 ratio. Those, I 
think, go to address the argument that 
right now the Mexican market is really 
in far more ways closed to United 
States exports than the American mar
ket is to Mexican exports. 

Mr. DREIER. If I could give my 
friend one direct example on this issue 
that I have mentioned before, I talked 
with a California business operation 
about 2 weeks ago, and as I mentioned 
in my remarks, the tariff on United 
States-manufactured computers, to be 
exported to Mexico, is 20 percent. It is 
obviously very high, and has led many 

in the computer industry to locate 
their operations in Mexico, again so 
that they can take advantage of the 
consumer market that is there. 

What has been said by the chief exec
utive officer of IBM is that with pas
sage of the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, that in the first year you 
cut in half that 20 percent tariff, and 
then move thereafter down to ul ti
mately a zero tariff, they will be able 
to keep their operations here in the 
United States, incidentally, based in 
my State of California. 

If NAFTA is defeated they have stat
ed they will have no choice but to 
move from the United States, close 
down their operations, and locate in 
Mexico. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. The current tar
iff situation really yields the worst of 
both worlds for the United States with 
respect to the Mexican tariffs. That is 
a perfect situation that the computer 
plant could locate in Mexico to serve 
the Mexican consumer market, and 
still essentially export from Mexico to 
the United States, because the Amer
ican tariff is so low. 

We have the worst of both worlds, be
cause the Mexican situation encour
ages the jobs to move there, because 
that is the only way to have access to 
both markets. To have access to the 
American market, you can locate in ei
ther country right now. 

It makes no sense for us to continue 
a policy and to have the Mexicans con
tinue their protective policy that actu
ally encourages jobs to move south, 
where they can service both economies 
rather than stay where they are and 
service both economies. 

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. My friend 
is right on target in his remarks. It 
seems to me what we need to realize is 
that in the first 2 years, we have pro
jected that 200,000 jobs will be created 
right here in the United States. Why? 
Because we will have enhanced oppor
tunity to overcome what on average, as 
my friend says, is a 21h times disparity, 
preventing us from being able to send 
United States-manufactured goods into 
Mexico. 

One of the things that has enraged 
me in this debate, and I am happy to 
say that my friends are on the other 
side of the aisle, and this is very clear
ly a bipartisan issue, there is strong bi
partisan support, as I have said. 

President Bush initiated this agree
ment a year ago last August, and we 
now have President Clinton very 
strongly supporting it. I know that this 
morning he met with a number of our 
colleagues, and I have been told by our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
that some of those Members who were 
at the White House, who have been un
decided, were extremely impressed 

with the arguments that were made by 
President Clinton in support of the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

It seems to me that as we look at 
this issue of wages, we have an argu
ment here which I claim is really fear 
versus facts. One of the things that was 
said by the distinguished majority 
leader, and I am not going to ask my 
friends to join in any kind of criticism 
of the majority leader, because we all 
have a high regard for him on this, but 
I know that at least my friend, the 
gentleman from Selah, and the gen
tleman from Phoenix at this point be
lieve that the majority leader is wrong 
in his opposition to the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. If the gen
tleman will yield, I do not know if he 
had an opportunity to hear or read the 
majority leader's remarks at the Cen
ter for National Policy dinner. I think 
he spoke specifically to NAFTA as one 
issue, where I think both proponents 
and opponents have been far too will
ing to debate personalities rather than 
the facts. 

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. And I think 

that I know my colleague from Clare
mont is here trying to argue from the 
agreed-upon facts. We are not making 
personal attacks on proponents or op
ponents. The issue is, I think, what we 
honestly feel is in the best interests of 
the country. 

Mr. DREIER. I would like to say to 
my friend from Phoenix that the rea
son I brought up the majority leaders's 
name is, I would like to specifically re
spond to some remarks he made in the 
speech to which my· friend referred, as 
we look at this argument over wage 
rates and productivity. 

In his remarks, what he said was, 
Mexican wages are kept artificially low be

cause of the actions and inactions of the gov
ernment, and they have kept these wages 
low to help their economy grow. 

If their wages don't rise, the down
ward pressure on our wages will con
tinue. 

He goes on to say, 
Official data from the Mexican Govern

ment tell the story best. Since 1980, real 
hourly compensation has fallen by 32 percent 
in Mexico, while manufacturing productivity 
has increased by more than 30 percent. 
Economists tell us that wages should rough
ly track productivity increases. Yet Mexican 
workers are producing more and getting less. 

The only reason I brought up the ma
jority leader is that the statement that 
he made in that speech is patently in
correct. Let me talk for just a moment 
about why that is incorrect. We have 
these people who are opponents of 
NAFTA using 1980 as the baseline. 

If we go back and look at what fueled 
that tremendous surge that took place 
in wage rates in the late 1970's and 
early 1980's, it had to do with the oil 
price shock, coupled with, and we will 
recall at that time, there was a tre
mendous flow of unwise foreign lending 
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that came from throughout the world 
into Mexico. That led wage rates to ar
tificially shoot up during that period of 
time . 

What we have to look at is what hap
pened as a byproduct of that. 

If we look at the fact that the oil 
bubble burst and there was a cutoff of 
most of those foreign loans, wage rates 
at that point began to get back to the 
realistic leyel , and during the early 
1980's, and I have told this story many 
times, in 1981 I went to my first meet
ing of the United States-Mexico Inter
parliamentary Conference. We went to 
Mexico and met President Jose Lopez 
Portillo. Shortly after our meeting he 
announced that he was preparing and 
he proceeded with nationalizing the 
banking system of Mexico. 

We all know, if you couple the oil cri
sis with unwise foreign lending, and 
then the socialistic policies which in
cluded nationalizing the banking sys
tem in the early 1980's, that created 
tremendous economic problems in that 
country. Actually, if we look at wage 
rates , real Mexican wages, they turned 
around under the Presidency of Presi
dent Salinas, beginning in 1987. In fact, 
productivity has risen, along with wage 
rates, every single year since 1987. 

What happened during that period of 
time? Privatization took place. We saw 
the Salinas government, which still 
has problems, I am the first to ac
knowledge it, but we saw the Salinas 
government move toward a greater 
market-oriented system, and frankly, 
more political pluralism. 

They also have moved more firmly in 
the direction of trade-oriented policies, 
which we have seen by way of their 
policies which they are pursuing today, 
that being also support of the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

0 2030 
And Madam Speaker, what I would 

like to do is just briefly mention I had 
a chart that I was going to use here. 
But I was told by our floor people that 
my staff came over here unbeknownst 
to me this morning and took it out. So 
I will not have it here this evening. But 
what I will do, since I do not have the 
chart here, it is over in one of the of
fice buildings probably and one of our 
distinguished colleagues who is sup
porting NAFTA is probably using it 
this moment before a group, what I 
would like to do is briefly compare 
wages versus productivity and look at 
1988 to 1992. I would like to go through 
these figures, since I do not have my 
chart. 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will 
yield, he asked me to stick around, and 
I will, if he is going to let me speak. 

Mr. DREIER. I will let my friend 
speak, and I am happy to yield to my 
friend. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DREIER. I fear him leaving the 

floor without having an opportunity. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank my dear friend 
from Claremont. I appreciate that. Let 
me just say the gentleman has not said 
that the majority leader was wrong, 
because the majority leader said be
tween 1980, and he did use the figure of 
1980 and 1992, at least when I heard him 
speak, there has been a decoupling of 
productivity and wage increases. And 
in fact, since 1980, between 1980 and 
1992, real wages did go down. 

And there were cataclysmic events, 
and I think that makes a little point to 
me. And the point is to me that cata
clysmic events can occur, and it is not 
a great justification for NAFTA to say 
that wild and crazy things happen and, 
therefore, wages went up or down. Who 
is to say that it will not happen again 
in the future. 

Mr. DREIER. The point was made, 
the summary was that there was a dra
matic increase in productivity and that 
wage rates were kept artificially low 
by the Government. And it seems to 
me we have to realize, and people have 
not talked about this recently, that 
President Salinas has made it clear 
that the wage rate is going to be tied 
to productivity. 

When my friend says could this hap
pen in the future , well, quite frankly, 
we all know that Latin America is on 
the road to greater political pluralism, 
free markets and open trade. My friend 
and I during the decade of the 1980's 
spent a great deal of time in El Sal
vador and Nicaragua, countries which 
were struggling trying to claw their 
way from totalitarianism. And what we 
found is that those countries who have 
merged toward market-oriented poli
cies today are desperately seeking pas
sage of the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. Why? Because they know 
that it is going to benefit the consum
ers and the workers in their countries, 
as it benefits the United States. 

It seems to me I would like to point, 
if I could, to wage rates versus produc
tivity. And since we have seen this pri
vatization proceed, we have seen pro
ductivity go up along with the wage 
rates. In 1989 wage rates went up 8.9 
percent while productivity increased 
by 4.1 percent. In 1990 wage rates went 
up 3.2 percent while productivity went 
up 4.3 percent. In 1991, wage rates went 
up 4.8 percent while productivity in
creased by 5.6 percent. In 1992 wage 
rates went up 9.8 percent, while produc
tivity increased by 5.9 percent. 

What we need to realize here is that 
over that period of time there has been 
a 26.2-percent increase in wage rates 
while productivity has increased by 
23.1 percent. That is what has happened 
in the new Mexico which has taken 
place under these new policies. 

I am not going to stand here as an 
apologist for PRI government policies 
in 1992 or 1981. But I will stand here and 
say that we must acknowledge, and I 
know that my friend would acknowl
edge the fact that under President Sa-

linas dramatic changes have taken 
place. And we need to reward that by 
bringing on the North American Free
Trade Agreement so that we can ex
pand those opportunities throughout 
our hemisphere. 

Mr. HUNTER. 1 would ask the gen
tleman what are the wage rates today, 
in 1992? What is the average manufac
turing rate today that has gone up so 
dramatically? What is it in dollars and 
cents? 

Mr. DREIER. The average manufac
turing wage is $2.35. 

Mr. HUNTER. That means--
Mr. DREIER. Not 58 cents an hour as 

many, including some of your friends, 
have been arguing for a long period of 
time. 

Mr. HUNTER. That is $2.35 as com
pared to about $15 in the United States. 
And that means by the year 2035 they 
will have reached parity with Amer
ican wages, if the increase continues. 

Mr. DREIER. Now wait just a second. 
I would like to ask my friend the fol
lowing question: Does he believe in a 
free market system? Does my friend 
believe in the free market system? I 
am happy to yield to him to respond to 
that question. Do you believe in the 
free market system? 

Mr. HUNTER. I believe that the free 
market system works where it is 
unhindered by governments that are 
undemocratic. 

Mr. DREIER. So in other words, my 
friend is a believer in the free market 
system. 

Will my friend acknowledge that 
there has been a greater degree of po
litical pluralism that has expanded in 
Mexico, and that the opposition party, 
the PAN Party, has won governorships, 
and mayorships against the controlling 
PRI Party? 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will 
let me answer the question, I am going 
to answer it. 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend. 

Mr. HUNTER. My answer is this: The 
Salinas government has made gains. 
But if the gentleman is saying the Sali
nas government through the PRI, the 
controlling party's labor arm, which is 
the CTM, has not oppressed wages and 
kept wages down to some degree 
through government control, then ei
ther he is being naive or he has got a 
bad memory, because they are in fact 
controlling wages. 

Mr. DREIER. I would ask my friend 
if he is aware of the legislation that 
passed which directly ties wage rates 
to productivity? That has obviously 
been put into place. 

Mr. HUNTER. Harley Shaiken, who is 
a University of California professor 
from San Diego, has pointed out the 
disruption from productivity and wage 
rates. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I know 
Harley Shaiken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CANTWELL). The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] controls the time. 
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Mr. DREIER. At this point I would 

like to yield to some of my other 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
My friend and I have had a wonderful 
exchange, and I do not think that he 
could complain for 1 second that I have 
prevented him from having an oppor
tunity to participate. And I hope that 
he will stay and interject further. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from Selah, or yield to my friend from 
Phoenix. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I want to point 
out that the reason why the gentle
man's charts were removed by his staff 
and taken home, as has been shown by 
going through all of the numbers with 
respect to wages and productivity, is 
that allowing Mr. DREIER a chart is 
much like gilding the lily. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
his contribution. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from Selah at this point. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, this 
debate has been illuminating, and it 
has been illuminating in ways that I 
did not expect. While we have been de
bating a NAFTA Treaty, I. have been 
mystified at the critics of NAFTA. I 
have been mystified at the critics who 
suggest that a treaty that reduces a 
Mexican tariff by 10 percent down to 
zero, giving us an additional 10-percent 
vantage in our trade relationship with 
Mexico, could be bad for this country, 
when we only give up a 4- or a 41/2-per
cent tariff on our side of the border. 

And I have been mystified at how 
anyone can say when our trading part
ner gives up a 10-foot wall that is keep
ing our exports out of Mexico, keeping 
our jobs from being created in this 
country, how an agreement that 
knocks down that 10-foot wall, when in 
exchange all we do is bring down a 41h
foot wall--

Mr. DREIER. I know my friend must 
have a great chart with a 10-foot wall 
and a 41/2-foot wall. Has your staff 
taken your charts too? 

Mr. INSLEE. But how they can argue 
and believe, and I believe that they are 
sincere in their beliefs, but how they 
can believe in changing the rules of the 
game it is a disadvantage. We have to 
understand what NAFTA is about, 
which is a changing of the rules of the 
game. And what rules have they 
changed? How can they believe that we 
would come out on the short end of the 
stick? We are on the short end of the 
stick now. We have this 10-foot wall, 
but they only have a 4-foot wall. 

But tonight I have figured it out, be
cause what I have figured out is that 
critics of NAFTA have made one mis
take, and that is that they confuse the 
status quo with the world after 
NAFTA. I have ·seen in this Chamber 
sincere, intelligent, well-minded people 
come to us and argue but our jobs are 
going to Mexico, which is happening 
without NAFTA, and but the environ
ment of Mexico is poor, which is hap-

pening without NAFTA. They have 
confused the status quo with what we 
believe will occur after NAFTA goes 
into effect. 

Let me make just one analogy if I 
can about what this means. 

Mr. DREIER. My friend is right in 
the point that he would. make, and has 
nailed it right on the head. Implemen
tation of the North American Free
Trade Agreement is a way to counter 
those many problems that have devel
oped over the past several years. 

Mr. INSLEE. Let me suggest why 
that has occurred. I would liken this to 
basketball. We are in a basketball 
game, and we are talking about the 
rules of that game, and right now we 
are talking about the rules of trade. 
This is sort of like in our relationship 
with Mexico that the Mexican basket
ball game in Mexico, and the situation 
right now is that the hoop we have to 
shoot at is 10-feet high. It happens to 
relate to a 10-percent tariff. And now 
what is the hoop that the Mexicans 
only have to go to to get to our mar
ket? It is a 41/2-foot basket, a 4lf2-foot 
basket. 

If I came to the gentleman and said 
do you think we will be better off in 
our relationship with Mexico if in fact 
we equalize the height of our baskets, 
would the gentleman come to argue 
no? Let me make a suggestion why the 
gentleman would suggest and think 
honestly that we will be in a poorer po
sition with NAFTA. It is that the gen
tleman comes and argues but look, the 
Mexicans are scoring on us now. They 
are getting into our market now. Our 
jobs are going south now. Well that is 
true, they are getting into our mar
kets, they are penetrating that 4-per
cent barrier. They hit that 4-percent 
basket, and their environment stand
ards are poor, and they are scoring. 

0 2040 
They are scoring, but they are going 

to score a lot less when we equalize the 
heights of our baskets. And the fact 
that you come before us in all good 
faith and say that certain factories 
have gone to Mexico belies the point 
that at times they will score but they 
will score a lot less with equalized bas
kets. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I am 
happy to yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from San Diego. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

What the gentleman has brought up 
is the thing that is brought up by the 
pro-NAFTA forces on a regular basis. 

If we have got roughly a 4-percent 
tariff barrier and they have got a 10-
percent barrier, tariff barrier, why is 
that not good enough to knock both of 
those down flat? It looks like they are · 
giving up more than we are giving up. 

The answer is that NAFTA is a busi
ness deal. If you look at this from a 
business point of view, here is what one 

question might be from a guy sitting 
around the table deciding whether you 
are going to make this business deal: 
Okay, ours is 4 percent, theirs is 10 per
cent; what kind of buying power is on 
the other side of that wall? 

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my 
time, I respond to my friend by point
ing to the fact that we have seen a dra
matic increase in the buying power of 
the Mexican citizenry. In fact, if you 
look at the fact that in 1987 we had a 
trade deficit with Mexico that was 
nearly $6 billion and last year we had a 
trade surplus of $5.4 billion, and that 
obviously is growing. 

Now, the purchasing power of the 
Mexican citizenry has been greatly un
derestimated by the opponents of the 
North American Free Trade Agree
ment. 

Mr. HUNTER. How much is it? 
Mr. DREIER. We have seen the rate 

of growth of the economy in Mexico 
has been roughly double the rate of 
growth here in the United States. And 
we need--

Mr. HUNTER. What is the buying 
power of Mexico? 

Mr. DREIER. My friend talks about 
the buying power of Mexico. Let us 
look at the history of this. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman let 
me finish my answer? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CANTWELL). The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER] controls the time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Well, let me finish my 
answer and then he can take it apart. 

Mr. DREIER. Is my friend asking me 
to yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. My dear friend did not 
let me finish my answer to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DREIER. So my friend is asking 
me to yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes. 
Mr. DREIER. Okay, I am happy to 

yield to my friend. 
Mr. HUNTER. I thank my friend for 

yielding. 
To finish up with my answer: The 

question is what kind of buying power 
is on the other side of the Wall? For ex
ample, if you had a nation with no buy
ing power whatsoever but lots of work
ing and productive power, the ability 
to make products and sell them to you, 
but they did not have the dollars to 
purchase what you make, then it still 
might be-it might not be a good deal 
even though they might be pulling 
down 50-percent tariff barriers, because 
there are not enough purchasers on the 
other side of the wall. 

Mr. DREIER. But we know that there 
are purchasers on the other side of the 
wall. That is something we have to rec
ognize. 

Mr. HUNTER. Now, the figures that I 
have seen-and I want Mr. DREIER to 
address these if it is necessary-the fig
ures that I have seen is that the aver
age per capita income in Mexico is 
$2,500 a year and that Haubauer and 
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Schott, the two pro-NAFTA econo
mists who support the deal , say that 
that figure is not likely to rise soon ex
cept for reevaluations of the value of 
the peso. $2,500 a year versus about 8 
times that on the American side. So, 
while the walls are smaller, the buying 
power, the consumer power is much 
smaller also on the Mexican side. That 
is my answer. 

Mr. DREIER. I yield to my friend. 
Mr. INSLEE. Well, the gentleman's 

point, first off let me tell you what the 
statistics are because this gives me a 
great opportunity to blow up one of the 
balloons of the anti-NAFTA critics. 
One of the balloons of the anti-NAFTA 
critics is that Mexico is composed of 
tiny little Lilliputians that have no 
economic power. Let me tell you how 
powerful they are. They are powerful 
enough that they buy more from the 
people who work in my district than 
the Japanese. 

Mr. HUNTER. That may not be say
ing a lot. 

Mr. INSLEE. The Japanese are buy
ing $385 per capita, the Mexicans buy 
from the people who work in my dis
trict $450 per capita, more than the 
Germans, more than the Italians, more 
than the French. They are growing. 

I will say one more thing and then I 
will yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER]. Whatever their 
buying power is, whatever their shoot
ing percentage is on the basketball 
team on the other side, no matter how 
tall or short they are, we will be in a 
better position vis-a-vis them when 
those rules of the game change. Maybe 
you believe they are very short, but 
they are a threat. And if we do not get 
our rules in shape so that we will be 
even with them, they will continue to 
eat our lunch because that is what is 
happening now. 

Mr. DREIER. My friend has made a 
very good point which needs to be un
derscored. Those who argue against the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
that we are going to be voting on in 
the next few weeks love to say, "I sup
port the concept of reducing trade bar
riers; I support the idea of a NAFT A, 
but not this one.'' I know this one from 
San Diego does not. 

Mr. HUNTER. This gentleman does 
not. 

Mr. DREIER. But when I got off the 
freeway a week ago last Friday at Los 
Angeles Airport, got onto the freeway 
and got off at la Cienaca, there was a 
great big sign at the corner of Stocker 
and La Cienaca that said, "Not This 
NAFTA." One is to infer from that that 
we want to bring about a trade a:gree
ment, but not this one. The fact of the 
matter is it is this NAFTA or we main
tain the status quo-and it gets even 
worse. 

I know my friend from San Diego is 
regularly concerned about the fact that 
we failed to gain access to the Japa
nese market. We see so many Japanese 

products come into the United States, 
and the real argument that we hear 
over and over and over again is that 
the Japanese will not let us sell United 
States-manufactured goods there. 
What we must do, Madam Speaker, is 
recognize that that problem that exists 
with Japan- and we all know it is still 
there and that is why I am pushing my 
United States Japan free trade agree
ment-but that argument which exists 
there is nonexistent when it comes to 
Mexico because we are bringing their 
tariff barrier that they have against us 
down to zero. So I respond by saying to 
those who say, "We want a free trade 
agreement, we want a NAFTA, but not 
this one," I say, "Bring about a North 
American Free Trade Agreement that 
will see this coalition that opposes 
N AFT A today come together and 
unite, let us see Jesse Jackson, Pat Bu
chanan, Jerry Brown and Ross Perot 
sit down and negotiate together an 
agreement that will be acceptable to 
this Congress. It " ain't" going to hap
pen, Madam Speaker. And we need to 
realize that our one chance to reduce 
those barriers is going to be right here 
in just a few weeks. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. I think the gen

tleman raises a valid point, if you try 
to imagine a North American Free
Trade Agreement drafted together by 
those opponents, it is hard to even 
imagine what language it will be writ
ten in. I would be happy to yield back 
at that point, but I think the gen
tleman is exactly right. Part of, I 
think, the fear of N AFT A has to do 
with the sense that the world economy 
is a zero-sum game. I think there is an 
exaggerated anxiety here because there 
is a sense that the only way the United 
States can gain is if some other coun
try loses, and, if some other country 
gains, it must be because the United 
States loses. 

History has shown that time and 
time again that is not the case. 

Now, it is a difficult case to make be
cause I think people feel that somehow 
there is only as much wealth in the 
world as there is and it is somehow a 
fixed number. It takes a great deal of 
thought as to work through and see if 
you have a trade agreement that per
haps Mexico gains but that the United 
States gains as well and that you can 
have a whole created that is greater 
and you can have a win-win situation, 
that it is not just one or the other. 

Mr. DREIER. Since we have under
scored that this is in fact a bipartisan 
effort, I might as well say on the floor 
here as I have said before many times: 
John F. Kennedy was right when he 
said a rising tide lifts all ships. 

This is clearly a win-win situation 
for both sides. So what we have to rec
ognize is the zero-sum game is a very 
important point here. 

We are going to see winners on both 
sides of the border, including Canada, 
and winners throughout. 

My great fear, as we look at-my 
friend talked about the historic pat
tern-over the past half-century, every 
time the United States has embarked 
on any kind of an agreement that has 
reduced trade barriers, it has benefited 
this country. And if we in this House of 
Representatives, where the key vote is 
going to take place on November 22, we 
will be in a position where we will say 
to those negotiators at the Uruguay 
round of the General Agreement on 
Tariff and Trade talks going on, those 
who are trying to reduce barriers 
throughout the world, that the United 
States cannot be trusted as they em
bark on negotiations, we will be taking 
a retrograde step, turning our back on 
50 years of history which has benefited 
this country every time we have re
duced barriers. 

I yield further to my friend. 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. I would like to 

quote from an article by Craig Stock, 
and the point of the article is that 
NAFTA is a win-win proposition for 
the United States and Canada. 

Mr. Stock writes: 
Historically, the removal of barriers to the 

flow of trade has spurred economic growth 
for all parties involved. The historical record 
suggests that failure awaits any nation that 
tries to help its economy by hurting its trad
ing partners for shutting its borders to the 
flow of goods and services and capital. 

0 2050 
I think those who believe that the 

world economy is a zero-sum game, 
that increased trade cannot benefit 
countries on both sides of the border 
when trade barriers are removed are 
turning a blind eye to history, both 
from the growth that has come from 
reducing barriers as well as the tre
mendous harm, the great depression, 
for example, that has followed coun
tries trying to protect their own econo
mies by beggaring their neighbors, and 
it turns out to beggar them all. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, at 
this point I yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from San Diego, for one very 
important reason. Among the four of 
us who are on the floor, Madam Speak
er, he is the only one who has left the 
Chamber and I can only assume that he 
has come back to report to our col
leagues what the score of the Phillies
Braves game is. Could my friend report 
that to us? 

Mr. HUNTER. Actually, I am going 
to have to disappoint my friend. I just 
came back for more debate. I have not 
seen that game yet. 

If the gentleman will continue to 
yield, I am hoping that John Kruk, 
first baseman that San Diego sold, one 
of the greatest hitters in baseball his
tory, has gotten, I hope that he has 
gotten at least three or four hits to
night, because he is a great, great play
er. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I am 
happy to yield further to my friend, 
the gentleman from Phoenix, AZ. 
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Mr. INSLEE. Not knowing what the 

score of the game is. 
Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, if my 

friend will permit, I just have been in
formed by one of my very dear friends, 
Tony, who has told me that the score is 
1-0, the Phillies, in the bottom of the 
second inning. 

Mr. INSLEE. The Phillies in the 
lead? 

Mr. DREIER. Yes. 
Mr. INSLEE. Well, let me make a 

suggestion. Before we knew what the 
score was, we· have just been alerted to 
the score, but let us all ask the ques
tion, having not known what the score 
of the game was, if we knew that in the 
first inning the umps came out and 
said that the right field fence of the 
Phillies will be half as far out as the 
right field fence of Atlanta and the 
same for center field and the same for 
left field, it really does not matter 
about the relative talent of the two 
teams. The Phillies would have a dis
tinct advantage and Leo Durocher, 
Yogi Berra, and us should choose to 
have the same distance in the same in
ning, in the same game out to that 
fence. 

Mr. DREIER. So we are seeking the 
ubiquitous level playing field. 

Madam Speaker, I am happy to yield 
further to my friend, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. Let me just reply to my friend. 

That would be an appropriate anal
ogy; however, if you added this provi
sion, that when one team hit a ball 
over the fence, let us say it was for
merly the 10-percent trade barrier, in
stead of getting one run for a home 
run, they only got one-eighth of a run 
or one-tenth of a run because there was 
not a very big market on the other side 
of the fence, whereas when the other 
team hit one over the fence when they 
were at bat, they got a complete run, 
then you would still have an uneven 
playing field. 

If you are sitting in a boardroom 
making a decision as to whether or not 
this is a good deal, because this is a 
business deal, it is a business deal and 
I think that people have different ideas 
on business deals, whether they are 
going to be good deals or bad deals. I 
think it is a bad deal. 

When you are sitting in that board
room saying is NAFTA a good deal and 
one guy says, "Hey, wait a minute. 
We're taking down 10 percent here, it's 
only 4 percent for us. Don't we get the 
best deal?'' 

The real question is what is on the 
other side of the wall? 

Mr. DREIER. What is on the other 
side of the wall, I say to my friend, is 
an expanded market which today we do 
not have access to. Under this agree
ment it will be yes, a business deal, a 
business deal which is going to be cre
ating jobs right here in the United 

States, 200,000 jobs within the first 2 
years. 

I have never understood why my 
friend who represents California, the 
largest State in the Union which has 
undergone these defense and aerospace 
cuts over the past several years, and it 
is terrible what has happened to our 
State. We have a 9-percent unemploy
ment rate, nearly 10 percent in my 
county of Los Angeles, and the only 
segment of our economy in California 
which has grown has been in the area 
of exports, exports to Mexico today, 
and even with that 10-foot wall, exports 
into the Pacific rim. That is the reason 
we need to work to bring down those 
barriers. 

Madam Speaker, I am happy to yield 
further to my friend from Phoenix. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I would like to 
add some statistics to· that. 

Mr. HUNTER. I hoped the gentleman 
had some statistics to my friend, be
cause he has mentioned none, but he 
has made some great slogans. 

. Mr. COPPERSMITH. Let me follow 
up with the numbers as far as what lies 
behind the wall. 

I am happy that my friend from 
Claremont is controlling the time. 

In 1987 when the Salinas government 
embarked upon the program of reform 
of the economy, there was some signifi
cant lowering of Mexican tariffs, which 
however are still quite high compared 
to United States tariffs; but in 1987 our 
exports to Mexico totaled $16 billion. 

In 1992, our exports to Mexico had in
creased to $40.6 billion. That is an in
crease in exporting to this market 
from $16 to $40.6 billion. 

That is a situation we have right now 
with relatively high tariffs in Mexico, 
so if you are worried about what lies 
behind the fence, how big that market 
is, keep in mind this is a market that 
has grown from $16 to $40.6 billion, al
most $41 billion in exports in the space 
of 5 years. Those are the numbers that 
are behind the statistics the gentleman 
quoted earlier, that in 1987 we ran a $5 
billion trade deficit with Mexico. That 
has turned into a $5.4 billion surplus in 
1992. 

Now, of that $40.6 billion worth of ex
ports, $30.9 billion were consumed in 
Mexico, half by families, half by busi
nesses; so that is what is behind that 
wall right now, almost a $41 billion 
market. It is a market that as the gen
tleman pointed out is growing rapidly 
and increasing in size. 

Right now even with the relatively 
high tariffs, 2.5 times as high as the av
erage U.S. tariff, we are still able to ex
port $40.6. The number has increased 
rapidly. It will continue to do so. 

I think somebody sitting in that 
boardroom trying to decide if this is a 
good business deal or not would look at 
those numbers, the size of those num
bers and the fact that increased ex
ports, that growth in exports was re
sponsible for the growth of 400,000 
American jobs in that period of time. · 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, let me 
just add to what my friend has said. He 
is right on target when he points to the 
fact that that market has grown and 
will continue to grow. It has grown for 
two basic reasons. 

We have seen a slight reduction in 
the tariff barrier, and obviously under 
NAFTA it will ultimately get to a zero 
tariff. 

But the second reason is the item 
that I referred to earlier. If we look at 
the latter part of the last decade, the 
last half of the last decade, these 
moves toward privatization and free 
markets have played a key role in en
hancing the economic standard of the 
people in Mexico. 

As I said earlier, the other countries 
in Latin America have with few excep
tions moved toward greater political 
pluralism and freer markets. As we do 
that, to stand here and say that we are 
going to penalize those countries who 
have now followed the lead that we 
have provided through the 1980's as we 
were fighting the cold war and other 
challenges that existed during that 
decade of the eighties would be I be
lieve disingenuous at best because we 
would be saying to them, "Move to
ward a free market, but when it comes 
to creating a level playing field that 
will create opportunities for us to ex
port with you, we are the ones who are 
going to stand here, the Gringoes to 
the north, and say nada." 

I am not going to be any part of any
thing like that. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend from San Diego. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding, because 
it gives us an opportunity to talk 
about statistics, and I hope the gen
tleman will give me a minute to com
ment on the figure that the gentleman 
just raised, the almost $41 billion in ex
ports that is cited day after day by the 
pro-NAFTA Members of the House who 
take this on in debate and in special 
orders and in commentary during the 
day. 

Forty billion dollars in exports to 
Mexico, and I know the gentleman is 
looking at his figures, is totally false 
and totally misleading, not because of 
bad motivation on the part of the gen
tleman, but because of the way those 
exports, so-called exports are com
prised, and please allow me to explain. 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to further 
yield. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding further. 

We have twin plants in Mexico, many 
of them on my side of the border or 
just below my part of the border in Ti
juana, many of them in Juarez south of 
El Paso. Twin plants are plants in Mex
ico that take American components, 
add value, whether they put the two 
components or more components to
gether or maybe put a third component 
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in that is made in Mexico and ship 
them back to the American market 
from whence the components came, 
with a value added. 

Now, let me explain what that 
means, and I thank the gentleman for 
giving me the time. If I take this po
dium that I am talking from right now, 
make it in Washington, DC, with 
American workers, and let us say it 
costs $100, I put it on a bus and ship it 
to Tijuana to be varnished and sanded, 
and that is $10. 

I sent a letter to Mickey Kantor, the 
United States Trade Representative, 
and I said, "Mr. Ambassador, how do 
you count for purposes of adding your 
exports together, how do you count an 
American component made in America 
for ultimate sale to Americans, can't 
be sold in Mexico under the law if it is 
a twin-plant product, if it is sent to Ti
juana, added to and brought back?" 

The answer that came from Mr. Roe , 
his assistant, who said, "Allow me to 
answer for the Ambassador." 

He said, "Yes. Your $100 component 
when it crosses the line going into Ti
juana we count as a $100 export to Mex
ico. When the $10 is added to it and it 
is shipped back, we call that a $110 ex
port from Mexico to the United States. 

0 2100 
Now, under Mexican statistics, that 

is 34.7 percent; that is, roughly one
third of your $41 billion are compo
nents made in America to be sold to 
America, Americans, and they make a 
U-turn at the twin plants and come 
back to us. That, and I know the gen
tleman is now searching his material, 
believe me. I have got the letter. I am 
going to give it to you. That is not a 
true export. That concept gives smoke 
and mirrors a bad name. 

Mr. DREIER. If I can reclaim my 
time, I thank my friend for his con
tribution, and I would say that, if you 
look at the situation in Mexico, it 
seems to me that we have to realize 
that there still has been dramatic eco
nomic growth which has taken place 
there-

Mr. HUNTER. Did the gentleman 
concede my point? 

Mr. DREIER. And my friend from 
Phoenix would like to respond. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER], for yielding me the time. 
I think my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER], was mis
taking my itchiness to reply for shift
ing through my papers. I have got the 
information I need right here. I am just 
squirming to try and get the time back 
from the gentleman who controls it. 

I think that, first of all, there are 
two ways to answer that. There is the 
boring way with statistics, and of 
course I will do that first because that 
is my true nature. 

The impression has been created that 
so much of what we are exporting to 

Mexico is used at the maquiladora But whatever the number is, does the 
plants, at the twin plants, at the as- gentleman agree that that should be 
sembly plants. I already mentioned subtracted from the $40 billion figure? 
that of the $40.6 billion, approximately Mr. COPPERSMITH. Madam Speak
somewhere between $8.7 and $9 billion er, if the gentleman will yield to me, I 
of that deals with components shipped think that would deny reality because 
to the twin plants, to the maquila- that is clearly part of the border and 
doras. The U.S. international-- part of the cross-border trade at this 

Mr. HUNTER. According to Mexican point. 
statistics--- But I would also like to make the 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. The U.S. inter- point that harks back to something my 
national-- friend from Washington said earlier, 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to further that so many opponents of NAFTA are 
yield to my friend from Phoenix. citing things that are really today's 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Have calculated problems, and, coming from a border 
that United States exports of input in State, as actually everyone in the 
those production sharing arrangements Chamber tonight does, including the 
comprise an estimated 22 percent of all SPEAKER, coming from a border 
United States exports to Mexico in State, I think it is the status quo that 
1992. That says two things. That says needs to be changed. 
the great majority of exports were not Right now opponents of NAFTA talk 
destined for twin plants. They were about job loss, they talk · about en vi
destined for the Mexican market. The ronmental problems, they talk about 
second is that the percentage that is immigration pressures and population 
going to those production sharing ar- shifts at the border. That is all the sta
rangements was down, in 1987 was 32 tus quo. That is the current situation. 
percent. The percentage is declining, so One thing NAFTA does do is effectively 
an estimated 83 percent of the growth require Mexico to fade out the 
in United States exports to Mexico in maquiladora system. 
the last 5 years was for use in Mexico, I come from a State that has, per
not for reexport back into the United haps, benefited somewhat from the 
states, and that is from the United maquiladora system in certain aspects, 
States International Trade Commis- but all and all I think it is a bad deal 
sion. for Arizona, and it ~s pr~bably not th~t 

The second point I would like to _ grea~ a de~l for Califo~ma as. well. It IS 
make is the statistics, calculating the too mtensive at ~he border, It has ere
statistics that way, works both ways. I ated those envu:onmental . problems 
mean keep in mind that even if you that we keep talkmg abo~t, It has ere
were counting that value that high, ated tremendous popul~t10n. problems 
even though it is ultimately reexported and pressures, and I thmk, If you are 
back into the United States after the concerned about thos~ problems, the 
maquiladora plant, that increases both way to address the~ IS not to defeat 
countries' stati tics and we ar t"ll NAFTA. That enshr~nes the status quo. 

. s . •. e s I The way to deal WIth those problems 
r~nnmg ~ $5.4 billion trade surplus and the way to deal with the question 
with Mexico. 

I think the facts actually show th t of how you count goods that move back 
a and forth across the border to be as

the ~Teat perce~tag~ of what we are ~x- sembled and resold is by changing the 
portmg t.o Mexico IS for. consumptiOn way the economies of the two countries 
there. It Is not for the twm plants, and relate to each other and that is 
however those numbers are ~alc.u~ated, through the NAFTA. ' 
that r.epresents a. small-a sigmfiC~nt, Mr. DREIER. That is the natural 
but still the relatively smaller portio~, question which has to be raised. I was 
of o':lr. exports and a percentage that IS saying earlier that most of those, with 
declimng. the exception, of course, of my friend 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman from San Diego who opposed this 
~ould yield j~st for a seco?d, I would NAFTA, argue that we must have an
JUSt ask my friend, and I thmk we have other free-trade agreement and they 
got a good discussion going. he~e, and I say they support free trade. 'The fact of 
thank the gentleman for yieldmg, but the matter is that we will end up with 
w~uld you agree that for purposes of the status quo, and I think it is very 
this .debate we should extract the sad that my friend from San Diego 
American-made components that are wants to maintain the status quo. He 
U-turned and come back to the Amer- has what he now acknowledges to me is 
ican market, we. should subt:a~t t~at a protectionist bent, and he admits to 
from that approximately $40 billion fig- being a protectionist. He did to me on 
ure, ascertaining what it is we should the floor today as we were discuss
subtract it, and I might say to my ing--
friend that the Mexican department of Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman 
commerce statistics say that the would yield, and I thank the gentleman 
maquiladora components exported for yielding, incidentally I thank my 
from the United States to Mexico, friend for giving me this time to re
maquiladora components, is, in 1992, spond and my friends who also share 
34.7 percent, and I have got the cer- border districts---
tified copy that I will be happy to send Mr. DREIER. I hope my friend will 
them. acknowledge that I used some facts. 
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Mr. HUNTER. And my friend gave 

you his facts, and I did not mean to say 
him, simply sloganeering. That was 
mean. But let me just say to my friend 
that I have got some alternatives, and 
one alternative that I think we should 
do, and I would be-this comes from 
talking to a lot of business people who 
are contemplating flight to Mexico, 
NAFTA or no NAFTA, because of over
regulation in this country, because of a 
lack of an investment-friendly cli
mate--

Mr. DREIER. Well, I would ask my 
friend does he believe that there are 
United States businesses that are look
ing forward to the implementation of 
NAFTA so that they can automatically 
shift their operations to Mexico? 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me just answer, 
and I will be happy to tell the gen
tleman. My answer is: Let's create an 
investment-friendly climate in the 
United States. Let's give capital gains 
tax breaks, accelerated deprecia
tion--

Mr. DREIER. Well, my friend knows, 
and I know he has discussed these 
items, and I have formed, and I think 
my friend has joined, the zero capital 
gains tax caucus which obviously 
would create opportunities, and what 
that will do is it will allow us to 
produce even more that can be ex
ported into Mexico. I do not believe 
that maintaining these kinds of protec
tionist barriers is in any way bene
ficial. 

We have about 3 minutes left, and I 
know that my friend from Selah would 
like to make a contribution at this 
point, and, if I could just yield to him, 
if I have any time I would be happy to 
yield to my friend from San Diego. 

Mr. HUNTER. I want one more shot 
at the gentleman. 

Mr. INSLEE. Well, I appreciate it be
cause again this is illuminating to me, 
and what I learned many times in this 
Chamber is we spent hours and hours 
and hours debating issues that do not 
matter, and the gentleman may be 
right on some of these statistics. I am 
sure a lot of them are arguable. But 
these are arguments that, even though 
they are right, they do not matter, and 
let me tell my colleagues what I mean 
by that. 

We can argue about the right way to 
figure the batting average of the Phila
delphia team. There are lots of ways to 
figure that. Should you count errors? 
Should you count triples? There are 
lots of ways to figure the batting aver~ 
ages of the respective teams. However 
there is no way to argue that, regard
less how you figure out how to cal
culate our exports, regardless of how 
you figure out how to calculate a bat
ting average, that if you insist on the 
status quo of Mexico having a fence 
that is only half as far out as us, we are 
going to lose more games. It is a simple 
fact of baseball, and it is a simple fact 
of economics. 

So, Madam Speaker, let me entreat 
us not to argue how much the exports 
are. All I know is, if they are $1, they 
were $1 in 1987, and they are $5 now. 
Maybe they are at $5 billion, and they 
are $40 billion. All we know is they 
have got better after we have knocked 
down, so far, about 10 feet off that wall, 
and they are going to continue to get 
better when we take that wall down to 
zero where it belongs. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I want 
to thank all of my friends who have 
participated in this. 

I will yield 10 seconds to my friend to 
respond, and then I would like to close 
this. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I say 
to the gentleman, "Thank you, and 
thank· you for this special order,'' and 
let me just respond to my friend. 

This is a business deal and trading 
for a baseball player is a business deal. 
The gentleman would be pretty upset if 
you traded for a .350 hitter and you 
found out that the reason that he had 
.350 was because they counted all the 
walks as hits. That is what I am saying 
with respect to this $41 billion in ex
port statistics. We ought to work off 
the right statistics. 1 • 

Mr. DREIER. We are~talkmg all 
about sports, and I know my friends 
are going to want to s itch to the 
game now, and probably ost of those 
watching could care less about the se
ries if they are watching us. 

But let me just say, Madam Speaker, 
the fact of the matter is this is a win/ 
win situation unlike the baseball game 
where we will see either the Phillies or 
the Braves win the game. We will, with 
implementation of a North American 
Free-Trade Agreement, seeJtremendous 
job opportunities and export opportuni
ties created on both sides of the border, 
and with that I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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FURTHER DEBATE ON NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
have appreciated this exchange with 
my three friends on NAFTA. I think it 
has been carried on in the tradition of 
the House of a good lively exchange 
with lots of facts and statistics cited 
on both sides. I just wanted to finish up 
with a couple of statistics that I think 
are important, because they are the 
underpinnings of this debate. I will 
give plenty of my time to my col
leagues to respond. 

I mentioned a few minutes ago that 
the fact that some of the statistics, 34.7 
percent of the exports to Mexico, ac
cording to the Mexican Department of 
Commerce, are maquiladora compo
nents that basically make a U-turn 

ride, coming from an American manu
facturer. They go across the border a 
few miles to Tijuana or Juarez. They 
are added to or put together with Mexi
can value-added, and shipped back to 
the same people who made them and 
sold to them, and are called exports. 

That probably does not do the debate 
justice, because they are not true ex
ports. If you subtract them from the 
$40 billion figure, then you have about 
a $26 billion figure. 

I just wanted to take a few minutes 
and add to what I consider to be an
other phony component to this $40 bil
lion figure, that I think in fairness 
should also be subtracted. 

When Briggs & Stratton announced 
the other day they were leaving the 
United States and moving south to 
Juarez, they announced that some 240 
employees would be laid off and that 
they needed to be in Juarez. I think the 
representative of the company said 
something to the effect that you can
not pay 15 bucks an hour to people and 
make a profit on these engines, and 
this is necessary. 

When Briggs & Stratton goes south, 
if they take a truck loaded with, say, 
$2 million worth of machine tools from 
the factory that they are closing in the 
United States, and they drive that 
across the border, according to the in
formation that we have received from 
the Department of Commerce to date, 
and unlike Mr. Kantor's letter on the 
U-turn exports, we do not have the 
written letter yet, but according to 
their information, when that truck, 
representing the factory equipment of 
a collapsed, closed, American plant 
that laid off 247 Americans crosses the 
Mexican border, President Clinton and 
Mickey Kantor will count the $2 mil
lion worth of equipment that is going 
south as a job-creating export in Mex
ico. 

Now, how will that be translated into 
jobs, into a jobs figure for this debate? 

The Department of Commerce and 
the U.S. Trade Representative will 
take that $2 million figure and they 
will apply a certain number of jobs to 
that export figure. They will do that on 
the basis that for every $1 billion in ex
port, theoretically about 20,000 jobs are 
supported. 

So President Clinton will be in the 
incredible position, and is on a daily 
basis, if you look at his statistics, and 
so is Mickey Kantor, of counting when 
American trucks carry equipment from 
closed American factories where the 
workers have been fired south into 
Mexico, of counting that equipment as 
a job creating export from the United 
States. 

Second, when a company like Smith 
Corona closes its factory in the United 
States, as it did, and fires 850 employ
ees and goes to Mexico to continue its 
production for sale in the United 
States, but employing Mexican work
ers, not American workers, and it 
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leaves 2,000 jobs in the supplier commu
nity in America that used to supply 
components for the typewriters still in 
America, but it receives those compo
nents, continues to receive the compo
nents from the American suppliers, but 
the American suppliers no longer send 
them to the Smith Corona factory in 
America, they send them to the Smith 
Corona factory in Mexico, President 
Clinton will say that those components 
that are sent by the 2,000 workers, 
making components in America for 
Smith Corona, to be shipped back to 
the United States, are now jobs that 
are linked to exports, and therefore the 
exodus of Smith Corona to Mexico cre
ated, presto, 2,000 jobs. 

My point is this: We have a debate 
here in which there are two sides, 
strongly armed with facts, figures, no
tions,· philosophies, et cetera. We 
should work from the same sheet of 
paper. The sheet of paper with respect 
to exports has been badly skewed, I 
think. I think it is grossly unfair and 
misleading to Americans to say that 
that $40 billion figure, which includes 
U-turn exports and exports of equip
ment from companies that have closed 
in America moving out, and has called 
those transfers, export-related jobs, is 
misleading and does the debate a dis
service. 

I would be happy to yield to my 
friend. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding, and assure him 
that my colleague [Mr. DREIER] and I 
will not use as much time on his spe
cial order as he used on ours. 

I would like to make a couple of com
ments to the statement that you made. 
I mean, the first is, as far as the statis
tics, I think the point is to compare, as 
you say, apples to apples and oranges 
to oranges, the United States statistics 
indicate that currently exports to 
maquiladoras, to the twin plants, 
amount to 22 percent of what we export 
to Mexico, down from 32 percent 5 
years ago. 

I think you are quoting the Mexican 
statistics. It is not hard to believe that 
the Mexican Government might com
pute these statistics differently than 
the United States Government does. 
But I think in that case the point 
would be to compare the 1987 Mexican 
Government statistics with the 1992 
Government statistics. Because I think 
you will see that the trend is clearly 
downward. That exports back and forth 
to the maquiladoras are becoming a 
smaller and smaller proportion of what 
we export to Mexico. 

Eighty-three percent of the growth in 
exports from the United States to Mex
ico over the past 5 years is not for the 
twin plants, but is for consumption in 
Mexico. 

The second point in the gentleman's 
statement that causes me to rise is the 
gentleman referred to the experience of 
Briggs & Stratton. And you referred to 

Smith Corona. Those are things that 
happened under the status quo. Those 
are plant movements and exports that 
happened under the current relation
ship between the two countries. Defeat-· 
ing NAFTA does nothing to bring those 
plants back. In fact, defeating NAFTA 
does very little to change the incen
tives that caused those plants to move 
in the first place. Because, in fact, de
feating NAFTA may increase the in
centives for those plants to move, be
cause moving to Mexico means you can 
access both the United States and the 
Mexican markets, whereas remaining 
in the United States presents a barrier 
to the Mexican market. 

I am gratified, though, that the gen
tleman from California has mentioned 
these problems, because I think the so
lution is not to try and fight change, 
not to try and preserve the status quo, 
that is already slipping through our 
fingers, but I think the solution is in
stead to prepare for the change that is 
coming. I hope that the gentleman's 
concern over the workers that have 
been displaced because of these 
changes will cause him to support some 
initiatives for retraining, for job devel
opment, and so on, so that the people 
who are displaced, if what is happening 
now continues, will be able to become 
and remain productive members of our 
society. 

Mr. HUNTER. I would be happy tore
spond to the gentleman. The reason I 
cited the Mexican commerce statistics 
that 34 percent of these so-called ex
ports of the $40 billion are U-turn ex
ports is precisely because I saw Presi
dent Clinton's briefing book that the 
gentleman has obviously quoted that 
says it is only 22 percent. So I went 
right to the source. I went to the Mexi
can Government. And the Mexican 
Government's commerce statistics are 
34.7 percent. 

Now, ever if it is 22 percent, let us ac
knowledge that and let us take that off 
that $40 billion. If it is 33 percent, if 
you want to split the difference, let us 
take it off. 

I will tell you why it is important. It 
is important that you strip away these 
phony statistics, these U-turn exports, 
and do not call them job creating ex
ports, and it is important that you 
strip away this capital equipment when 
you close down an American factory 
and you move the used equipment to 
Mexico and President Clinton calls 
that a job-creating export. 

D 2120 
It is important you take those phony 

statistics away, because those statis
tics are being used by pro-NAFTA peo
ple to scare Americans. 

Mr. DREIER. Fear happens to be 
really on the side of the opponents of 
NAFTA. I think that a point needs to 
be made that, yes, u.s. businesses have 
in fact moved. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, the 
point that I am making is that if you 

use those statistics, that $40 billion is 
being used by people to say, 700,000 jobs 
depend on exports. And that is not 
true. 

According to Prof. Harley Shakin of 
the University of California, when you 
strip off the phony figures, you have 
330,000 jobs dependent on exports. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, the 
point that I was trying to make is one 
that I stated earlier. 

Of the United States businesses 
which have located in Mexico, we must 
remember that 70 percent of the busi
ness that they do is to access that 
consumer market, which they cannot 
today, without that incredibly high 
burden. I refer to the 20-percent tariff 
on computers, which, obviously, there 
are growing demands in Mexico for the 
utilization of computer technology, 
which is developed right here in the 
United States. And it seems to me that 
we need to realize that with that over
whelming percentage of business done 
by United States-owned operations in 
Mexico, in the Mexican consumer mar
ket, they have had no choice but to 
make those kinds of moves so that 
they can gain access to that market. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me respond to my 
friend. In fact, the maquiladoras, in 
which Mexico claims 34.7 percent of our 
exports are shipped, cannot ship to the 
Mexican market. By law, they have to 
U-turn it back to the United States. 

Mr. DREIER. What happens to the 
maquiladora process under the NAFTA 
agreement? What is going to happen to 
the maquiladora process when we im
plement NAFTA and zero out the tariff 
barrier? 

Mr. HUNTER. If my friend will let 
me finish, Briggs & Stratton made a 
statement. When they are moving 
south, they are not expanding an en
gine market for Briggs & Stratton en
gines in Mexico. Their spokesman said, 
"I can't afford to pay $15 an hour to 
Americans to make those engines. 
That is why I'm moving." 

The Ford plant in Hermosillo that 
makes approximately 160,000 Fords 
with Mexican workers, high-quality, 
highly productive workers at $2.38 an 
hour, shipped every one of their Fords 
back to the United States. 

Mr. DREIER. I would say that we 
need to realize that several people who 
have written about this issue are abso
lutely correct. If we do believe in the 
free market process, there is no way in 
the world that we in the United States 
can justify paying $16 an hour for items 
that are produced at a wage rate of $3 
an hour. And if you really believe in 
markets, you realize that a parity is 
going to be struck there. That is the 
ultimate goal. That is what is going to 
happen, because we are clearly going to 
see benefits on both sides of the border. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
BROWN]. 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is clear from 

what my friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] is saying, the 
market says that American wages 
should go down to be harmonized with 
Mexican wages. That is exactly the 
problem. 

The problem with NAFTA is not just 
American jobs going to Mexico, as the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER] has so articulately said. It is also 
American wages being harmonized 
down, a favorite phrase of Mr. Kantor 
in front of my committee last week, a 
favorite phrase of the EPA Adminis
trator, a favorite phrase of former 
President Bush and President Clinton, 
harmonize wages down, harmonize en
vironmental safeguards down, har
monize labor safeguards down so that 
we have lower wages. 

Mr. DREIER. Our goal is to increase 
all of them. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not want to 
see our wages and our benefits go down 
toward Mexico's. I want to see theirs 
go up. That means that we do not need 
this NAFTA. It means we renegotiate 
something that will help bring Mexican 
wages up, something that will help 
bring the environmental standards up. 

Mr. DREIER. We look forward to 
that agreement. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, let 
me yield to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. COPPERSMITH], who has been 
waiting to get a word in edgewise here. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I am scared 8o 
stick my head in at this point, but I 
just want to make some comments in 
response to my friend from Ohio. 

I think that expressing concern for 
the workers of Mexico and hoping that 
their standard of living rises while op
posing the NAFTA is really contradic
tory. I think that is blessing them with 
kindness that they do not need. 

What they need is an increase in 
growth in their market, and that is 
how you get the win-win situation that 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] and I were referring to. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, re
claiming my time, and briefly to com
ment on this, this is why NAFTA is a 
bad business deal. This is why NAFTA 
does not work. 

Mexican workers are highly produc
tive. The experiments of the Big Three 
made in Mexico show that. They can do 
technical stuff. They can do it with 
high quality, and they will do it for a 
low wage and are doing it for a low 
wage. 

NAFTA can never work if $2,500-a
year workers never see their wages rise 
much above $2,500 a year. 

The leading economists, who are pro
NAFTA, do not predict any major rise 
in these wages from $2,500 a year. Be
cause of that, the American worker is 
left with the worst of all worlds. He has 
a gentleman, a counterpart south of 
the border, who is quite competent, 
with good equipment, good schooling, 

and good middle-level management to 
take his job. But that person south of 
the border cannot by his products. 

A good deal is getting something for 
that which you are giving. Republicans 
are for good deals. This is not a good 
deal. 

CLOSING THOUGHTS 
(Mr. COPPERSMITH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Madam Speak
er, it seems clear to me that we will 
not resolve the issue tonight, though 
we have tried mightily. 

Why do we not just continue the de
bate another night, because I know 
from the look on the Speaker's face 
that while she will be glad to preside 
over this Chamber as long as it is re
quired, I think maybe we all should re
tire and continue the debate again to
morrow. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
think the gentleman has made a wise 
recommendation. I think that it is im
portant for us to see exactly where the 
Phillies and the Braves are. 

I thank all the gentlemen for partici
pating. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. POMEROY (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for today on account of a 
death in the family. · 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. DORNAN, for 60 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DORNAN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. ROBERTS, for 60 minutes, on Oc
tober 27. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. HORN, for 60 minutes, on October 
12 and 19. 

Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. JEFFERSON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. JEFFERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. COYNE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. MENENDEZ, for 60 minutes each 
day, on October 6 and 7. 

Mr. DERRICK, for 60 minutes, on Octo
ber 12. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. HUNTER, for 15 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DORNAN) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GALLEGLY in two instances. 
Mr. FIELDS. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in three in-

stances. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. GOODLING in two instances. 
Mr. GILLMOR. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Ms. SNOWE. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. KYL. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. JEFFERSON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. TORRICELLI in three instances. 
Mr. !NSLEE. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. DIXON. 
Ms. ESHOO in two instances. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. BARCA. 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 
Mr. PARKER. 
Mrs. KENNELLY. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
Mr. TOWNS in two instances. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Mr. BRWESTER. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. BECERRA. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 
Ms. KAPTUR in two instances. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in five instances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FILNER. 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
Mr. PORTMAN. 
Mr. CLAYTON. 
Mr. CONYERS. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 
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S. 1487. An act entitled the "Middle East 

Peace Facilitation Act of 1993"; to the Com
mittees on Foreign Affairs and Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to designate 
the months of October 1993 and October 1994 
as "Country Music Month." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to, accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 28 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, October 7, 1993, at 
10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1972. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the Perishable Agricul
tural Commodities Act to increase the statu
tory ceilings on license fees; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture. 

1973. A letter from the Interim CEO, Reso
lution Trust Corporation, transmitting the 
1993 semiannual progress report of investiga
tions of professional conduct, pursuant to 
Public Law 101-647, section 2540 (104 Stat. 
4885); to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

1974. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--115, "Illegal Dumping En
forcement Temporary Act of 1993," pursuant 
to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

1975. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--108, "Administration of 
Medication by Public School Employees Act 
of 1993," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

1976. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--114, "Prevention of Child 
Neglect Temporary Amendment Act of 1993," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1977. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--112, "Cable Television 
Communications Act of 1981 Temporary 
Amendment Act of 1993," pursuant to D.C. 
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

1978. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--113, "Unemployment 
Compensation Public School Employees 
Temporary Amendment Act of 1993," pursu
ant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(l); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1979. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 

copy of D.C. Act 10--109, "Child Abuse and Ne
glect Prevention Children's Trust Fund Act 
of 1993," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

1980. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--110, "Children's Island 
Development Plan Act of 1993," pursuant to 
D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

1981. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10--111, "Lease of the Em
ployment Services Building Site Temporary 
Act of 1993," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

1982. A letter from the Acting Director of 
Communications and Legislative Affairs, 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis
sion, transmitting the fiscal year 1992 annual 
report on Activities of the Commission, pur
suant to 42 U.S.C. 2000e-4(e); to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. · 

1983. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Energy, transmitting the De
partment's annual audit on the use of the 
Environmental Protection Agency's [EPA] 
Superfund moneys for fiscal year 1992; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

1984. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting the annual report of the inspector gen
eral's work in the Agency's Superfund pro
gram for fiscal 1992; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

1985. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy; transmitting a proposal for a dem
onstration project on new and innovative 
communications equipment and services for 
utilities; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1986. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter
mination No. 93-41: Determination to Au
thorize the Transfer of Economic Support 
Fund to the Peacekeeping Operations Fund 
to Support Regional Peacekeeping for Libe
ria, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2318(b)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1987. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter
mination No. 93-40: Transfer of $424,000 in fis
cal year 1993 foreign military financing funds 
to the economic support fund account for as
sistance to the Government of Mexico, pur
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2318(b)(2); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1988. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that the Agency 
for International Development intends to al
locate $493,000 from the Economic Support 
Fund [ESF] to the Department of Defense to 
fund critical humanitarian and civic action 
programs in Haiti, pursuant to section 632(a) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1989. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting the results of the audit of the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation's 1992 and 1991 
financial statements, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
9106(a); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1990. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit
ting notification of a new standard for open
ness for Federal agencies in the implementa
tion of the Freedom of Information Act; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

1991. A letter from the Senior Vice Presi
dent, Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of 
Jackson, transmitting the annual pension 
plan report for the plan year ending Decem
ber 31, 1993, for the farm credit retirement 
plan, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

1992. A letter from the Deputy Adminis
trator, General Service Administration, 
transmitting a building project survey for 
Brownsville, TX, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

1993. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Energy, transmitting the 5-year pro
gram plan for improving the integration of 
basic energy research programs with other 
energy programs within the Department, 
pursuant to Public Law 102-486, section 2205 
(106 Stat. 3091); jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce and Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

1994. A letter from the Comptroller, De
partment of Defense, transmitting the quar
terly report on program activities to facili
tate weapons destruction and nonprolifera
tion in the former Soviet Union, during the 
quarter from April 1, 1993, through June 30, 
1993, pursuant to Public Law 102-396, section 
9110(a) (106 Stat. 1928); jointly, to the Com
mittees on Foreign Affairs and Appropria
tions. 

1995. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting an in
terim report on the GAO review of the White 
House travel office, pursuant to Public Law 
103-50, section 805 (107 Stat. 261); jointly, to 
the Committees on Government Operations 
and Appropriations. 

1996. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General for Legislative Affairs, Department 
of Justice, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title VI, section 601, of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act, fiscal 
year 1989, Public Law 100-453, as amended; 
jointly, to the Committees on Intelligence 
(Permanent Select) and Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 1012. A bill to establish a 
congressional commemorative medal for 
organ donors and their families; with an 
amendment (Rept. 103-276, Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 269. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2739) to 
amend the Airport and Airway Improvement 
Act of 1982 to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, and for other 
purposes CRept. 103-277). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resol u
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. HAMILTON: 
H.R. 3221. A bill to provide for the adju

dication of certain claims against the Gov
ernment of Iraq; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 
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By Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr. AN

DREWS of Texas, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. STENHOLM, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. PETERSON 
of Florida, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. CARR, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. CLEM
ENT, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. GOSS, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
HORN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mrs. LLOYD, Ms. LONG, Mr. 
MCHAJ..,E, Mr. MCMILLAN, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. NUSSLE, 
Mr. ORTON, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PETRI, 
Mr. PORTER, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. TANNER, and Mr. TAUZIN): 

H.R. 3222. A bill to contain health care 
costs and improve access to health care 
through accountable health plans and man
aged competi tlon, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce, Ways and Means, Education and 
Labor, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BECERRA (for himself and Mr. 
NADLER): 

H.R. 3223. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to establish fair and ex
pedited procedures for adjudicating political 
asylum claims and to prevent fraud and 
abuse in the asylum process; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY: 
H.R. 3224. A bill to direct the Forest Serv

ice to replace the modular airborne fire 
fighting system, and for other purposes; . 
jointly, to the Committees on Natural Re
sources and Agriculture. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida (for him
self, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. MFUME, Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BLACKWELL, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, 
Mrs. COLLINS of illinois, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. FIELDS of Lou
isiana, . Mr. · FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. HAST
INGS, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RUSH, MR. 
SCOTT, Mr. STOKES, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. TUCKER, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. WATT, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
and Mr. ROYCE): 

H.R. 3225. A bill to support the transition 
to nonracial democracy in South Africa; 
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs, Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
Ways and Means, and Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. FOGLIETTA: 
H.R. 3226. A bill to prohibit an individual 

or entity providing services under any Fed
eral health program from refusing to provide 
services under such a program to an individ
ual on the grounds that the individual has 
been a plaintiff in a medical malpractice li
ability action; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce, Ways and Means, 
Post Office and Civil Service, Veterans' Af
fairs, Armed Services, and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. 
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PELOSI, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. SHAW, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. BREWSTER, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. BLUTE, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
ZELIFF, Mr. CRANE, Mr. SUNDQUIST, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. FIELDS of Lou
isiana, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. LIVING
STON, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mrs. MINK, 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. FLAKE, 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. OBER
STAR): 

H.R. 3227. A bill to repeal the reduction in 
the deductible portion of business meals and 
entertainment made by the Revenue Rec
onciliation Act of 1993; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida (for him
self, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
CHAPMAN, Mr. MANTON, Mrs. MEEK, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
STARK, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. GOSS, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. MIL
LER of Florida): 

H.R. 3228. A bill to amend· the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to pro
vide services to immigrant children; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SERRANO (for himself, Mr. 
BECERRA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
PASTOR, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. TORRES, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
TEJEDA, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. MILLER of California, and 
Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona): 

H.R. 3229. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SERRANO (for himself, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. GUTIERREZ, MS. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. BACERRA, MS. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. 
UNDERWOOD): 

H.R. 3230. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act with respect to the 
health of individuals who are members of ra
cial or ethnic minor! ty groups; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. TUCKER (for himself, Ms. ROY
BAL-ALLARD, Ms. WATERS, Mr. HORN, 
Mr. BECERRA, and Ms. HARMAN): 

H.R. 3231. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to permit tax-exempt fi
nancing of certain transportation facilities; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 3232. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide individuals re
ceiving State or local governmental pensions 
an exclusion equivalent to that received by 
Social Security recipients; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILSON: 
H.R. 3233. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Agriculture to take such actions as may be 
necessary to control the infestation of south
ern pine beetles currently ravaging wilder
ness areas in the State of Texas; jointly, to 
the Committees on Natural Resources and 
Agriculture. 

By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. FILNER, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
GIBBONS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Mr. DICKS, Ms. 
FURSE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. BECERRA, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. FARR, Mr. BEILENSON, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BISHOP, 
and Mr. WYNN): 

H.R. 3234. A bill to provide a comprehen
sive program of adjustment assistance to 
workers displaced as a result of any pro
gram, project, or activity carried out under 
Federal law; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means, Education and Labor, and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.J. Res. 273. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution relating to 
Federal budget procedures; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MYERS of Indiana: 
H.J. Res. 274. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to issue a proclamation des
ignating October, 1993, as "National Spina 
Bifida Prevention Month"; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
GILMAN): 

H. Con. Res. 159. Concurrent resolution 
concerning the identification of U.S. mili
tary personnel involved in United Nations 
and other multinational peacekeeping oper
ations for the purposes of the Geneva Con
vention; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. VOLKMER (for himself, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, and Mr. ROBERTS): 

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution to 
correct the enrollment of H.R. 3123; consid
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BAKER of California (for him
self, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. 
BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CANADY, 
Mr. CLINGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COM
BEST, Mr. COX, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DELAY, Mr. DOO
LITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. DREIER, Ms. 
DUNN, Mr. EWING, Mr. FIELDS of 
Texas, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. GOSS, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. HOKE, Mr. HUFFINGTON, Mr. HUN
TER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
KIM, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MCINNIS, Mrs. MEY
ERS of Kansas, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. POMBO, Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. RAVENEL, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BENSEN
BRENNER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr. TALENT, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
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TRAFICANT, Mr. UPTON, Mrs. VUCANO
VICH, Mr. WALKER, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. ZELIFF, and Mr. ZIMMER): 

H. Res. 270. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that any 
comprehensive health care reform legisla
tion should be considered on the floor of the 
House of Representatives under an open rule 
that authorizes any Representative to offer 
one or more amendments; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. WELDON (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio , and Mr. MICA): 

H. Res. 271. Resolution urging the Presi
dent to initiate the immediate orderly with
drawal of United States Armed Forces from 
Somalia, to ensure the safe return of all 
members of the Armed Forces being held 
prisoner by Somali warlords, and recover the 
remains of members of the Armed Forces 
killed in Somalia; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

247. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Michigan, relative to ozone; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

248. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Mississippi , relative to taxes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

249. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel
ative to medical care savings accounts; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Education and Labor. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 44: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. 
ENGLISH of Arizona, Mr. GORDON, Mr. HAM
BURG, Mr. LEVY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. QUINN, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. REYNOLDS, and Mr. 
UNDERWOOD. 

H.R. 65: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 300: Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. BARLOW, and 

Mr. REYNOLDS. 
H.R. 302: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. CANADY, and 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 303: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 304: Mr. SANGMEISTER and Mr. 

BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 325: Mr. STUMP, Mr. KIM, Mr. BROWN of 

California, Mr. HEFNER, and Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 326: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 

Mr. BARLOW, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BROWN of Cali
fornia, and Ms. DELAURO. 

H.R. 466: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan and Mr. 
SARPALIUS. 

H.R. 467: Ms. BYRNE and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 585: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 672: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and 

Mr. HOKE. 
H.R. 723: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 
H.R. 737: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 789: Mr. DINGELL. 
H.R. 799: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
H.R. 911 : Mr. ELUTE and Mr. MANTON. 
H.R. 967 : Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 

ELUTE, and Mr. TALENT. 
H.R. 1034: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. 

GILLMOR. 
H.R. 1046: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 1078: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and 

Mr. LEVY. 

H.R. 1079: Mr. DEAL and Mr. SKEEN. 
H.R. 1080: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. DEAL, and Mr. 

SKEEN. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. DEAL. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. DEAL. 
H.R. 1089: Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 1146: Mr. QUINN. 
H .R. 1151: Mr. BILBRA Y, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 

OLVER, Mr. ROSE, and Ms. SHEPHERD. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H.R. 1182: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H.R. 1191: Mr. DEAL and Mr. SKEEN. 
H.R. 1279: Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. MEYERS of 

Kansas, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
LEVY, Mr. WILSON, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 1281: Mr. BARLOW. 
H.R. 1349: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 1423: Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. 

BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
COX, and Mr. PETRI. 

H.R. 1431: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr. 
MANTON. 

H.R. 1496: Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, and Mr. ROYCE. 

H.R. 1551: Mr. EVERETT and Mr. HOUGHTON. 
H.R. 1683: Mr. QUILLEN. 
H .R. 1707: Mr. KYL and Mr. BACCHUS of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1709: Mr. ROYCE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GIL

MAN, Mr. EWING, Mr. SHARP, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 
LEVY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. CAL
VERT, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. ANDREWS of New 
Jersey, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. QUILLEN, Ms. 
BYRNE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, and Mr. WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 1738: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H.R. 1831: Mr. SHA YS. 
H.R. 1886: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 
H.R. 1887: Mr. FAWELL. 
H.R. 1922: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H .R. 1974: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1981: Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. MEYERS of 

Kansas, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. ANDREWS 
of New Jersey, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. WHITTEN, and 
Mrs. LLOYD. 

H.R. 2135: Mr. ROWLAND. 
H.R. 2292: Mr. VALENTINE and Mr. SCHUMER. 
H.R. 2340: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. FRANK of Mas-

sachusetts, and Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 2407: Ms. BYRNE. 
H.R. 2415: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 2424: Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
H.R. 2467: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 

DELLUMS, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. LEHMAN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Ms. SHEPHERD, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. TUCKER, and Mrs. THURMAN. 

H.R. 2479: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. FOGLIETTA, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H .R. 2622: Mr. CANADY. 
H.R. 2641: Mr. POSHARD, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

VENTO, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. DEAL, Ms. FURSE, 
Mr. SABO, and Mr. BORSKI. 

H.R. 2708: Mr. KLUG, Mr. MINGE, Mr. JOHN~ 
SON of South Dakota, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. HUTCHINSON , Mr. EWING, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 2735: Ms. FURSE. 
H.R. 2787: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 2814: Mr. ELUTE. 
H.R. 2837: Mr. HALL of Texas. 
H.R. 2864: Mr. POSHARD, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. 

FURSE, and Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 
H.R. 2886: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. 

KYL, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, and Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. 

H.R. 2919: Mr. WAXMAN and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 2921: Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

H.R. 2927: Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. BAKER of 
California, and Mr. UPTON. 

H.R. 2933: Mr. FILNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. 
NORTON, and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 2950: Mr. GRANDY and Mr. VOLKMER. 
H.R. 2975: Mr. HYDE. 
H.R. 2989: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 3012: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 3021 : Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. 

MCCANDLESS, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 3023: Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. FILNER, Ms. 

KAPTUR, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, and Mrs. MINK. 

H.R. 3027: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 3030: Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. 

MONTGOMERY, and Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 3041: Mr. KANJORSKI. 
H.R. 3086: Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SMITH· of Michi

gan, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KLUG, and Mr. POR
TER. 

H.R. 3088: Mr. FRANK of Mas-sachusetts, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BILBRAY, M:r. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. LEVY. 

H.R. 3098: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. JEFFERSON, and 
Mr. Goss. 

H.R. 3122: Mr. KING, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. GINGRICH, 
and Mr. LEVY. 

H.R. 3125: Mr. MCKEON and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 3145: Mr. PORTER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 

FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. FA WELL, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. DREIER, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. CLEMENT. 

H.R. 3171: Mr. BROWN of California. 
H.R. 3182: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H.R. 3184: Mr. MANN, Mr. YATES, Ms. 

BYRNE, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 3203: Mr. BEILENSON and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 3211: Mr. CAMP. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, 

Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.J. Res. 103: Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. LIPINSKI, 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. HOYER, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. FROST, Mr. SHARP, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LAMBERT, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, and Ms. DANNER. 

H.J. Res. 113: Mr. BISHOP and Mr. TANNER. 
H.J. Res. 129: Mr. DEAL and Mr. SKEEN. 
H.J. Res. 175: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. NORTON, 

Mr. REED, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
LAROCCO, Mr. LEACH, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey, Mr. MANTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. ELUTE, and Mr. NEAL 
of Massachusetts. 

H.J. Res. 194: Mr. QUINN. 
H.J. Res. 212: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. 

LIGHTFOOT, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Ms. MARGOLIES
MEZVINSKY, Mr. HORN, Mr. WYNN , and Ms. 
MCKINNEY. 

H.J. Res. 218: Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
COPPERSMITH, Mr. DEAL, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FROST, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. KLINK, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. LEVY, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
REYNOLDS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. ROS
LEHTINEN, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. 
WHEAT. . 

H.J. Res. 226: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. DANNER, Mr. 
SISISKY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 



October 6, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 23773 
PARKER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. FIELDS of Louisi
ana, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. SABO, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, 
and Mr. MCINNIS. 

H.J. Res. 234: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. KOPETSKI, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. BILffiAKIS, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, and Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 254: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. ROYCE, and 
Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.J. Res. 257: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. LEACH, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Ms. 
BYRNE. 

H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. ROYCE. 
H. Con. Res. 59: Mr. TOWNS and Ms. FURSE. 
H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, 

Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. MURTHA, 
Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. BARCIA of 
Michigan, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. 

FLAKE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. SHARP, 
and Mr. TOWNS. 

H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. HANCOCK, Mrs. FOWL
ER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. WYDEN. 

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. PAXON and Mr. GALLO. 
H. Con. Res. 122: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 

ENGEL, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SOLOMON, Ms. HAR
MAN, Mr. WELDON, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. 
SUNDQUIST. 

H. Con. Res. 140: Mr. BERMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. COPPER

SMITH, Mr. WELDON, Mr. PENNY, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. HOAGLAND, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. COOPER, 
and Mr. FROST. 

H. Res. 38: Ms. BYRNE. 
H. Res. 227: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H. Res. 239: Mr. BAKER of California, Mr. 

FIELDS of Texas, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. ROYCE, 
and Mr. CRAPO. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2739 
By Mr. LIGHTFOOT: 

-At the end of title II of the bill add the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 212. CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEMS ON COM· 

MERCIAL AIRCRAFI'. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 601 of the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1421) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(g) CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEMS.-Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this subsection the Secretary shall issue 
regulations requiring the use of child safety 
restraint systems approved by the Secretary 
on any aircraft operated by an air carrier in 
providing interstate air transportation, 
intrastate transportation, or overseas air 
transportation. Such regulations shall estab
lish age or weight limits for children who are 
to use such systems.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents contained in the first section of 
such Act is amended by inserting at the end 
of the matter relating to section 601 the fol
lowing new item: 
"(g) Child restraint systems.". 
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