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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, October 15, 1993 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

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

We pray, 0 gracious God, that the 
lofty words we recite in our proclama
tions may find a home not only in our 
words but in our deeds. May the idea of 
justice find fulfillment in equitable 
treatment of all people; may the idea 
of unity and common purpose find 
fulfillment in understanding and re
spect; may the concept of honor find 
its achievement in esteem toward oth
ers, and may our belief in grace be ex
pressed in a more civil spirit between 
every person. This is our earnest 
prayer. 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. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Speaker's approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. 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. Evidently 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 226, . nays 
145, not voting 62, as follows: 

Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Boni or 
Borski 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 

[Roll No. 506) 
YEAS-226 

Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 

Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 

Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 

Allard 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady · 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 

Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 

NAYS-145 

Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 

Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wy·den 
Wynn 
Yates 

Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Kim 
King 
Knollenberg 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McKean 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 

Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH} 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 

Smith (Ml} 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--62 
Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (LA) 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Blackwell 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Bunning 
Chapman 
Clement 
Conyers 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Edwards (TX) 

Engel 
Fields (TX) 
Hall(OH) 
Hinchey 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Laughlin 
Livingston 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Moran 
Morella 
Nadler 
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Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Orton 
Parker 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Ridge 
Sanders 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Solomon 
Stokes 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Towns 
Washington 
Wilson 
Young (AK) 

Mr. GRAMS changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. ZELIFF changed his vote from 
"present" to "nay." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, during 

rollcall vote No. 506 on approving the 
Journal, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
''yea.'' 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I missed roll

call vote 506 due to my participation in meet
ings on the Defense Authorization Act for fis
cal year 1994. For the record, had I been 
present I would have voted: 

Rollcall 506, "yea." 

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

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
GEPHARDT). The Chair now recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BONILLA] for the purpose of leading the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BONILLA 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. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GEPHARDT). The Chair will take re
quests for 1-minute speeches later 
today. 

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

Hall en, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment joint resolutions of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.J. Res. 111. Joint resolution designating 
October 21, 1993, as "Nationa l Biomedical Re
search Day''; 

H.J. Res. 218. Joint resolution designating 
October 16, 1993, and October 16, 1994, each as 
"World Food Day"; and 

H.J. Res. 265. Joint resolution to designate 
October 19, 1993, as " National Mammography 
Day. '' 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
to the amendment of the House to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 29 
to the bill (H.R. 2493) "An act making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Food and Drug Adminis
tration, and Related Agencies pro
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of 
the House to a bill and joint resolution 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 1487. An act entitled the "Middle East 
Peace Facilitation Act of 1993." 

S.J. Res. 21. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning September 19, 1993, as 
"National Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities Week." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a concur
rent resolution of the following titles, 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested: 

S. 537. An act for the relief of Tania Gil 
Compton; 

S. 760. An act for the relief of Leteane 
Monatsi ; 

S. 1548. An aot to amend the National Wool 
Act of 1954 to reduce the subsidies that wool 
and mohair producers receive for the 1994 
and 1995 marketing years and to eliminate 
the wool and mohair programs for the 1996 
and subsequent marketing years, and for 
other purposes; and 

S. Con. Res. 47. Concurrent resolution to 
recognize the International Rescue Commit
tee for its great humanitarian endeavors. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un
finished business is the de novo vote on 
the adoption of House Resolution 265. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

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. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 239, noes 150, 
not voting 44, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehle rt 
Boni or 
Borski 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL ) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English CAZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 

[Roll No . 507) 
AYES-239 

Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 

Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 

Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Sn owe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Tanner 

Allard 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker(CA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Grams 

Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 

NOES-150 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McMillan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nadler 

Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Bensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-44 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Baker (LA) 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Bunning 
Clement 
Conyers 
Dingell 
Engel 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Hunter 

Hyde 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Laughlin 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Moran 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Orton 
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Parker 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Ridge 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Stokes 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Towns 
Washington 
Young (AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Brooks for, with Mr. Synar against. 
Mr. Dingell for, with Mr. Baker of Louisi-

ana against. 
Mr. Stokes for , with Mr. Kolbe against. 
Mr. Andrews of Texas for, with Mr. Hyde 

against. 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
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The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid

ably detained this morning and did not vote on 
rollcall No. 507, the rule for consideration of 
the bill to extend the emergency unemploy
ment compensation program. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "nay." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 

vote No. 507 on H.R. 265 I was unavoidably 
detained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "yea." 

The t:PEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
VOLKMER). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 265 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 3167. 

D 1051 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self in to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
co·nsideration of the bill (H.R. 3167) to 
extend the emergency unemployment 
compensation program, to establish a 
system of worker profiling, and for 
other purposes with Mr. MFUME 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 for the first time. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI] will be recognized for 
30 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support oi H.R. 3167, the Unemploy
ment Compensation Amendments of 
1993. This bill extends the authoriza
tion for new claims under the emer
gency unemployment compensation, or 
EUC program. It also lays the ground
work for a new emphasis on reemploy
ment within our Nation's unemploy
ment compensation system. 

Overall, the bill is deficit neutral. In 
fact, it would reduce the deficit over 
the 5-year budget period by $24 million. 

The bill would extend the authoriza
tion for new claims under the EUC pro
gram by 4 months-from October 2, 1993 
to February 5, 1994. Depending on un
employment rates in each State, either 
7 or 13 weeks of benefits would be pro
vided to new claimants of emergency 
benefits. According to the Congres
sional Budget Office, this extension 
will cost $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1994. 

A total of 250,000 unemployed work
ers are expected to exhaust regular 
State unemployment benefits in Octo
ber. This number is as high today as it 
was when the EUC program was first 
enacted in November of 1991. In total, 
about 1 million workers are expected to 
benefit from this extension over its 4-
month life. The assistance we provide 
for these 1 million unemployed workers 
will, in many cases, mean the dif
ference between scraping by or plung
ing into poverty. 

Last Friday's unemployment report 
should have dispelled doubts some may 
have about continuing emergency ben
efits. Not only did the national unem
ployment rate remain at 6.7 percent, 
but the number of workers out of work 
longer than 26 weeks held at 1.7 mil
lion, some 300 thousand more than 
when the program was first enacted. 

The bill before us today starts down 
the road to reform. It includes an ad
ministration proposal to identify work
ers who have lost their jobs perma
nently and refer them to intensive job 
search assistance early in their unem
ployment. This provision will help 
long-term unemployed workers find 
jobs faster. It also translates directly 
into permanent budget savings, $764 
million of which is scored over the 5-
year budget period, because fewer 
weeks of benefits will be paid to these 
workers. 

Some have raised questions whether 
the savings from this worker profiling 
provision are "real." I can assure all of 
my colleagues that they are based on 
rigorous evaluations of State dem
onstration projects. Perhaps former 
Secretary of Labor Elizabeth Dole's 
press release announcing the results of 
the evaluation of New Jersey's pilot 
project is convincing. Secretary Dole 
said: 

Project services significantly reduced the 
length of dislocated workers' unemployment 
spells and increased their earnings by an av
erage of nearly $500. The project also reduced 
unemployment benefit payments to workers 
offered services by more than $100 per per
son, on average. 

Some also have asked how the ad
ministration can reap such savings if it 
does not spend substantial additional 
sums on job search assistance too. The 
administration has replied that it can 
do the job with existing resources and 
additional appropriations already 
passed for fiscal year 1994 for the Eco
nomic Dislocation and Worker Adjust
ment Assistance Program. 

Based on the research evidence, I be
lieve the administration can fulfill its 
promise, and I am willing to give them 
that opportunity. 

The final major provision of this bill 
would increase, for a 3-year period, the 
so-called "3-year sponsor-to-alien 
deeming period" to 5 years under the 
Supplemental Security Income Pro
gram. Since October 1980, the income 
and resources of aliens' sponsors have 

been considered in determining eligi
bility and payment amount under the 
SSI program. As a result of this provi
sion, sponsored aliens would not be 
able to obtain full SSI benefits for 2 ad
ditional years. The provision raises 
$330 million over fiscal years 1994 
through 1996. 

This sponsor-to-alien deeming provi
sion will be effective on January 1, 
1994, except it would not apply in the 
case of individuals who are eligible for 
SSI for December 1993--or whose eligi
bility is suspended but not termi
nated-and whose 3-year deeming pe
riod ended prior to January 1994. Thus, 
people who apply for SSI benefits on or 
after January 1, 1994, and individuals 
on the SSI rolls-because their spon
sors' deemed income and resources do 
not make them ineligible-whose 3-
year deeming period has not ended by 
January 1, 1994, would come under the 
5-year rule. • 

In this bill, the Committee on Ways 
and Means acted to address a continu
ing problem of unemployment, but also 
took a significant step toward reform
ing unemployment compensation pro
grams. I recognize that we have more 
work to do to meet the challenges of 
the current economy, and look forward 
to working with the administration as 
they develop their worker adjustment 
assistance and other proposals. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 million workers are 
waiting for our assistance. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for this bill and give 
these workers the help they need. 

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

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BLILEY], to speak out of order. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BLILEY 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 

TRIBUTE TO PHYLLIS TROY 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to recognize a woman of great 
character, of great endurance, and
luckily for me-of much patience; for 
today marks the 40th anniversary of 
service on Capitol Hill for my sched:.. 
uler, Phyllis Troy. 

When Phyllis first came to the Hill, 
Eisenhower was in the White House, 
cars had fins, and Elvis Presley really 
was alive. Her bright smile and south
ern drawl would charm the socks off of 
any visitor to her Member's office. The 
long hours she spent there on behalf of 
the people of Richmond, VA were many 
and often times her hard work went 
unnoticed. 

However, Mr. Chairman, this did not 
dissuade her from doing her job and 
doing it well. 

When I was elected to the House in 
1980, Mr. Chairman, I was told I was to 
acquire three things: Phyllis, an office, 
and a parking place-in that order. As 
a freshman Member in those early 
days, she proved to be an invaluable re
source to me and the staff- and she 
continues that valiant service. 
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Today, Phyllis continues to be a stu

dent of the old school. The computer 
on her desk serves as "an expensive pa
perweight" as she prefers her type
writer; she still takes short-hand faster 
than I can get the words out of my 
mouth; and, if anyone should ask me 
for an appointment, I simply say, 
"Have you cleared it with the boss?" 

Mr. Chairman, 40 years of service is 
hard to sum up in a 1 minute speech, 
but I want the record to show every 
Member of this institution that in my 
office is a perfect example of dedica
tion, duty, and determination-and her 
name is Phyllis Troy. 

And, so to you, Phyllis, I tip my hat 
and say to you something you may not 
hear often enough-and that is: Thank 
you. I thank you for your devotion, my 
wife thanks you for getting me home 
on time, and the staff surely thanks 
you for keeping me humble. 

If, as they say, Jife begins at 40, then 
here's to the beginning of our next 40 
years. 

0 1100 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Nearly 2 years ago, Congress enacted 
the Emergency Unemployment Com
pensation Program as a temporary 
plan for giving federally financed bene
fits to the long-term unemployed. At 
the time, the national unemployment 
rate was 6.9 percent and had been ris
ing. 

Congress and the President were con
cerned about nationwide unemploy
ment levels. The response was a tem
porary program to make Federal bene
fits available in all States. 

Today, we are considering legislation 
to extend that temporary program for 
the fourth time. However, while eco
nomic growth over the past year has 
been sluggish, the economy has indeed 
been growing. 

This new extension is unwarranted. 
It's time to allow the underlying Fed
eral and State matching extended ben
efit system to do its job. 

The sense of nationwide economic 
distress that was used to justify cre
ation of this program is no longer 
present. 

After peaking at 7.9 percent in June 
1992, the Nation's unemployment rate 
has been falling consistently since. The 
most recent level is September's rate 
of 6.7 percent. That's below what it was 
when Congress put in the first tem
porary program. 

Before Members vote to extend it 
once again, consider what it has al
ready accomplished. By the end of Sep
tember, this temporary emergency pro
gram had provided approximately $25 
billion in Federal assistance in 2 years. 

But Congress did more than just ex
tend benefits. We made permanent 
changes to the underlying unemploy
ment compensation program that 

make it easier for State-based ex
tended benefits to become available 
when a State's unemployment rate is 
high. 

Yes, States must adopt this reform 
and must share in its costs with the 
Federal Government, but it's a respon
sible system for rendering extended as
sistance in States where unemploy
ment is high. 

The expired Federal program more 
than accomplished its goals. 

Clearly, the Clinton administration 
itself was ambivalent about this exten
sion. 

Why else would they have waited 
until the 11th hour even to broach the 
subject with Congress, and then keep 
changing their proposal up until the 
last minute? 

The majority leadership of the House 
was also obviously ambivalent. Why 
else let the program expire and then 
delay this effort to resuscitate it for 
more than 2 weeks after it has already 
ended? 

The program had an explicit termi
nation date of October 2, and yet there 
was no rush to consider legislation. In 
fact, it was allowed to expire when a 
group of Democrats insisted on cutting 
out a month of the extension in order 
to save welfare benefits for aliens. 

That effort failed last night, so here 
we are this morning finally debating a 
fourth extension. This one is currently 
estimated to cost $1.1 billion-but who 
knows what the final cost will be? 

I say that because the total of the 
previous estimates we were given put 
the cost of the initial program and its 
three earlier extensions at $15 billion 
through October 2. That program actu
ally wound up costing $25 billion in 
that same period, $10 billion more than 
was estimated in the original projec
tions. 

Only about $12 billion of the tab was 
even intended to be paid for when the 
legislation was enacted by its pro
ponents. The rest was deficit financed 
through emergency waivers of the 
budget law and passed on as a debt to 
our children and their children. I doubt 
that the estimates for this extension 
will prove to be any more accurate 
than earlier ones. 

Important questions remain about 
the bulk of the financing in the bill. In 
order to generate the $764 million in 
entitlement savings from the worker 
profiling and job search programs, CBO 
estimates that $897 million in discre
tionary spending will be required to ad
minister those programs. 

Let me repeat that. In order to get 
the $764 million in projected entitle
ment savings, we will be forced to 
spend an additional $897 million in new 
spending to administer the program. 
That creates a net deficit. 

In other words, the savings on the en
titlement side are contingent on future 
appropriations that exceed the savings. 

But the basic problem is with the ex
tension itself. There still is long-term 

unemployment in some regions of the 
country. Yet, high unemployment is no 
longer a nationwide problem. 

Many States now have unemploy
ment rates below 6 percent, some with 
rates below 4 percent. 

Extending this supposedly temporary 
nationwide program is clearly not nec
essary for addressing chronic or tem
porary regional high unemployment. 

Ultimately, the responsibility for 
such a program must return to the 
State-based system legislated in the 
last Congress. 

My thoughtful and respected col
league on the Ways and Means Com
mittee, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
will offer an amendment today to ad
dress that issue diretly by limiting the 
benefits in this extension to States 
where unemployment exceeds 5 per
cent. 

It's an excellent amendment that 
targets the Federal benefits where they 
are most needed. It should receive 
broad bipartisan support. 

In my opinion, the nationwide eco
nomic crisis that may have justified 
this program has passed. We should 
allow it to expire before its evolution 
into simply another Federal welfare 
program. At some point, it is our re
sponsibility to make the politically 
difficult decision of saving enough ·is 
enough. 

Today is that day. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD], chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Human Re
sources of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing the time, our chairman of the full 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in full support 
of the EUC bill that is before the House 
today. The EUC Program, as Chairman 
ROSTENKOWSKI has talked about al
ready, would extend for 4 months pay
ing additional full benefits to workers 
who exhausted their regular State UI 
payments. New claims under' the EUC 
program would be paid from October 7, 
1993 through February 5, 1994. 

It provides 13 additional weeks for 5 
States in this country, and the remain
ing States that meet the guidelines of 
the formula would be qualified for 7 ad
ditional weeks. Individuals who qualify 
only before February 5, 1994 can collect 
the balance of their benefits, except 
that no benefits would be paid after 
April 30, 1994. 

The legislation eliminates the EUC 
choice prov1s10n allowing certain 
claimants to choose to receive the 
higher of their regular State UI bene
fits or the EUC extension. Beneficiaries 
must have exhausted their regular 
State benefits before qualifying for the 
emergency unemployment compensa
tion. 
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Over the past 2 weeks, in excess of 

100,000 long-term unemployed persons, 
workers, have gone without. And if we 
fail to act today, roughly 650,000 work
ers will join over the next 21/2 months 
those who have already exhausted their 
extended benefits. 

This bill makes retroactive from Oc
tober 1 benefits to be paid to the work
ers who are long-term unemployed in 
this country. 

I certainly would urge my colleagues 
not only on this Democratic side of the 
aisle by my Republican colleagues also 
to join with us to pass this legislation, 
to say to the long-term unemployed in 
America that we are going to extend 
those benefits for you through Feb
ruary 5, 1994. 

I urge my colleagues to do so, and to 
join with us to pass this legislation. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut, [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, the 
people we seek to help today would 
rather have a job than another exten
sion of unemployment compensation 
benefits. Nonetheless, I believe that it 
is important that we pass this bill. In 
my home State of Connecticut, and in 
many other States, families are still 
hurting from the recession. This exten
sion will allow families throughout the 
country to continue to pay their mort
gage, take care of their responsibil
ities, and live as normal a life as pos
sible until they find a job. 

While we take this action today, we 
must consider what action to take to
morrow. First of all, we must take a 
serious look at the unemployment sys
tem itself. Passing short term exten
sions does help people, but we need to 
establish a mechanism where this body 
does not need to go through this debate 
every several months. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to create a 
system which is fair, and provides peo
ple with the help they need. 

We must also continue to seek solu
tions to the problems which have put 
so many families in such a difficult po
sition. We must continue to work to 
stimulate our economy and create jobs. 

We took a step in that direction with 
the conversion provisions included in 
the defense bill. But much more must 
be done to help not just the defense in
dustry and its workers, but all sectors 
of our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, in the last election, 
the watchword was "It's the economy, 
stupid." Today, that is still true. I urge 
my colleagues both to support this leg
islation today-and to go on working 
together toward an improved economic 
picture. 

D 1110 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this bill. But I say to 
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my colleagues, I wish we were not here 
today for this purpose. If the general 
unemployment rate were the whole 
story, we might not be; but here is the 
problem, and we all need to acknowl
edge it on both sides of the aisle. 

While the general unemployment 
rate is down, structural unemployment 
remains a major problem. We simply 
cannot duck that. 

In August, 267,000 people exhausted 
their State benefits. That means people 
are exhausting their State benefits at a 
higher rate than when we started the 
program. That is the problem. 

The problem is that while aggregate 
unemployment is down a bit, there re
mains this persistent problem of the 
long-term unemployed. We must not 
turn our backs on that. 

Well, it is said, "Let's use the Ex
tended Benefits Program. Let it do the 
job." 

Here is the problem in simple terms. 
In 1981, the Extended Benefits Program 
was changed to make it harder for 
States to qualify for benefits. Even 
with subsequent modifications, today, 
most States that can meet the general 
trigger of statewide unemployment of 
6.5 percent cannot meet a second, 
stricter requirement in the law. That 
second provision requires the State's 
total unemployment rate-above 6.5 
percent-to also equal or exceed 110 
percent of the State's unemployment 
rate in either of the 2 prior years. So, 
it's not enough to have persistently 
high unemployment, a State must 
prove its unemployment rate is grow
ing. We've made it nearly impossible 
for States to qualify for extended bene
fits. Among the States caught in this 
"catch-22" are Alabama, Connecticut, 
Florida, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
my own State of Michigan, New Jersey, 
New Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, and Texas. 

Even if these States want to use the 
50 percent match available under the 
Extended Benefits Program, they can
not do so under the present law. 

Now, we all agree we have to reform 
unemployment compensation. We have 
that responsibility. Some of us have 
been trying to do that for years, to 
connect unemployment with reemploy
ment services. 

I want an unemployment support 
system that goes beyond income main
tenance. I want a system that helps 
people go back to work as soon as they 
can. But previous administrations have 
resisted-strongly resisted-such re
forms of the unemployment compensa
tion program. 

This new administration says it 
wants to reform this system. Let us do 
it. 

But while we work on these reforms, 
there is no use saying to people who 
are structurally unemployed through 
no fault of their own, "Go on the wel
fare system. Hit the streets. You are on 
your own." That is not responsible 
Government action. 

The last thing these people want is 
welfare. I do not want to turn unem
ployment compensation into a welfare 
program. We need to reform it. While 
we are doing that, we have an obliga
tion to continue to help people who are 
looking for work, who are the long
term unemployed. 

We have spent billions already to 
support the structurally, long-term un
employed. Their need is greater now 
than when we first passed this emer
gency unemployment program 2 years 
ago. We can't turn our backs on these 
people and their families. 

I worry that when we come back in 
January of 1994 whether we will have 
enough time to consider legislation to 
properly reform the unemployment 
compensation program before this 
emergency 4-month extension expires. 
At least let us meet our obligations 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM] 
seek to control the time of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SANTORUM]. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, 13 days ago, 
the Emergency Unemployment Com
pensation Program expired, and for 13 
days, action on a bill to extend this 
program has been held up. 

As this House bickers over how to 
pay for this extension, thousands of my 
constituents laid off by IBM and other 
businesses which depend on IBM, are 
running out of unemployment benefits 
as they desperately try to find jobs. 
They are losing their homes and their 
bills are mounting. 

These are people who have worked 
and paid taxes for their entire adult 
lives. They do not want charity, but 
they need our help. Surely, in a $1.5 
trillion dollar budget we can find a way 
to come up with at least the $1.8 billion 
dollars needed to fund a 4-month exten
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, I have, in past weeks, 
urged action by the Ways and Means 
Committee. I have spoken to the Sec
retary of Labor, stressing the urgency 
of this extension for my constituents. 
And today, I implore my colleagues to 
support the legislation before us. 

I have heard the arguments of the op
ponents of this extension. Yes, we are 
seeking to extend what was supposed 
to be a temporary program for the 
fourth time. Yes, it is expensive. And 
yes, the national unemployment rate 
has dropped below 7 percent for the last 
2 consecutive months. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish this was true in 
the Hudson Valley of New York. For 
years, the counties which I represent 
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had the lowest unemployment rates in 
New York State. Despite this fact, I 
have supported each of the extensions 
of unemployment benefits which came 
before this House because I knew there 
were Americans who needed them. 
Today, the Americans who need these 
benefits live in my congressional dis
trict and I am asking my colleagues for 
the help that I, and my taxpaying con
stituents, gave their constituents in 
the past. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COYNE]. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House passage of H.R. 3167, 
legislation extending the Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Pro
gram. 

Unemployed Americans are looking 
to the Congress for help at a time when 
far too many have exhausted their reg
ular unemployment benefits but are 
still unable to find a job. It is vital 
that the House act once again to reas
sure these Americans that their needs 
for emergency unemployment assist
ance will be addressed. 

The facts are that there are still over 
1.2 million Americans who have ex
hausted their regular unemployment 
benefits. While the economy has been 
improving since President Clinton took 
office, the national unemployment rate 
is still 6.7 percent, more than 12 mil
lion Americans are looking for work, 
and it is likely that many will not find 
employment before exhausting their 
regular unemployment benefits. These 
Americans need help from their elected 
representatives in the Congress. 

H.R. 3167 provides that 13 weeks of 
extended emergency unemployment 
benefits will be available in States 
with regular unemployment rates of at 
least 9 percent, or States with an ad
justed unemployment rate of 5 percent. 
The adjusted unemployment rate in
cludes those Americans who have ex
hausted their regular unemployment 
rates. All other States with lower rates 
of unemployment will be eligible for 7 
weeks of extended benefits. For exam
ple, residents of Pennsylvania would be 
eligible for 7 weeks of extended bene
fits since the most recent unemploy
ment rate was 7.5 percent. 

This extension bill is fully financed. 
The Ways and Means Committee has 
reported a number of reforms in the 
unemployment compensation program 
which will help to reduce the number 
of Americans who must seek extended 
benefits because of a lack of employ
ment. This bill requires States to iden
tify workers who, when they first file 
for unemployment benefits, are consid
ered likely to exhaust their regular 
benefits. These workers would be re
quired to participate in State job 
search assistance programs as a condi
tion of receiving unemployment bene
fits. In addition, the U.S. Labor De
partment would be required to provide 

technical assistance to States in 
classifying workers who may require 
job search assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
passage of this emergency unemploy
ment benefits extension bill. H.R. 3167 
is needed and it is paid for. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for passage of this 
legislation. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. HOUGH
TON], a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

D 1120 
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, get

ting right to the point, I intend to vote 
for this bill, but, frankly, I do so hold
ing my nose. 

The cause is right. We sit around 
here; we are all employed. A lot of peo
ple out there are not, and clearly we 
have got to be conscious of that. Also, 
we are in a peculiar phase in the econ
omy. Business is improving, but jobs 
are not. It is sort of a strange phe
nomenon going on out there
downsizing, total quality emphasis, 
minimizing contributed value, squeez
ing the working capital. So, the impact 
on jobs is severe, and we may not, 
frankly, have seen the end of it. 

At a recent business council meeting 
in Williamsburg, the economists, in 
general, thought that the economy 
would continue to improve, and run on 
about a 3-percent increase in the latter 
part of this year and into 1994. But 
again this would not extend to in
creased employment. There are also 
some downside risks-higher taxes, 
health costs, and the slowing down of 
capital spending. But the bottom line 
for business is tight control on payroll, 
and corporate strategies focused on 
emphasizing cost reduction, not price 
increases. This again hurts the employ
ment situation. 

But I must say on the other hand, 
Mr. Chairman, what we are doing here 
is absolutely crazy, one short-term bill 
after another, as if we do not have the 
wit to think beyond 3 months. I ask my 
colleagues, "How do you run a $1.5 tril
lion institution on a 3-month time 
schedule?" Also, we have a deficit. We 
set a budget in place. We have a con
cept called pay as you go, and now we 
whisper, "whoops," we cannot make 
the figures come out right, so we will 
change the rules. 

That does not make any sense. This 
is one bad way to run anything, and it 
seems to me that we appear as finan
cial illiterates with other people's 
money. 

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly support 
this bill. There are people concerned 
out there, and we must attend to them. 
Although one should never say never, 
let me state that I will not do this 
again. It is unfair for anyone else out 
there paying their bills, trying to 
work, struggling to make ends meet to 

shoulder over and over again this type 
of responsibility. It is not right. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this legislation. A 
million unemployed workers need help, 
and we cannot turn our backs on them. 
But, Mr. Chairman, extending unem
ployment compensation, as vital as 
that is, does not get to the root cause 
of the problems of unemployment, a 
problem that we have not dealt with ef
fectively. 

In my view, Mr. Chairman, if we are 
going to deal seriously with that prob
lem, we need to institute a real jobs 
program now which rebuilds America, 
rebuilds our infrastructure, builds the 
affordable housing we need and puts 
millions of workers back to work, and, 
second, we have got to stop the hemor
rhaging of our manufacturing jobs, the 
downsizing, the jobs going to Mexico, 
to Singapore, to the Far East. We need 
a program which says to corporate 
America, "Reinvest in this country and 
not in cheap Third World labor." 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I, 
too, yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SANTORUM] and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the bill. The 
provisions that were included, crafted 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI] make it a better bill, 
much better. However, my colleagues, 
extending unemployment compensa
tion will not cure America's jobs hem
orrhage. In fact, the big news today is 
that everybody is cheering because the 
trade deficit dropped to 6.7 percent. 
Wow, that really sounds terrific. The 
trade deficit dropped and dropped to 
only $10 billion last month. That 
means we bought $10 billion more than 
we sold. Countries will not take our 
products, jobs are leaving, people are 
losing their jobs, and the American 
workers are back home knowing they 
are losing their jobs because of trade 
ripoffs. Congress does nothing but ex
tend unemployment. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, our tax poli
cies keep dumping taxes on American 
companies that are chasing them over
seas, and our tax policies and our Tax 
Code rewards and gives tax breaks to 
American companies overseas. Beam 
me up. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col
leagues, "You will find America's jobs 
in our tax and trade policies, and we 
have a chairman with the power to do 
it. I would hope that he would look at 
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it. We need that power now. We have 
had this free trade mentality, and I am 
for free trade if it is both ways. But 
look. America is looking for free trade 
with Mexico. Why not start with free 
trade with Japan and Europe?" 

Mr. Chairman, I am tired of dumping 
more taxes on people. In fact, I say it 
is time to modify our Tax Code. Why 
an income tax? Why not reduce income 
taxes, couple it with a consumption 
tax? Every American will probably pay 
less taxes, and we can tax that under
ground economy instead of building 
prisons and giving heal th care to crimi
nals who get shot on our streets. 

I think it is time to look at that, Mr. 
Chairman. I ask my colleagues to ad
dress it. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. APPLEGATE]. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI] for his generosity in 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration 
wants to pass a North American Free
Trade Agreement. They want to make 
it easier for Communist China to send 
in their goods through a most-favored
nation status. They want to open up 
trade with Vietnam. They want to 
make it easier for Korean productivity 
and Thailand productivity to come into 
the United States. 

When is it going to stop? To bring 
more goods into the United States than 
we are sending out is going to cost us 
jobs. Who is going to be left to buy the 
products if everybody is going to be 
making minimum wage? 

America has lost millions of manu
facturing jobs. We have the lowest 
number of manufacturing jobs in the 
United States of America since the 
1960's. Yes, there is only 6.9 percent un
employment. But what kind of a job 
are these people holding? Minimum 
wage and low wage jobs. This unem
ployment compensation bill is going to 
be one that is going to help some of 
those people. 

But Americans are losing their jobs. 
They do not want unemployment com
pensation. Americans do not want wel
fare. They do not want food stamps. 
They want jobs where they can house, 
clothe, and feed their families, and in
stead of sending more of these billions 
of dollars overseas to all these other 
countries in the world to help them 
build their economic base I say it is 
time that we spend the money to build 
our economic base and help our private 
enterprise to create the jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what Ameri
cans want. They want jobs. They do 
not want low-income jobs. And let me 
tell my colleagues this, Mr. Chairman: 

The unemployed in this country vote, 
too. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO]. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, there 
are almost 2 million unemployed 
American workers whose unemploy
ment insurance benefits have run out. 
A number that does not even include 
the tens of thousands who have lost 
hope, who are not even being counted 
anymore. And, in the weeks we have 
been debating this extension, 60,000 or 
more unemployed working people a 
week are running out of benefits. 

As some of our colleagues have point
ed out, this level of long-term unem
ployment is higher now than it was in 
1991 when we passed the first emer
gency extension. We must pass this bill 
today and lend a hand to these working 
people. 

These are men and women who have 
worked their entire lives. For many, 
wrenching economic dislocations have 
left them without the ability to work 
for the first time. 

The emergency extension will give 
these workers the ability to continue 
to house and feed themselves and their 
families while they search for work. 
Unemployed workers need us to finish 
this debate and get this bill passed 
now. I urge my colleagues to vote to 
extend the emergency unemployment 
insurance program and cast a vote for 
our country's working men and women. 

D 1130 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself 8 minutes. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 

chairman of the committee, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW
SKI], for the excellent work he has done 
on this bill, for bringing this bill to the 
floor of the House fully funded, extend
ing benefits through the holidays to a 
period of time when in fact if we do 
need to address this issue, we will be 
here to do so, and for standing tall and 
supporting the committee. We saw the 
committee's unanimous support of this 
bill yesterday on the rule so we can 
have a vote to extend benefits for 4 
months. 

This is the fourth extension of the 
original extension, but there have been 
five extensions in total. For the first 
time now we have an extended-benefits 
program that is paid for with spending 
cuts. One was emergency funding, with 
just deficit add-ons. That was the last 
one. The first three were paid for with 
tax increases. This is the first one that 
is paid for with spending cu ts, and it is 
paid for with reforms of programs that 
desperately cry out for reform. 

This is the kind of thing we need to 
do more of on the floor of the House, 
examining our priorities and putting 
the money where the highest priority 
is and shifting money away from areas 
of lower priority. That is not to say 
that those areas are not important, but 
they are of lower priority. 

So I commend the chairman of the 
committee again and I commend the 
committee for its fine work in coming 

forward with this bill. It is one that I 
will support enthusiastically. 

There is an amendment coming up 
that I think will improve the bill even 
more, and that is an amendment that 
will be offered by the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 
What the Johnson amendment will do 
is simply eliminate the States that 
have unemployment rates below 5 per
cent, which is considered by most 
economists to be full employment. It 
will eliminate benefits for those States 
with full employment. If the entire na
ture of this program is to provide 
emergency benefits, extended emer
gency benefits for areas of high unem
ployment, if that is the rationale for 
passing this program, it makes no 
sense to pass emergency extended ben
efits for people in South Dakota and 
Nebraska, where their unemployment 
rates are under 3 percent. 

So I think what the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] has 
aptly done in this amendment is again 
to do what the committee did in the 
first place. That is to target resources 
to the areas of the highest priority and 
take resources away from lower areas 
of priority. 

So, again this is consistent with what 
the committee has done. It is consist
ent with good policy. It is consistent 
with the original intent of the emer
gency extended program, which is to 
target resources for very high areas of 
unemployment. So I rise in strong sup
port of the Johnson amendment. In re
lating to the comments of the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] in
sofar as the EB program and trying to 
fix that program so we can get States 
to trigger on, I would note that there 
are two States, one of them Oregon, 
represented by the gentleman from Or
egon [Mr. KOPETSKI], and the other 
State, Washington, represented by an
other member of the committee, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
McDERMOTT], that have gone out and 
extended benefits, using the emergency 
trigger. When we passed this program 
in the last session of Congress, we did 
so with the intent that more States 
would trigger this program and provide 
extended benefits in States with very 
high areas of unemployment. 

The irony of this whole situation is 
that by passing this program today, 
folks in Washington and Oregon will 
actually get shorter extended benefits, 
which is a tragedy for those people in 
those States and whose legislatures 
and Governors were responsible enough 
to deal with this problem in the use of 
the trigger mechanism that was put in 
law by the Congress in the last session. 

So I think we desperately need to 
look at this program. We need to see 
what we can do to correct it, to encour
age more States to do this and get in
volved in the emergency trigger with
out spending a whole lot more Federal 
dollars to get the encouragement. I 
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think there are a lot of things we can 
do with the formula to accomplish this. 

Finally, I would just like to say that 
we are now in day 16 of holding Amer
ican workers hostage here on the floor 
of the House with this emergency bene
fit program. This bill and this rule that 
we passed this morning were before the 
Congress 16 days ago. This exact bill 
and these exact amendments were be
fore us, and they were postponed. They 
were pulled from the calendar because 
of special-interest politics. For 16 days 
American workers who have exhausted 
their benefits between October 2 and 
now have been held hostage by politi
cal special interests here in Washing
ton, DC. 

I would just suggest that if that had 
gone on under a Republican-controlled 
Congress or a Republican President, 
the Members on the other side of the 
aisle would have been lining up 
screaming and hollering for something 
to be done. But not once, I might add, 
until last night's debate did any Re
publican come to the floor and dem
onstrate against that. We patiently 
waited and waited for this bill to come 
to the floor so we could do something 
about the unemployment situation, 
and all this time we did so, recognizing 
that in past unemployment extensions 
the other side of the aisle got up and 
demonstrated repeatedly about delays 
and how we could not delay. 

Let me read some of these quotes. 
The gentlewoman from Connecticut 
said: "These unemployed individuals 
cannot afford to wait. Quite literally, 
when the benefits run out, time runs 
out." 

The gentleman from California said: 
"The reason that we are moving ahead 
quickly is because there are 300,000 
Americans each month that are going 
on the EUB program. Right now there 
are 150,000 Americans on this program, 
so we have to move quickly. There is 
just no question that this has to be 
done." 

The gentleman from Virginia said: 
"Nearly 1.8 million jobless Americans 
risk losing their shield against finan
cial disaster unless we act quickly on 
this legislation before us." 

The gentleman from Illinois said: 
"There are Americans out there ex
pecting us to act. We are beyond the 
gridlock that we faced for so long in 
this bill, and these Americans are ex
pecting us to act.'' 

We saw gridlock in action when polit
ical special interests outweighed Amer
ican workers for the past 2 weeks. I 
would just ask, where were all these 
people in the past 2 weeks? Not only 
did we potentially delay this, we in 
fact did delay it for 2 weeks. We had 
States that ended their programs that 
are now going to have the additional 
cost of trying to find these people and 
pay them back benefits. The additional 
cost is going to be on States that are 
tightly strapped already for resources. 

This was an irresponsible move. It 
was a move by the House leadership 
that I think should be pointed out to 
the American public. 

Again I want to commend the chair
man of our committee and others who 
stood up to that and made sure that 
the bill came to the floor as quickly as 
possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI]. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Speaker, I com
mend the chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means for bringing this 
measure to the floor, a measure that 
will clearly help millions of Americans 
in their time of need. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
made a couple of comments that I want 
to respond to. We must keep in mind 
the historical perspective, that we 
would not have this extended emer
gency program but for the Democrats 
in the Congress who insisted 2 years 
ago that there was a problem in the 
economy, that there were unemployed 
people in this country who were ex
hausting their unemployment benefits, 
and who noted that at first the then 
President, President Bush, refused to 
even take note of it, and after months 
of fighting and hammering on the floor 
of this Congress we, the Democrats, 
passed this legislation. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
said that economists say that full em
ployment is at 5 percent. Let me sug
gest to the Members that if you are un
employed, the unemployment rate is 
100 percent. 

We have a structural problem in this 
economy today that is not creating the 
jobs that we need. That is why I am in 
support of this bill and in opposition to 
the Johnson amendment. For the same 
reason that we need to support this 
bill, we need to defeat the Johnson 
amendment. There is a structural prob
lem in the economy. It is a national 
problem, if not an international prob
lem, and it is not a problem that any 
one State can fix. The exhaustion rate 
is 250,000 individuals per month, for a 
total of 1,750,000 individuals who have 
exhausted their benefits and are on 
this program. 

D 1140 

This is just the individuals. This does 
not include the families affected by 
this program. The normal exhaustion 
rate, Mr. Chairman, of these benefits, 
is 28 percent. Today it is over 38 per
cent. So even if the State has a low un
employment rate, below 5 percent, 
many of these unemployed workers are 
structurally unemployed. They are not 
on a temporary layoff. They do not 
have a job that is going to come back 
to them. 

A person on unemployment benefits 
is able to work, is willing to work, is 

seeking work, and the structural prob
lem we have is there is no job for that 
person in this economy. 

That is why we need to expand this 
program in every State. In every State 
these are people that want to work, 
but, because of our national economic 
problem, they are not able to find a 
job, and we need to help them out at 
the Federal level. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3167, emergency un
employment compensation extension for the 1 
million-plus American workers who will ex
haust their regular unemployment benefits 
over the next 4 months. Passage of this bill 
ensures that unemployed workers who ex
haust their 26 weeks of regular benefits after 
October 2 are eligible for further support. 

Under the regular unemployment com
pensation program, unemployed workers are 
eligible for 26 weeks of unemployment com
pensation. But last year, as a result of the re
cession, Congress had to come to the aid of 
those workers who had exhausted these regu
lar benefits by passing legislation that pro
vided additional emergency benefits for eligi
ble workers who were no longer covered by 
the regular program. 

However, the national unemployment rate is 
still hovering at around 6. 7 percent. Unem
ployment in the counties in my district is 
among the highest in California. In Glenn 
County, where the unemployment rate is 17 
percent, over 1,700 workers are unemployed. 
As many as 3,500 Yuba County workers can
not find jobs, driving their unemployment rate 
up to 14.6 percent. Nearly 13 percent of the 
workers in Sutter and Tehama Counties-over 
7,000 people-are unemployed. 

Nationwide, there are over 8.5 million Amer
icans who are victims of long-term unemploy
ment-who are still looking for work. As many 
as 1.7 million of these people have been out 
of work for over 6 months and about 250,000 
eligible workers continue to run out of regular 
unemployment benefits each month. In July, in 
California alone, nearly 50,000 people ex
hausted their regular State unemployment 
benefits and qualified for extended benefits. 
Over the past 8 months, over 408,000 Califor
nians exhausted their regular benefits. And, 
when the emergency extension of unemploy
ment benefits expired on October 2, it meant 
that they had nowhere to turn. 

But this bill will once again extend the au
thority for emergency unemployment com
pensation benefits for new applicants, who will 
receive either 7 or 13 weeks of additional ben
efits, depending on the unemployment rates in 
their States. In California, where our total un
employment rate is 9 percent, new claimants 
will be able to file for an additional 13 weeks 
of emergency benefits. 

American workers need these benefits. H.R. 
3167 provides them and, at the same time, 
pays for itself. As our economy slowly comes 
back to life, H.R. 3167 enables us to once 
more reach out and do the right thing for the 
millions of American workers and families who 
are struggling to meet their basic, everyday 
needs. I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support its final passage. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman; I rise 
today to express my support for H.R. 3167, 
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the Unemployment Compensation Amend
ments of 1993. 

While our Nation's economy is gradually im
proving, thousands of people in my congres
sional district are still out of work, and unable 
to find even parttime employment. In Septem
ber, the State of Michigan had 312,000 people 
who were unable to find jobs. While this is a 
long way from the nearly double digit unem
ployment rates we faced last year, we must 
not forget those families who, through no fault 
of their own, are facing the terrible uncertainty 
of yet another month of electric bills and mort
gage payments without a paycheck. It is clear 
that an extension of emergency benefits is 
necessary to offer these families a helping 
hand until work becomes available. 

The measure before us today extends the 
authorization for new claims of emergency 
benefits from its expiration date of October 2, 
1993, to February 5, 1994. The extension will 
provide 7 or 13 weeks of extended benefits for 
workers who have exhausted their regular 
State benefits. States which have adjusted in
sured unemployment rates of at least 5 per
cent would be eligible for 13 weeks of ex
tended benefits. The majority of States like 
Michigan, whose rate falls below this thres
hold, would be able to offer 7 weeks of ex
tended benefits. 

H.R. 3167 requires States to profile workers 
who apply for regular State benefits, and as
sist those workers with job search assistance. 

The bill would reduce the deficit by $24 mil
lion over the next 5 years. This savings is 
achieved through two straightforward financing 
provisions: The institution of worker profiling, 
which will enable beneficiaries to find employ
ment more rapidly, and by extending to 5 
years from its current level of 3 years the 
amount of time that the income of the spon
sors of legal aliens is taken into account in de
termining the alien's eligibility for supplemental 
security income [SSI] benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, our economy is improving, 
but hundreds of thousands of Americans still 
need and deserve our help. The action we are 
taking today is the right one. I urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting this much
needed legis_lation. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of extending emergency un
employment benefits that my constituents and 
people all across America so desperately 
need, however I support this particular meas
ure with reluctance. 

Before I proceed, I would like to give a brief 
overview of what has happened during the last 
2 weeks. When the original version of the bill 
extending unemployment benefits first came to 
the attention of this Congress, the members of 
the Hispanic caucus, including myself, were 
outraged. The bill contained a provision that 
stated that funding for the extension of bene
fits would come from raising from 3 to 5 years 
the eligibility for aged, blind, and disabled 
legal immigrants to receive their supplemental 
security income. 

We felt that this unfair and unjust provision 
subjects legal U.S. residents to blatant immi
grant bashing. We should not, and need not, 
rob Pedro to pay Paul. In addition, by relieving 
the Federal Government from paying for SSI 
benefits, we transfer the burden of picking up 
the tab to our States. For example, the SSI 

benefits that would have been paid for by 
Uncle Sam will now be costing my State of 
New York $2 million. The provision also con
tributes to the anti-immigrant sentiment that is 
now running rampant in our country, and the 
members of the Hispanic caucus felt it was 
necessary that this language be removed. 
Legal immigrants should not be asked to sole
ly bear the burden of financing unemployment 
benefits for the entire United States. 

As a result of the efforts of the Hispanic 
caucus, the bill was brought to the House of 
Representatives yesterday without this biased 
financial provision, and it extended unemploy
ment benefits until January 1, 1994. This ex
tension would have given Congress until that 
time to find a new funding mechanism if addi
tional benefits were needed beyond that point, 
and spared aged, blind, and disabled legal im
migrants from having to suffer unfairly. The 
rule was sadly and regrettably defeated. Its 
defeat illustrates the insensitivity to Latino con
cerns and the anti-immigrant climate which 
permeates this Chamber and the country. 
Hence, once again I stand in front of you 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, despite my objections, I real
ize the necessity for the extension of unem
ployment benefits, but I deeply regret that this 
extension will be achieved at the expense of 
our Nation's legal immigrants. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 3167, the Unemployment Compensa
tion Amendments of 1993, legislation which 
would extend the emergency unemployment 
benefits program for 4 months. 

It was my hope when the 103d Congress 
convened that we would act swiftly on the 
President's job-creating stimulus plan and get 
people back to work, but unfortunately this 
was not the case. Instead, we have now 
passed two bills which help out-of-work Ameri
cans keep their heads above water, not legis
lation which helps them get a job. 

While this bill does not provide benefits for 
the long-term unemployed who have ex
hausted previous extensions of emergency un
employment compensation, it will help thou
sands of Rhode Island families to keep food in 
the refrigerator and clothe their children. 

Although the recession may be statistically 
considered over, long-term unemployment re
mains too high-almost 1.75 million Ameri
cans are still without a job after 6 months of 
looking. 

My State has the dubious distinction of hav
ing the highest number of unemployed work
ers who have been out of work for more than 
6 months. According to the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities, 38 percent of Rhode Is
land's unemployed workers have been jobless 
for over 6 months. 

Each week, I receive calls and letters from 
these individuals who want nothing more than 
to go back to work. They do not care about 
business cycles or corporate restructuring or 
how this bill is financed-they care about their 
families and getting back to work. If we cannot 
pass a bill to create jobs, then we must pass 
a bill that lessens the distress of these fami
lies. 

We must do it now. The procedural wran
gling of the past few days jeopardizes the 
slender lifeline of thousands and thousands of 
Americans. To sacrifice their well-being on the 

altar of ideological and procedural maneuvers 
is unacceptable. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this bill. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 3167 to extend the Emergency Unem
ployment Compensation [EUC] Program, 
which is set to expire October 2. 

Although the national unemployment rate 
has declined in recent months, it remains 
nearly as high today as it was in November 
1991, when the EUC Program was estab
lished. In addition, the number of long-term 
unemployed, those exhausting their initial un
employment benefits, is higher today than 
when the program was initiated in 1991. Over 
the next few months, nearly 250,000 Ameri
cans will exhaust their initial unemployment 
benefits each month. 

Mr. Chairman, we are no longer dealing with 
cyclical unemployment, where workers are 
temporarily laid off during a recession and re
turn to their jobs when the economy improves. 
These people have been laid off permanently. 
They must find new jobs, often be retrained 
for a new skill, and enter a new field. Mr. 
Speaker, this takes time. 

The basic unemployment insurance program 
is not meeting the needs of these people. We 
must extend emergency unemployment bene
fits to provide relief to these Americans whose 
lives and families have been seriously dis
rupted by the long recession and the restruc
turing of our economy. We have an obligation 
to assist these workers who, through no fault 
of their own, are still unable to find work. 

H.R. 3167 will help these workers by provid
ing an additional 7 or 13 weeks of unemploy
ment benefits, depending on the level of un
employment in their State. This will enable 
many of these people to continue their mort
gage payments, pay their rent or pay off 
school loans while they seek new jobs. 

In addition, H.R. 3167 will provide nec
essary reforms to the basic unemployment 
compensation program. This legislation will 
enable States to assist permanently laid-off 
workers in establishing their own business and 
becoming self-employed. H.R. 3167 will also 
provide the option of short-time compensation 
to allow employers to reduce hours of employ
ment for a large group of workers rather than 
laying off a smaller number of workers. 

While H.R. 3167 will help in the short run, 
we must begin to look at making fundamental 
changes in the basic unemployment insurance 
program so that it can meet the changing 
needs of America's unemployed. We need to 
move from a system that temporarily reduces 
the financial strain of unemployment to a sys
tem that also helps Americans get back to 
work. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 3167, the Unemployment 
Compensation Program extension. This legis
lation will extend unemployment benefits for 
Americans who have been without work for 
more than 6 months and continue to seek re
employment. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation's economy is 
showing signs of recovery and job growth. 
Over 1 million private-sector jobs have been 
created since January-more than were cre
ated in the previous 4 years combined. This is 
good news, Mr. Chairman, and I commend the 
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administration for its efforts to continue stimu
lating the economy. 

While the unemployment rate has declined 
over the past year, the number of long-termed 
unemployed has increased during the recov
ery. It is these unemployed Americans and 
their families whom this bill seeks to aid
American workers who will have been without 
work for more than 6 months and are still 
looking for a job. The extension of compensa
tion benefits will help these people imme
diately. The job search assistance program in
cluded in this bill will aid these people in the 
long term by helping them find new jobs. 

This emergency extension bill is a fiscally 
sound initiative. The costs of the extension are 
offset by the results of the job search assist
ance program which will expeditiously move 
unemployed people back into the workforce. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this emer
gency extension of unemployment compensa
tion and provide assistance to working Ameri
cans who are still experiencing hard times. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, this week, 
the House will vote on H.R. 3167, a bill to ex
tend the Emergency Unemployment Com
pensation [EUC] Program for another 4 
months. As I did in the Ways and Means 
Committee, I must again express my opposi
tion to this extension. 

To extend this program for just 3 more 
months will cost $7 40 million. These costs will 
be incurred immediately. To pay for this, 
changes will be made in the EUC program to 
realize savings over a 5-year period which 
may, or may not, materialize. 

The savings would come from a new sys
tem of worker profiling where State unemploy
ment insurance agencies must identify which 
claimants will likely exhaust their regular un
employment benefits and refer them to job 
search assistance. This will supposedly put 
more unemployed into the job search system 
quicker and result in new jobs before they 
need emergency benefits. Besides becoming 
an administrative nightmare, profiling assumes 
there will be jobs available that can be filled 
by these claimants. This overly optimistic fund
ing mechanism is the kind of thing that the 
American public finds most distasteful about 
Washington. We cannot hide behind assump
tions to reduce government spending or even 
to offset additional spending. 

This is the fifth time we have voted to ex
tend the EUC since the recession began in 
1991. Does anyone remember the bill we 
passed last year that was going to fix the un
employment system once and for all and stop 
these endless extensions? Well, that bill 
changed the trigger mechanism to make it 
easier for States to release extended benefits 
funds. States were given the choice to stay 
with the old system in which extended benefits 
are released based on the percentage of 
those unemployed who are receiving unem
ployment benefits or go to a new system in 
which the release trigger is based on the total 
unemployment rate. This new extended bene
fits program is paid for equally by States and 
the Federal Government. During mark up of 
the bill in the Ways and Means Committee, we 
learned that only two States passed the nec
essary law to begin the new program. I am 
concerned that the reason more States have 
not done so is because those with high unem-

ployment are betting that Congress will con
tinue to extend the EUC, which is entirely fed
erally funded. 

All we are doing is creating another entitle
ment. The longer this program exists, the 
harder it becomes to end it and the more peo
ple begin to view the EUC as a right. We must 
remember that this is an emergency program, 
not a permanent one. This program was cre
ated to give the chronically unemployed a little 
help until the recession subsides. While there 
are still many people exhausting their regular 
unemployment benefits, the national unem
ployment rate is lower today than it was in 
1991, when we first established the EUC. And 
in my State of Nebraska, we have an unem
ployment rate below 2.4 percent. What I hear 
Nebraskans say all the time is-cut Govern
ment spending. It is time to make tough 
choices. 

Last year, Congress passed into law a bill to 
fix the system. We must force the States to 
establish that program and let it work. We 
must end some programs that, justified or not, 
cannot continue if we are to seriously talk 
about cutting the deficit. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
during the 1990's Connecticut has suffered 
from defense cutbacks, the real estate col
lapse, and the credit crunch, in addition to a 
damaging new income tax that took millions 
out of the pockets of Connecticut workers. Our 
unemployment rate, while down somewhat this 
year, was still 6.7 percent in July 1993. Water
bury's unemployment rate was 9.9 percent. As 
defense cutbacks continue, finding a job is still 
difficult for many of my constituents. For this 
reason, I will vote in favor of extending unem
ployment benefits for the long-term unem
ployed in my State. 

However, it's time for Congress to take a 
greater look at why unemployment rates are 
not falling faster. New taxes and new regula
tions, the result of an indulgent Congress and 
a permissive President, are forcing businesses 
to reduce their work forces. President Clinton's 
tax plan, which I voted against in August, has 
the potential to eliminate millions of jobs from 
our economy. And how will raising gas taxes 
4.3 cents a gallon help those who need to use 
their cars to apply for a job? 

Rather than giving out more handouts, I 
want Congress to stop taxing the middle class 
and begin to repeal the regulatory burdens 
that are hindering progress in the American 
economy. The proper way to help people who 
are unemployed is to get them back to work 
in the market economy. Few people want to 
rely on the money of other taxpayers to pay 
their bills. Let's stop deceiving ourselves that 
we can continue these extensions forever. 
Americans need Congress to help U.S. indus
try create more jobs. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time, and 
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 consisting 
of the bill, modified by the amend
ments recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means now printed in the 
bill, is considered as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment and is con
sidered as read. 

October 15, 1993 
The text of the amendment in the na

ture of a substitute as modified, is as 
follows: 

R.R. 3167 
Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of Amer ica in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Unemploy
ment Compensation Amendments of 1993". 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY UNEMPLOY

MENT COMPENSATION PROGRAM. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Sections 102(f)(l) and 

106(a)(2) of the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Act 102-164, 
as amended) are each amended by striking 
" October 2, 1993" and inserting " February 5, 
1994" . 

(b) WEEKS OF BENEFITS AVAILABLE DURING 
EXTENSION.-

(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 102(b)(2) of 
such Act is amended-

(A) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(vii), 

(B) by inserting after clause (v) the follow
ing new clause: 

"(Vi ) REDUCTION OF WEEKS AFTER OCTOBER 2, 
1993.- ln the case of weeks beginning October 
2, 1993--

"(l) clause (i) of this subparagraph shall be 
applied by substituting '13' for '33' and by 
submitting '7' for '26', 

"(II) clauses (ii), (iii) , (iv), and (v) of this 
subparagraph shall not apply, and 

"(Ill) subparagraph A of paragraph (1) shall 
be applied by substituting '50 percent' for 
'130 percent' ." . and 

(C) by striking "or (iv)" in clause (vii) (as 
redesignated by subparagraph (A)) and in
serting "(iv) , or (vi)" . 

(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 102(b )(2) of 
such Act is amended by striking " and (iv)" 
and inserting "(iv) and (vi)". 

(C) MODIFICATION OF FINAL PHASE-OUT.
Paragraph (2) of section 102<0 of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking " October 2, 1993" and insert
ing " February 5, 1994". and 

(2) by striking " January 15, 1994" and in
serting " April 30, 1994" . 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
lOl(e) of such Act is amended-

(1) by striking " October 2, 1992" each place 
it appears in paragraph (1) and inserting 
" February 5, 1994", and 

(2) by striking " (and is not triggered off 
under paragraph (1))" in paragraph (2) and 
inserting " after February 5, 1994," . 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to weeks of 
unemployment beginning after October 2, 
1993. 
SEC. 3. MODIFICATION TO ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE

MENTS FOR EMERGENCY UNEM
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

(a ) REPEAL OF DISREGARD OF RIGHTS TO 
R EGULAR COMPENSATION.-Subsection (f) of 
section 101 of the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-
164, a s amended) is hereby r epealed. 

(b ) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The repeal made by 
subsection (a) shall apply to weeks of unem
ployment beginning after the date of the en
actment of this Act; except that such repeal 
shall not apply in determining eligibility for 
emergency unemployment compensation 
from an account established before October 
2, 1993. 
SEC. 4. WORKER PROFILING. 

(a ) IN GENERAL.-
(1) E STABLISHMENT OF PROFILING SYSTEM.

S ection 303 of the Social Security Act is 
amended by adding a t t h e end thereof the 
following new subsection: 



October 15, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 24811 
" (j )(l ) The State agency charged with the 

administration of the State law shall estab
lish and utilize a system of profiling all new 
claimants for regular compensation that-

" (A) identifies which claimants will be 
likely to exhaust regular compensation and 
will need job search assistance services to 
make a successful transition to new employ
ment; 

" (B) refers claimants identified pursuant 
to subparagraph (A) to reemployment serv
ices, such as job search assistance services, 
available under any State or Federal law; 

"(C) collects follow-up information relat
ing to the services received by such claim
ants and the employment outcomes for such 
claimants subsequent to receiving such serv
ices and utilizes such information in making 
identifications pursuant to subparagraph 
(A); and 

"(D) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Labor determines are appro
priate. 

" (2) Whenever the Secretary of Labor, 
after reasonable notice and opportunity for 
hearing to the State agency charged with 
the administration of the State law, finds 
that there is a failure to comply substan
tially with the requirements of paragraph 
(1) , the Secretary of Labor shall notify such 
State agency that further payments will not 
be made to the State until he is satisfied 
that there is no longer any such failure. 
Until the Secretary of Labor is so satisfied, 
he shall make no further certification to the 
Secretary of the Treasury with respect to 
such State.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
304(a)(2) of the Social Security Act is amend
ed by striking " or (i)" and inserting "(i), or 
(j) ". 

(b) PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENT.-Section 
303(a) of the Social Security Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (9) and inserting " ; and" , and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

" (10) A requirement that, as a condition of 
eligibility for regular compensation for any 
week, any claimant who has been referred to 
reemployment services pursuant to the 
profiling system under subsection (j)(l)(B) 
participate in such services or in similar 
services unless the State agency charged 
with the administration of the State law de
termine&-

" (A) such claimant has completed such 
services; or 

" (B) there is justifiable cause for such 
claimant's failure to participate in such 
services. ". 

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Secretary 
of Labor shall provide technical assistance 
and advice to assist the States in implement
ing the profiling system required under the 
amendments made by subsection (a). Such 
assistance shall include the development and 
identification of model profiling systems. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
the date 3 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Labor shall re
port to the Congress on the operation and ef
fectiveness of the profiling system required 
under the amendments made by subsection 
(a) and the participation requirement pro
vided by the amendments made under sub
section (b). Such report shall include such 
recommendations as the Secretary of Labor 
determines are appropriate. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.- Section 4 of 
the Emergency Unemployment Compensa
tion Amendments of 1993 (Public Law 103--6) 
is hereby repealed. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) The amendments made by subsections 

(a) and (b) shall take effect on the date one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) The provisions of subsections (c), (d) , 
and (e) shall take effect on the date of enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT TO UNEMPLOY

MENT TRUST FUND. 
Paragraph (1) of section 905(b) of the Social 

Security Act is amended to read as follows: 
" (b)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (3), 

the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
(as of the close of each month) from the em
ployment security administration account to 
the extended unemployment compensation 
account established by subsection (a), an 
amount (determined by such Secretary) 
equal to 20 percent of the amount by which-

" (A) the transfers to the employment secu
rity administration account pursuant to sec
tion 90l(b)(2) during such month, exceed 

" (B) the payments during such month from 
the employment security administration ac
count pursuant to section 901 (b)(3) and (d). 
If for any such month the payments referred 
to in subparagraph (B) exceed the transfers 
referred to in subparagraph (A), proper ad
justments shall be made in the amounts sub
sequently transferred. " 
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF REPORTING DATE FOR AD

VISORY COUNCIL. 
Section 908(f) of the Social Security Act is 

amended-
(1) in paragraph (1), by striking " 2d year" 

and inserting " third year" ; and 
(2) in paragraph (2), by striking " February 

1, 1994" and inserting " February 1, 1995" . 
SEC. 7. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN SPONSORSIUP 

PERIOD FOR ALIENS UNDER THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 
PROGRAM. 

(a) INCREASE IN SPONSORSHIP PERIOD.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1621 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S .C. 1382j) is amended by 
striking " three years" each place such term 
appears and inserting " 5 years". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
January 1, 1994. 

(b) REINSTATEMENT OF PRIOR LAW.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1621 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382j), as amended by 
subsection (a)(l) of this section, is amended 
by striking "5 years" each place such term 
appears and inserting " 3 years" . 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1996. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is in order except the amend
ments printed in House Report 103-269. 
Each amendment may be offered only 
in the order printed in the report, may 
be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as 
read, and is not subject to amendment. 

Debate time on each amendment will 
be equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent of the 
amendment. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
103-269. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. JOHNSON OF 
CONNECTICUT 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment made 
in order under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut: At the end of section 2 of the 
bill , insert the following new subsection: 

(f) LOW-UNEMPLOYMENT STATES NOT ELIGI
BLE FOR EXTENSION.- No emergency unem
ployment compensation shall be payable in 
any State by reason of the amendments 
made by this section unless the average rate 
of total unemployment in such State for the 
period consisting of the most recent 3 cal
endar months for which data are published 
before the date of the enactment of this Act 
is 5 percent or greater. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN
SON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, a few short months 
ago, we passed a mammoth tax-and
spend package in which we said to the 
American people-these are the re
sources we need and these are the ex
penditures we must make to address 
America's needs over the next 5 years. 
Yet, here Congress is again having to 
raise new resources to address needs we 
knew about when the majority party 
constructed the budget package. So, 
since we are now breaking the budget 
rules and using incredibly optimistic 
assumptions to find money to pay for
the extension in the out years, we 
should at least be prudent and respon
sibly minimize the cost of this exten
sion. My amendment does this. 

My amendment would simply exclude 
from the Emergency Extended Benefits 
Program people in States with less 
than 5 percent unemployment. When I 
say 5 percent unemployment, I am 
using the total unemployment figure, 
the most generous definition of unem
ployment and one that includes three 
groups: The insured unemployment, 
those looking for work but not quali
fied for benefits, and exhaustees. Based 
on the most recent data, this amend
ment would eliminate emergency bene
fits in 10 States--Delaware, Hawaii, 
Iowa, Nebraska, North and South Da
kota, Utah, North Carolina, Wisconsin, 
and Indiana-and would save $75 mil
lion in 1994. All of these States, of 
course, will continue to qualify for the 
6 months of benefits offered by current 
law. For extended benefits, Congress 
has always required higher rates of un
employment as a condition of provid
ing extended or emergency benefits. 
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All of us understand that, for better 

or for worse, the various States have 
economies that are dramatically dif
ferent. As we debate this issue on the 
floor today, for example, the unem
ployment rate is over 9 percent in Cali
fornia, about 7 percent in Connecticut, 
5 percent in Wisconsin, and under 3 per
cent in Nebraska. Clearly, while Cali
fornia suffers from near-depression 
level unemployment. Wisconsin flour
ishes and Nebraska booms. 

Now I ask you, Members of Congress, 
how can we possibly justify using Fed
eral tax dollars to give emergency un
employment benefits to workers in a 
State with 3 percent unemployment? 
We can't. And our own work and votes 
demonstrate why. 

Just 11/2 years ago, Congress reformed 
the unemployment system. At that 
time we lowered the trigger granting 
people extended benefits. That is, when 
this body passed the Downey amend
ments to the Extended Benefits Pro
gram just last year, we set 6.5 percent 
as the trigger for extended benefits. We 
voted that total unemployment of less 
than 6.5 percent did not justify ex
tended benefits. Therefore, it is fair to 
say that my choice of 5 percent pro
vides a very generous line of demarca
tion. 

Second, economists now tell us that 
around 5 percent unemployment is the 
result of normal, what is called fric
tional, forces operating in the econ
omy. In other words, 5 percent unem
ployment is mainly attributable to 
turnover-people who quit their jobs, 
who are between jobs, or who are mov
ing to a new area of the country. Lev
els below 5 percent result in businesses 
having difficulty finding employees, in 
labor shortages, and wage inflation. 
When Connecticut had 4 percent unem
ployment, supermarket managers were 
complaining to me that they could not 
find people to bag groceries. Manufac
turers in my district had to put off 
plans to expand. The labor supply tem
porarily dried up. Thus, 5 percent un
employment is essentially full employ
ment. So again we can see that the 
choice of 5 percent for triggering emer
gency benefits is very generous. 

Another way to think about whether 
States with unemployment below 5 per
cent should receive emergency benefits 
is to examine the Nation's average un
employment rate in recent years. In 
the last quarter century, the average 
unemployment rate in the United 
States has been 6.4 percent. The aver
age over the past decade is even high
er-6.8 percent. The last time the Na
tion achieved an unemployment rate 
below 5 percent was 1973, two decades 
ago when we had an entirely different 
economy and very different demo
graphics than we have today. In the 
last 20 years, the Nation has not had 
even a single month in which unem
ployment was below 5 percent. 

These figures show that setting the 
trigger for emergency unemployment 

at 5 percent is extremely generous. De
fining an emergency as a level of un
employment lower than any the Nation 
has experienced in 20 years is foolish, 
wasteful, and fiscally irresponsible. 

We simply cannot justify using our 
tax dollars to extend unemployment 
compensation benefits in those States 
with unemployment below 5 percent; 
that is, in States with strong econo
mies. To do so is to defy reason, logic, 
and historical evidence. Even worse, es
pecially in this era of oppressive Fed
eral deficits and public needs that out
strip public resources, giving emer
gency benefits to workers in States 
with strong economies shows the 
American people, yet again, that Con
gress cannot make responsible fiscal 
decisions and use tax dollars prudently, 
but is the prisoner of a one-size-fits-all 
mentality that squanders our re
sources. 

A vote in favor of my amendment is 
a vote for the integrity of our unem
ployment system and a vote for fiscal 
sanity. 

Mr. Chairman, I know this is a dif
ficult vote for my colleagues because of 
the way the issue has been proposed. In 
the long run, if you cannot vote for my 
amendment, we will never achieve full 
funding for Head Start. We have tried 
to full fund Head Start for 5 years, and 
still have not made it, because the 
competing demands for the tax dollars 
are so great. We will never provide the 
fuel assistance that elderly and poor 
people in the Northeast need. We will 
never be able to meet the challenge of 
meeting the needs of our people at a 
time of constrained resources and ex
traordinary change. We must acknowl
edge what we have acknowledged con
sistently every year over the past his
tory of our Nation, that extended bene
fits in a strong economy are inappro
priate. People have an opportunity to 
get jobs when unemployment is 3 and 4 
percent that they do not have when 
employment is higher. 
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That has al ways been the assumption 

of the work of this Congress. It is al
ways laying behind our fiscal decisions. 
In a time when resources are con
strained and the needs of our Nation 
are enormous, I urge my colleagues to 
join with me to support an amendment 
that is simply fiscal sanity. I urge a 
"yes" vote on my amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise in opposition to my colleague 
who serves on the Committee on Ways 
and Means that has offered this amend
ment. 

I am opposed to this amendment be
cause long-term unemployed workers 

in low unemployed States have suffered 
the pain of unemployment just as 
much as those who live in those areas 
with State unemployment around 5 
percent. 

Mr. Chairman, in the past many of 
my colleagues have been strong advo
cates of local area triggers to deal with 
the problem of pockets of poverty and 
pockets of unemployment throughout 
the Nation. Perhaps we should consider 
this once again, but in the meantime, 
we should not cut off these benefits for 
States with unemployment of less than 
5.3 percent. 

It is nice to talk about, but there are 
11 States or 10 States and the Virgin Is
lands that would be affected by this 
amendment. I do not think it is fair. 

One of or colleagues on the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], indicated 
in the full committee a very clear and 
eloquent message that what happens in 
large States, when someone lives 300 or 
400 or 500 miles from one part of the 
State where they might be faced with 
unemployment at 2 percent and pock
ets of high unemployment 400 miles 
away that are suffering with 8 to 9 per
cent of unemployment. It is not fair. 

We have had an economic problem in 
this country. It is not fair at this point 
in time. If we want to look at the trig
gers once again, as we try to reform 
this whole area, that might be all 
right. But now we are faced with high 
unemployment in these 10 States as 
well as the Virgin Islands, as it relates 
to big States and it relates to pockets 
of high unemployment. 

I would ask my colleagues to reject 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN
SON], and let us move forward and pass 
this unemployment compensation bill 
that we can send a bill to the Senate 
and we do not have to go to conference, 
maybe, and get this ball rolling and 
offer the unemployment compensation 
benefits to those who are in need of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, this 
body always fascinates me. It truly 
represents America. Members can look 
at things so differently, even two 
women from the same State with abut
ting districts. 

I cannot reduce this debate on this 
amendment to facts and figures and ar
bitrary thresholds. If one is laid off in 
a State with 4.9-percent unemploy
ment, it hurts just as much as if they 
were in a State with 5.1-percent unem
ployment. They have to address their 
obligations until they get another job. 

What disturbs me most about this 
amendment is that it lacks the reali
ties of life in America today. 
Downsizing is in. And often, that indi
vidual who is laid off is a woman 50 or 
over. Better to hire a younger worker. 
It costs less and they do not have to 
get into that pension benefit. 
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It is not easy to get a job when one 

is over 50. But at least if they have un
employment compensation, they can 
catch their breath. They can get orga
nized. They can think about what they 
will do next. But it takes a long time 
to get that job, and they really need 
those extended unemployment com
pensation benefits. 

This amendment is not well thought 
out. I really hope that my colleagues 
will defeat it. It does not make sense. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
had the opportunity recently to read a 
biography of Charles Dickens by Peter 
Ackroyd. I want to commend to the at
tention of the gentlewoman from Con
necticut an observation made by an 
editorial in the London Daily News in 
1870. 

In his pictures of contemporary life poster
ity will read more clearly than in contem
porary records the character of 19th century 
life. 

I would suggest that this amendment 
is a good example of 19th century life 
in Dickens' time, and I would suggest 
that with the Christmas season coming 
up, we might want to take a look at "A 
Christmas Carol." 

Are there no poorhouses? Are there 
no workhouses for the poor? Do we not 
give alms? 

Perhaps the gentlewoman would like 
to return to the era of Ebenezer 
Scrooge, to take people and put them 
into a category where they are dehu
manized. 

How anybody can come and say that 
someone is not 100 percent unemployed 
when they lack a job is beyond me. 

An economist is somebody who has a 
job telling someone else what they do 
not have one. And when they can come 
up and give definitions about full em
ployment meaning 5 percent of the peo
ple are disenabled from being able to 
pursue their unemployment chances 
with the unemployment insurance, 
then that truly is a picture of contem
porary life. Yes, Victorian, 
Dickensonian life, not the kind of life 
that we need to lead in this time in 
this country. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding time to 
me. 

I think, particularly after the last 
speaker, it is necessary for us to bring 
this debate back into the parameters in 
which we are debating. We are talking 
about what constitutes an emergency. 

These extr~ordinary benefits are 
coming about in this bill because there 
exists emergencies in some parts of the 
country. Clearly, if we have got 4 or 5 
percent unemployment in one State, 
that is not nearly as severe as when we 
have 6, 7, or 11 percent in another 
State. 

Obviously, 10 or 11 percent unemploy
ment is an emergency; 4, 5 percent is 
not an emergency. 

When we have 4 or 5 percent, we have 
got less people going after more jobs. 
There are more jobs out there. But 
when we have 11 percent, we have got 
more people going after less jobs. That 
is an emergency. 

So let us not get carried away with 
Scrooge and the "Christmas Carol" and 
all these things. Let us get down to the 
hard facts. 

We are here to legislate. We are here 
to be responsible. We are here not to 
give away tax dollars but to respon
sibly spend them. 

That is the debate that we are talk
ing about today. It is not talking about 
being hard-hearted. It is not talking 
about being a Scrooge. It is recognizing 
exactly the world as it exists today. 

There are different conditions in dif
ferent parts of the country. The 
amendment before us is a sound 
amendment. I would urge a "yes" vote 
on the Johnson amendment. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
woman from Indiana [Ms. LONG]. 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment because 
if it is adopted, long-term unemployed 
individuals in my State of Indiana will 
be denied extended unemployment ben
efits. 

This amendment tells some long
term unemployed individuals that 
while their neighbors across the State 
line may qualify, they will be denied 
the very same benefits. 

Furthermore, there are serious ques
tions regarding the way we calculate 
unemployment and that we are likely 
underestimating unemployment rates 
in some States, including my State of 
Indiana. 

I am going to be voting "no" on this 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 
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Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I have 

not been here long. This idea implicit 
in this amendment represents one of 
the most misguided efforts I have seen 
since I got here. The emergency unem
ployment program is a family relief 
measure, not a State relief measure. If 
you are an unemployed sole provider, 
your household unemployment is 100 
percent. 

Mr. Chairman, should Congress deny 
emergency unemployment benefits to 
textile workers in North Carolina, 
longshoremen in Delaware, oilfield 
workers in North Dakota, and workers 
in seven other States, simply on the 
basis of where they live? If yes, then 
you should support the amendment 
sponsored by Representative JOHNSON 
of Connecticut. 

However, if you believe, as I do, that 
all workers who have suffered long
term unemployment should be allowed 
equal access to emergency unemploy
ment benefits, then you must vote 
"no" on the Johnson amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that a 
statewide unemployment rate of less 
than 5 percent is far from a clean bill 
of economic health as the gentlewoman 
would suggest. In the case of North Da
kota, we have already lost thousands of 
valued citizens who-in the face of 
chronic difficulties in agriculture and 
energy-have been forced to move 
away. 

Depressed agriculture prices, a bust 
in the world oil market, 2 years of 
drought followed by this summer's 
floods have all contributed to serious 
economic dislocation. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope that the long-term unemployed 
people who have stayed in North Da
kota and continue to look for work in 
our State will not be denied the same 
access to emergency unemployment 
compensation as workers in other 
States. We need these people to stay in 
North Dakota, find jobs in North Da
kota and help grow our State's econ
omy. Mr. Chairman, it is bad enough 
that North Dakotans have been forced 
to leave to leave our State in search of 
work-please do not force them to 
leave in search of Federal emergency 
unemployment benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman's 
amendment is a blunt instrument that 
would save a small sum of money only 
by arbitrarily denying many American 
families their rightful access to emer
gency unemployment benefits. The 
gentlewoman says that workers in 
North Dakota and nine other States do 
not deserve emergency unemployment 
benefits because the statewide unem
ployment rate is less than 5 percent. 
Now, in Connecticut, the State unem
ployment rate may tell the whole 
story-the individual county rates de
viate by less than 2 percent from the 
State average of 6.6 percent. The pic
ture is a little different in North Da
kota. In Slope County, ND, the unem
ployment rate is 9.1 percent, in 
McHenry County it's 10.8 percent, 
Rolette County is 13.7 percent, in Ben
son County it's 14.6 percent-more than 
twice the rate of unemployment in 
Litchfield, County, CT, in the gentle
woman's district. In fact, 16 counties in 
my State have an unemployment rate 
of more than 5 percent. However, if 
Congress adopts the Johnson amend
ment, workers in these counties, the 
State of North Dakota, and nine other 
States would be ineligible for emer
gency benefits. The gentlewoman from 
Connecticut undoubtedly knows Con
necticut, but she clearly knows noth
ing about North Dakota and some of 
the other States where her amendment 
would bar benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
point out that unemployed workers in 
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North Dakota are exhausting their reg
ular unemployment benefits at a high
er rate than workers in 37 other States. 
These numbers mean that unemployed 
workers in North Dakota are every bit 
as much in need of an emergency ex
tension of benefits as workers any
where in the country. If Congress 
adopts the Johnson amendment, we 
will slam the door on North Dakota 
families who have exhausted regular 
benefits just as readily as families in 
Connecticut. 

Workers in 9 States are barred, and 
workers in 10 States are very close to 
the arbitrary limit. · 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is un
fair. The needs of the long-term unem
ployed in my State are no different 
from the needs of the unemployed in 
the district of each and every Member 
of this House. While this amendment 
would save some money, it would 
wreak untold hardship on struggling 
families in North Dakota and through
out the country. Emergency unemploy
ment compensation is a household-re
lief package, not a state-relief package. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, this ill-conceived amendment 
would prevent many out-of-work Amer
icans from receiving the same emer
gency unemployment benefits as their 
neighbors. If passed, this amendment 
would deny any access to thousands of 
hard-working citizens of this country 
who worked hard to qualify for their 
benefits and are in desperate need of 
emergency unemployment benefits. 

The measure targets States such as 
Wisconsin and nine others where state
wide unemployment is currently below 
5 percent. This amendment fails to rec
ognize that while the statewide per
centage may be low, there are many re
gions in these States where unemploy
ment is very high and in some cases 
double the statewide rate. This pro
posal has many other faults. 

First, the amendment ignores the 
fact that, historically, unemployment 
declines between August and Septem
ber. In addition, first-time claimants 
in Wisconsin have almost doubled in 
the last year-increasing from 35,970 
through August 1992 to 60,586 as of Au
gust 1993. So the employment figures 
that the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut proposes to use may not be the 
most accurate gauge of the employ
ment situation. 

Second, the idea of terminating 
emergency benefits in States with less 
than 5 percent unemployment is not 
fair to dislocated workers from espe
cially hard-hit industries. If you are a 
dislocated worker whose trade is no 
longer in demand, the fact that unem
ployment rates may be low is of no sol
ace because you need retraining in 
order to find a new job. This policy of 
arbitrary exclusion punishes working 

families, who earned this benefit, sim
ply because of where they live. 

This proposal does not pass scrutiny 
when examined on a case-by-case basis. 
T~ke for example, the situation in the 
district I represent . Racine, WI, is a 
manufacturing-based city with an un
employment rate of 6.3 percent-well 
above the State's 5 percent rate. In 
Janesville and Beloit, the rate is also 
6.3 percent. Is an unemployed assembly 
worker in any of these cities any less 
in need of benefits than a laid-off ma
chine operator living in Connecticut, 
perhaps even in a county with a lower 
unemployment rate? Of course not. 

Do we really want to refuse emer
gency unemployment compensation to 
out-of-work Americans just because of 
where they live? 

American workers are still suffering 
from a sluggish economy damaged by 
years of inaction and inattention to 
growing a high-wage job base. I urge 
my colleagues to reject this unfair 
amendment and stand up for American 
workers, regardless of where they live 
because emergency unemployment 
compensation is a much needed relief 
for families in very difficult situations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re
mind the gentlewoman from Connecti
cut [Mrs. JOHNSON] that she has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. HOUGH
TON]. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, if 
there were any way to make a bad deal 
better, and I have said I would support 
this bill, it is to put realism in it. Here 
we are talking about these percentage 
figures. I have a county in the district 
I represent soaring toward 25 percent 
unemployment. There is where we need 
help. That is what we have to do. 

However, why should the people that 
are holding onto jobs by their finger
tips in that other 75 percent pour 
money into a State for unemployment 
that is below 5 percent? It does not 
make sense. I absolutely support the 
amendment of the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] . 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak against 
this amendment. Let me share with the 
Members there may be reasons for hav
ing a threshold of 5 percent. Certainly 
there are studies that are indicating we 
will never have full employment, but 
this amendment is not needed. It is ill
conceived to make benefits available at 
the State level. 

In my district I have 28 counties. Not 
one, not one is less than 5 percent. We 
have from 10 to 8 percent. If we are 
going to have a threshold, that thresh-

old should be at the county level. This 
would be denying the very people we 
are wishing to get at, those over 5 per
cent. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this bill. It is ill-con
ceived at the level it is proposed. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, what is 
unemployment? Unemployment is if 
you do not have a job. What difference 
does it make where you live? It makes 
no difference at all. What is the magic 
of 5 percent? None that I know of, espe
cially in a State like Delaware, which 
is edging up over the 5-percent level. 

The bottom line is that we should 
not support this amendment, that we 
should vote against it; that everybody 
who is unemployed, as has been stated 
here, is 100 percent unemployed. 

If we want a fair system, maybe we 
should look at the States with the 
highest per capita income, and they 
could do more about it, which might 
affect some other States here. We 
should not punish the States with good 
economies, but have people who are un
employed and suffer as a result of that. 

I urge a "no" vote on this amend
ment. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, if the Members want 
to have no trigger, then just have ex
tended benefits unlimited, have an un
employment system that provides un
employment benefits unlimited and tax 
for it. Do it honestly, do it above
board. 

If we are not going to tax for it and 
fund it responsibly, then we are going 
to have to set priorities, and we are 
going to have to recognize that people 
who live in States with 3 and 4 percent 
unemployment can get jobs, and people 
who want to produce in States with low 
unemployment, cannot hire, have to 
turn down orders. 

Let us do it honestly and straight, ei
ther have extended benefits forever, for 
everyone, and tax and pay for it, or 
else stand by our old system that al
ways required a higher trigger for 
emergencies. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. FORD] for 1 minute to close de
bate. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment. Kansas does not f~ll below the 5 
percent right now, but we are right at 
the 5-percent level. The areas that this 
amendment will affect are cities, urban 
cores within primarily rural States. 
For instance, in Wyandotte County in 
the State of Kansas, the unemploy
ment rate is 8.7 and probably going up, 
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although the level of the State is right 
at 5 percent. 

Unemployment is unemployment, re
gardless of where one lives. The suffer
ing is exactly the same. I rise in oppo
sition to this amendment. 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] for 
closing arguments. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, Congress 
must extend unemployment benefits, 
and it must extend these benefits on 
the basis of people being unemployed, 
not because of States that have no rel
evance whatsoever to this individual 
family suffering in agony. I plead with 
the Congress to reject this amendment. 

In my own congressional district, 
which is heavily unemployed, although 
the statistics for Hawaii are just below 
5 percent, I have 10 percent unemploy
ment in one county, 12 percent in an
other, and these people cannot be left 
out of this extended benefit bill. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Johnson amendment stipulating that 
States with a 3-month average total unemploy
ment of less than 5 percent be ineligible for 
this set of unemployment funds. 

This is not an issue of helping Americans in 
high unemployment States while ignoring 
those in States with lower rates. I strongly be
lieve we should be helping all American unem
ployed, regardless of the State in which they 
reside. Enactment of the Johnson amendment 
will not deny assistance to any unemployed 
American. 

The Johnson amendment addresses the 
issue of who pays for additional benefits, the 
State or the Federal Government. States that 
are economically healthy do not need addi
tional Federal assistance. The combination of 
low unemployment and growing economies 
should resu1t in adequate funds being avail
able in State unemployment insurance ac
counts. Why should the Federal Government, 
which is $4 trillion in debt and continues to 
have significant annual budget deficits, provide 
funds when the State already has enough in 
its own account? 

California has one of the highest unemploy
ment rates in the country-over 1 O percent. 
For years, California has done more than its 
fair share in paying Federal taxes subsidizing 
unemployment benefits in most other States. 
Californians have always helped fellow Ameri
cans in need, whether they be the victims of 
Mississippi River floods or devastating east 
coast hurricanes like Andrew and Hugo. 

Unlike many other States, California has not 
yet recovered from its prolonged recession. 
Continued base closings and defense cut
backs add further obstacles to economic re
covery. My district continues to face very 
tough times. Unlike most other States, Califor
nia will significantly and adversely feel the im
pact of the new 4.3-cent gasoline tax. Califor
nia can no longer afford to subsidize better-off 
States. Did California get special Federal sub
sidies when its economy was stronger? No. 
Why should other States, especially when the 
Federal Government cannot afford it? 

The Johnson amendment is a very respon
sible and fiscally sound effort to address this 

emergency situation. I repeat, it does not deny 
benefits to anyone. It simply requires rich 
States to pay for themselves and stops them 
from siphoning off scarce Federal funds from 
truly needy States like California. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting the John
son amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. MFUME) The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 128, noes 277, 
not voting 33, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Clinger 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Ballenger 
13arca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beil ens on 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 

[Roll No. 508) 

AYE&-128 
Goss 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hastert 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 

NOE&-277 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 

Moorhead 
Nussle 
Packard 
Paxon 
Penny 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 

Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grams 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoch brueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 

Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 

Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Tanner 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-33 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Baker (LA) 
Bereuter 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Bunning 
Clement 
Conyers 
Dingell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 

Klug 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lloyd 
Martinez 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Oberstar 
Orton 
Pelosi 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 

D 1226 

Schaefer 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Stokes 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Towns 
Washington 
Young (AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Baker of Louisiana for, with Mr. Din

gell against. 
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Mr. Fields of Texas for, with Mr. Washing-

ton against. 
Mrs. Fowler for, with Mr. Synar against. 
Mr. Kolbe for, with Mr. Orton against. 

Mr. GLICKMAN and Mr. QUINN 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. DICKEY, SHAYS, and 
HUTTO changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 2, printed in 
House Report 103-269. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SWIFT 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, pursuant 

to the rule, I offer amendment No. 2. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SWIFT: At the 

end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 8. TREATMENT OF RAILROAD WORKERS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Paragraphs (1) and (2) of 

section 501(b) of the Emergency Unemploy
ment Compensation Act of 1991 (Public Law 
102-164, as amended) are each amended by 
striking "October 2, 1993" and inserting 
"February 5, 1994" . 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
501(a) of such Act is amended by striking 
"October 1993" and inserting "February 
1994". 

(b) LENGTH OF BENEFITS DURING PERIOD OF 
EXTENSION.-Section 501(d)(2)(B)(ii) of such 
Act is amended by striking "on and after the 
date on which a reduction in benefits is im
posed under section 102(b)(2(A)(iv)" and in
serting "after October 2, 1993". 

(c) TERMINATION OF BENEFITS.-Section 
501(e) of such Act is amended-

(1) by striking "October 2, 1993" and insert
ing "February 5, 1994", and 

(2) by striking "January 15, 1994" and in
serting "April 30, 1994". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT] will be recognized for 10 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
OXLEY] stand in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Mr. OXLEY. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. SWIFT]. 
. Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment is very simple; it is a con
forming amendment to provide rail
road workers with the same additional 
extended unemployment benefits that 
this legislation provides to other work
ers. It is only logical that railroad 
workers should receive the same treat
ment and benefits that are provided to 
other unemployed workers. 

The reason why benefits for rail 
workers must be added to this legisla
tion is because they are covered by a 

separate program under the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act. That 
act is within the jurisdiction of the En
ergy and Commerce Committee. As al
ways, we have worked closely with the 
Ways and Means Committee and the 
Rules Committee to develop acceptable 
language which carries out the equi
table principles I have just outlined 
and to make sure that railroad employ
ees are not shortchanged. 

Finally, I have received a letter from 
CBO stating that it estimates the cost 
of this amendment to be $500,000 in fis
cal year 1994. The Railroad Retirement 
Board has agreed with that estimate. 
The railroad unemployment program is 
fully solvent, and financed solely by 
payroll taxes on railroad employers, so 
no general revenue funds are required 
to pay for extended rail benefits. 

I have also received a letter from 
OMB stating that they have included 
rail workers' benefits in their cost esti
mates for the Emergency Unemploy
ment Compensation Program. The 
OMB letter goes on to say that, the ad
ministration believes that rail workers 
should be included in the EUC exten
sion. 

I urge Members to support this equi
table, necessary, conforming amend
ment. 

0 1230 
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise to explain briefly the nature of 

the amendment offered here with re
spect to the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance System. 

This system of railroad unemploy
ment insurance is completely separate 
from the State-Federal joint system of 
unemployment compensation that cov
ers most American workers. The 
amendment being offered here today is 
essentially a temporary extension of 
the period for which railroad workers 
may draw unemployment benefits. The 
temporary extension parallels the 
changes contained in the underlying 
bill for workers covered by the regular 
Federal-State unemployment com
pensation system. 

Because this amendment is essen
tially a conforming change for railroad 
workers, it is not, in my view, con
troversial. Because it is such a minor 
modification of the bill, the amend
ment should not affect members' over
all position on the bill itself. 

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

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

I am greatly encouraged by this 
amendment and the fact that the gen
tleman is offering it today. I encourage 
my colleagues to accept it. 

This is an amendment which the 
committee chairman and I have of-

fered, and previously the House has ac
cepted it because it has been included 
in the rule. Today we bring it up in the 
spirit of more open rules. We bring it 
up as an amendment on the floor. 

It is very important for the Congress 
to accept this in order to provide eq
uity for our unemployed men and 
women who work on the Nation's rail
roads. 

Mr. Chairman, again I thank the 
committee chairman for offering the 
amendment. 

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as modified, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER) having assumed the Chair, 
Mr. MFUME, Chairman of the Commit
tee on the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 3167) to extend the emer
gency unemployment compensation 
program, to establish a system of 
worker profiling, and other purposes, 
pursuant to House resolution 265, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
this rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, as 
amended, adopted by the Committee of 
the Whole? If not, the question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as modified, as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. ARCHER 

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. ARCHER. In its present form, I 
am, Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. ARCHER moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 3167, to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was re

jected. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 302, noes 95, 
not voting 36, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews <ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 509) 
AYES-302 

Doolittle 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 

Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson. E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 

Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Deal 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 

Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Baker (LA) 
Bereuter 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Bunning 
Clement 
Conyers 
Cunningham 
Dingell 
Fields (TX) 

Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stark 

NOES-95 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Hoagland 
Hutchinson 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Lancaster 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCrery 
Mcinnis 
McMillan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Nussle 
Oxley 

Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Packard 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickle 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Valentine 
Walker 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-36 
Fowler 
Jefferson 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lloyd 
Martinez 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
Oberstar 
Orton 
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Pelosi 
Schaefer 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Stokes 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Towns 
Washington 
Wheat 
Young (AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Brooks for, with Mr. Baker against. 

Mr. Bunning for, with Mr. Fields of Texas 
against. 

Mr. Dingell for, with Mrs. Fowler against. 
Mr. Oberstar for , with Mr. Kolbe against. 

Mr. BREWSTER and Mr. PAYNE of 
Virginia changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker, I was 

unavoidably absent for rollcall vote 509, on 
final passage of H.R. 3167, the unemployment 
compensation extension. Had I been present, 
I would have voted "no." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. CLEMENT. Madam Speaker, regret

tably, official business in the Fifth District pre
vented me from being present today to vote 
on H.R. 3167, the Emergency Unemployment 
Benefits Extension Act. 

If I had been present, I would have voted in 
favor of the passage of this important meas
ure. 

PER$0NAL _EXPLANATION 
Mr. ORTON. Madam Speaker, during rollcall 

vote No. 509 on H.R. 3167 I was unavoidably 
detained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "yea." 

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2520, 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1994 

Mr. NATCHER. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the man
agers may have until midnight tonight, 
October 15, 1993, to file a conference re
port on the bill (H.R. 2520) making ap
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2519, 
DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994 

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-295) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 276) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac
company the bill (H.R. 2519) making 
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appropriations for the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the ju
diciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes, which was re
ferred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, I ask 
for this time to inquire of the distin
guished majority leader the program 
for next week. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the distin

guished gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Madam Speaker, obviously votes are 

finished for today. There will be no 
votes on Monday, but the House will 
meet at 12 noon to consider bills on 
suspension. The recorded votes on the 
suspensions will be postponed until 
Tuesday, October 19. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] has the list
ing of those bills on the sheet. 

On Tuesday, October 19, the House 
will meet at 11 a.m. Members should 
note that meeting time. We are meet
ing earlier on that day for the reason 
that we have a lot of business on that 
day because we have three appropria
tions conferences that we need to try 
to complete. The first vote will be ex
pected about 1 p.m. on Tuesday. 

Obviously, we have a number of ap
propriation conference reports that 
will be coming on the floor. On that 
day the three that Members can expect 
to come to the floor are energy and 
water, Veterans Affairs, and Com
merce, Justice, and State. 

Then the rest of the week we will be 
meeting at 10 o'clock, on Wednesday 
and Thursday, and possibly Friday, to 
finish with conference reports. 

D 1300 
As the gentleman knows, the time on 

the continuing appropriation expires 
on Thursday and, therefore, we do need 
to try to get all of these done, if we 
possibly can, on Thursday, by Thurs
day. 

If we cannot, then we will have to be 
here Friday. 

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, on a 
motion to go to conference on Defense 
authorization, will that be up there 
sometime? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 
that will be Tuesday. 

Mr. MICHEL. And then that Biologi
cal Survey Act, further consideration 
of that probably and those other? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, we 
will consult with the committee and 
Members on the other side about the 

availability of that bill. We have a 
number of items here that could be 
pieced into a schedule, if needed. But 
our real priority is the appropriation 
bills. 

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished majority lead
er. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the busi
ness in order under the Calendar 
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on 
Wednesday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY, 
OCTOBER 19, 1993 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Monday, October 18, 
1993, it adjourn to meet at 11 a.m. on 
Tuesday, October 19, 1993. 

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

There was no objection. 

NOTIFICATION OF MEMBERS BY 
COMMITTEE ON RULES REGARD
ING FILING OF AMENDMENTS TO 
H.R. 1036 
(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, this 
is to notify Members regarding the 
Rules Committee's plans on H.R. 1036, 
legislation to amend the Employee Re
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 
to provide that such act does not pre
empt certain State laws. The commit
tee is planning to meet on the measure 
the week of October 18 to take testi
mony and grant a rule on the bill. In 
order to assure timely consideration on 
the bill on the floor, the Rules Com
mittee is considering a rule that may 
limit the offering of amendments. 

Any Member who is contemplating 
an amendment to H.R. 1036 should sub
mit, to the Rules Committee in H. 312 
in the Capitol, 55 copies of the amend
ment and a brief explanation of the 
amendment no later than 12 noon on 
Wednesday, October 20, 1993. 

The committee appreciates the co
operation of all Members in this effort 
to be fair and orderly in granting a rule 
for H.R. 1036. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
OCTOBER 18, 1993 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 

House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

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

There was no objection. 

REDUCING SUBSIDIES AND ELIMI
NATING CERTAIN PROGRAMS 
UNDER THE NATIONAL WOOL 
ACT OF 1954 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 
1548) to amend the National Wool Act 
of 1954 to reduce the subsidies that 
wool and mohair producers receive for 
the 1994 and 1995 marketing years and 
to eliminate the wool and mohair pro
grams for the 1996 and subsequent mar
keting years, and for other purposes, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I will not 
object, and I yield to the distinguished 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], for the purpose of 
explaining to the House the nature of 
the bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Madam Speaker, S. 1548 will provide 
for a 2-year phaseout of payments and 
repeal the authority for expenditures 
for the wool and mohair programs by 
December 31, 1995. 

This legislation follows up on a com
mitment I made here on the House 
floor on September 30 to bring a bill be
fore the House to end the permanent 
authorization for the wool and mohair 
programs. 

Let me briefly explain to Members 
how we arrived at this point. There has 
been some confusion here in Congress 
and around the country about whether 
Congress has ended or not ended the 
wool and mohair programs. 
. Last night the other body approved 

and sent to the President the fiscal 1994 
Agriculture appropriations conference 
report. 

That conference report sent to the 
President includes language that ter
minates immediately all producer pay
ments for the honey program. It also 
includes the amendment agreed to here 
in the House to provide full funding of 
the incentive payments for the 1993 
crops of wool and mohair, but no fund
ing for the 1994 crops. 

Even long-time critics of these pro
grams agreed with us that funding for 
the 1993 program should be allowed. 
This is only fair to those farmers and 
ranchers who secured operating loans 
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this year based on the expectation of 
receiving Government incentive pay
ments early next year. 

However, the appropriations con
ference report only affects the 1-year 
appropriations bill. It does not affect 
the underlying, permanent authority 
known as the Wool Act. 

That is why on September 30, I made 
a commitment here on the House 
floor-in a colloquy with Mr. ARMEY of 
Texas and Mr. ZIMMER-to bring legis
lation to the floor this year to amend 
the Wool Act and give Members of the 
House the opportunity to seek further 
reform. 

The bill before us was also approved 
last night by the other body by voice 
vote. It is a separate bill to phase down 
wool and mohair incentive payments 
over the next 2 years, and repeal the 
entire Wool Act authority effective De
cember 31, 1995. 

I have reviewed this legislation today 
and consulted with other Members in
terested in the wool and mohair pro
grams-including those who have pro
ducers in their districts as well as 
those · who have advocated complete re
peal of the programs. 

Madam Speaker, I recognize there 
are some of my colleagues here and 
many agricultural producers who be
lieve the current wool and mohair pro
grams should be preserved. I share 
their frustrations with the often unfair 
criticisms leveled against these pro
grams. 

But I have also come to the conclu
sion it is · time to settle this issue once 
and for all. It is time to move on and 
focus our attention on how we can con
struct agricultural policies to meet to
day's political and budget realities. 

Madam Speaker, rather than keep 
the future of the wool and mohair pro
grams in doubt over the next few weeks 
trying to develop a different reform 
bill, I believe we should move the Sen
ate-passed legislation today. 

This legislation appears to be a work
able and acceptable compromise. It 
gives our Nation's 100,000 wool and mo
hair producers 2 years to adjust their 
operations and their financial arrange
ments in preparation for the end of the 
program. And at the end of 2 years this 
bill fully and completely repeals the 
Wool Act. 

Madam Speaker, I support and urge 
passage of this legislation. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
am reminded of an old radio program, 
TV program called "Truth or Con
sequences." and in truth, all Govern
ment programs certainly need reform. 
That certainly includes agriculture 
program policy. But we must make 
sure the consequences are not really 
counterproductive and so, under my 
reservation, I yield to the gentleman 
who in the past has been one of the 
many Dr. Kevorkians of agriculture 
program policy here in the House. But 

instead of being Lizzie Borden and tak
ing 40 whacks on the farm program, he 
now has a scalpel. 

With a scalpel, he has agreed to what 
we consider to be true reform on the 
House Committee on Agriculture but 
in such a way that will allow farmers 
and ranchers time to adjust, to honor 
contracts, to make sure our banks and 
producers do not go bankrupt in the 
process. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I thank him for his generally kind 
remarks. 

As the sponsor of the legislation that 
would have flatly and immediately re
pealed the wool and mohair legislation, 
I commend the chairman of the Cam
mi ttee on Agriculture and the ranking 
Republican member for devising a com
promise that really accomplishes the 
objective without hardship to people 
who legitimately were relying on the 
policy of the Federal Government for 
many years in having this subsidy pro
gram. 

It will be phased out. It will be termi
nated on a date certain, as a result of 
this legislation. I consider this legisla
tion to be, in fact, redemption of the 
pledge that the gentleman made to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] and 
me on the floor of the House quite re
cently that we would have an oppor
tunity to deal with the substance of 
the program. It has been dealt with in 
a fair way, I believe, and in a way that 
ultimately will benefit the taxpayers 
with a minimum harm and disruption 
to the ranchers who have been relying 
on this program for so many years. 

I thank both of the gentleman for 
their role in this compromise that will 
save taxpayers hundreds of millions of 
dollars in the future . 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, con
tinuing my reservation of objection, I 
thank the gentleman for his com
mentary and for the opportunity for us 
to redeem ourselves on the Committee 
on Agriculture, which we will endeavor 
to do. 

Madam Speaker, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1548 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SUPPORT PRICE FOR WOOL AND MO

HAIR. 
Section 703 of the National Wool Act of 

1954 (7 U.S.C. 1782) is amended-
(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 

the following new subsection: 
" (a) Subject to subsection (b)(3), the Sec

retary of Agriculture shall, through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, make loans 

and payments to producers of wool and mo
hair through December 31 , 1995." ; 

(2) in subsection (b}-
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking " 1997" and 

inserting " 1995"; and 
(B) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 

the following new paragraph: 
"(3) No loans, purchases, or payments shall 

be made for the 1996 and subsequent market
ing years , except that loans and payments 
for the 1995 marketing year shall be paid in 
1996." ; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4)(A) Through December 31, 1995, the Sec
retary shall offer to wool and mohair produc
ers r ecourse loans under t erms and condi
tions that are prescribed by the Secretary, 
except that the loans shall be administer ed 
at no net cost to the Federal Government. 

"(B) A producer who fails to repay a loan 
made under subparagraph (A) by the end of 
the following marketing year shall be ineli
gible for a loan under this Act for that mar
keting year and subsequent marketing 
years." . 
SEC. 2. REDUCTION IN PAYMENTS. 

Section 704(a) of the Nation Wool Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C . 1783(a)) is amended by inserting 
after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: " In the case of each of the 1994 and 
1995 marketing years , the payments shall be 
75 and 50 percent, respectively , of the 
amount otherwise determined under the pre
ceding sentence." . 
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION OF WOOL AND MOHAIR 

PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Effective December 31, 

1995, the National Wool Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 
1781 et seq .) is repealed. 

(b) APPLICATION.-The repeal made by sub
section (a) shall apply to both the wool and 
mohair programs. 

(c) PROHIBITION.-Effective beginning De
cember 31 , 1995, the Secretary of Agriculture 
may not provide loans or payments for wool 
or mohair by using the funds of the Commod
ity Credit Corporation or under the author
ity of any law. 
SEC. 4. REMOVAL OF PRICE SUPPORT REF

ERENCES. 
(a) Section 702 of the National Wool Act of 

1954 (7 U.S.C. 1781) is repealed. 
(b) Section 703 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1782) is 

amended-
(1) by striking the section heading and in

serting the following new section heading: 
" SUPPORT PRICE FOR WOOL AND MOHAIR" ; 

(2) in subsection (b)(l)(i) , by striking "such 
price support" and inserting " the support 
price" ; and 

(3) in subsection (d), by striking " price 
support" and inserting "support under this 
section" . 

(c) Section 704 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1783) is 
amended-

(1) by striking the section heading and in
serting the following new section heading: 
"SEC. 704. PAYMENTS."; 

and 
(2) in subsection (a), by striking " If pay

ments are utilized as a means of price sup
port, the" and inserting " The". 

(d) The first sentence of section 706 of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1785) is amended by striking 
"price support operations" and inserting 
" operations under this Act". 
SEC. 5. LIABILITY OF PRODUCERS. 

A provision of this Act may not affect the 
liability of any person under any provision of 
law as in effect before the effective date of 
the provision. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the Senate bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE SELECTIVE 
SERVICE SYSTEM 

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Madam Speak
er, I rise today pertaining to a con
ference report that will come up on 
Tuesday, H.R. 2491, the Veterans Af
fairs, Housing and Urban Development 
conference report. 

I would like to point out to my col
leagues, I hope they will support an 
amendment in disagreement which the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] and I will handle to support the 
Senate amendment which says that we 
must have the Selective Service Sys
tem. 

The House Subcommittee on Appro
priations has eliminated funding for 
the Selective Service System. This is a 
serious mistake and certainly I would 
hope that on Tuesday that the House 
would overturn the committee and 
would vote for the Selective Service 
System. 

Madam Speaker, I have 21 organiza
tions, great, patriotic organizations, 
both military and veterans, that to
tally supp·ort saving this system. 

The Selective Service System is an 
inexpensive insurance in case this 
country has an emergency down the 
line. We would not like to have this 
area of the Selective Service elimi
nated. This will come up Tuesday. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the list to which I referred. 
ORGANIZATIONS THAT SUPPORT CONTINUATION 

OF THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

Air Force Association. 
Air Force Sergeants Association. 
American Defenders of Bataan and Corregi-

dor. 
The American Legion. 
Am vets. 
Association of the U.S. Army. 
Catholic War Veterans. 
Enlisted Association of National Guard. 
Fleet Reserve Association. 
Jewish War Veterans. 
Marine Corps League. 
Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association. 
Military Order of the Purple Heart. 
National Association for Uniformed Serv-

ices. 
National Guard Association of the U.S. 
Naval Reserve Association. 

Non Commissioned Officers Association. 
Polish Legion of American Veterans. 
Reserve Officers Association. 
The Retired Officers Association. 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

0 1310 

FIRST YOU SAY YOU DO, THEN 
YOU DON'T 

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

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, the Clin
ton report to Congress relating to 
United States involvement in Somalia 
is before the Members today. Unfortu
nately, this document is a monument 
to doubletalk. 

While President Washington cau
tioned against foreign entanglements, 
and Jefferson sought peace through 
strength, and Teddy Roosevelt cau
tioned, speak softly but carry a big 
stick, President Clinton has adopted 
the theme of an old tune. 

"First you say you do, then you 
don't; then you say you will and then 
you won't." In the past 10 months he 
has helped the United States establish 
the credibility of a banana republic. 

First we are nation-building, then we 
are not. 

Next we are chasing Ai deed, then we 
are not. 

This week we are going into Haiti, 
then we are not. 

Let me say that even if this adminis
tration is as the old tune says--"unde
cided now," this Congress has a respon
sibility to define what we as a nation 
are doing with our foreign policy. 

Once again, I call on the chairmen of 
the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Affairs to hold hearings to de
termine where our foreign and military 
policy has been, where we are now, and 
where we are going next. 

HERE THEY GO AGAIN 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, Halloween is 
still 2 weeks away, but the big spenders 
at the White House just cannot wait to 
show us their holiday spirit. Unfortu
nately, it is mostly tricks and no 
treats. Remember the budget fiasco, 
the one that raised taxes $250 billion 
retroactively? 

In order to secure that razor thin, 
one-vote margin to pass the largest tax 
hike in our history, the President 
pledged that he would offer spending 
cuts sometime later. That is the treat. 
But now we read that even as the ad
ministration struggles to bring forward 
a minimal package of spending cuts-
$12 billion over 5 years-they are mak
ing plans to spend that money on new 
programs. That is real trickery. And it 

comes today directly from the Presi
dent's own Budget Director, Leon Pa
netta, who tells us proposed savings 
will not be used to reduce the deficit 
after all, they will be used for new 
spending. Mr. Speaker, I say enough of 
Halloween surprises. We already have a 
$4.3 trillion debt in this country. We 
cannot afford this new trickery. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that on October 15, 
1993, the special order of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] be trans
posed with the special order for the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KAN JORSKI]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. COP
PERSMITH). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

CONCERN REGARDING THE CLIN
TON ADMINISTRATION'S POLICY 
TOWARD SOMALIA 
(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 

give permission to address the House 
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very concerned about the lack of con
sistency in the Clinton administra
tion's policy toward Somalia. This lack 
of consistency questions both com
petence and candor. 

Mr. Speaker, the evidence, and the 
words of Clinton administration offi
cials, both prove that the administra
tion has been pursuing an explicit pol
icy of nation-building in Somalia. Yet 
on October 13, the President claimed in 
a signed report to Congress that "the 
U.S. military mission is not now nor 
was it ever one of 'nation-building.'" 

This denial is a weak attempt to try 
to avoid responsibility for the dreadful 
effects of the nation-building policy, 
and of the ill-advised decision to take 
sides in Somalia's internal disputes. 

Consider this history of events: 
First, on March 2~well after the 

timeframe established by former Presi
dent Bush for withdrawal of U.S. 
forces-the United Nations adopted 
Resolution 814, which the United 
States not only supported strongly but 
actually helped draft. That resolution 
expanded the U.N. mission to that of 
building political and judicial systems 
in Somalia, and pledged continued 
United States military support for that 
effort. In other words, the Clinton ad
ministration actually helped draft this 
nation-building policy which called for 
a continued U.S. military presence. 

Republicans responded by adopting 
an April 1 Policy Committee resolution 
to bring all our troops home. 

Second, on May 4, command offi
cially was transferred from the United 
States to the United Nations. On May 
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10, U.S. troop strength stood at 4,220. 
U.S. troop numbers actually rose 
thereafter, to 4,421, by May 26-1 day 
after the House rejected the Repub
lican-backed Roth amendment which 
would have pulled U.S. troops out by 
no later than June 30. On June 6, the 
Clinton administration backed U.N. 
Resolution 837, which called for the ar
rest and trial of those responsible for 
Pakistani deaths in Somalia-meaning, 
we now know, General Aideed. 

The Clinton administration there
after strongly supported the effort to 
track down Aideed, with Clinton's spe
cific approval to send 400 Army Rang
ers for that purpose-even though Ma
rine Corps Gen. Joseph Hoar specifi
cally objected to turning our mission 
into a manhunt. 

Third, on August 9, while traveling in 
West Virginia with the President, 
Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers said 
that "we went in there with a clear vi
sion of humanitarian relief and nation
building. They're still in that process." 
In the same Washington Post article in 
which Ms. Myers was thus quoted, an
other administration official said that 
the U.S. already had succeeded in its 
original mission of securing famine re
lief efforts-in effect admitting that 
their current mission was different 
from the one outlined by President 
Bush. · 

Fourth, on August 27, Defense Sec
retary As pin said in a speech that the 
nation-building mission began in May. 

Fifth, by August 30, United States 
troop strength in Somalia had risen 
again, to 4,513-and by October 4, it had 
risen again, to 4,697. Despite all these 
troop number enhancements, Dee Dee 
Myers claimed the next day that 
"we've been in the process of drawing 
down U.S. troops there since May." 

Mr. Speaker, those numbers just do 
not add up. 

Sixth, the next day, the President 
tried to shunt responsibility to the 
United Nations for adopting the na
tion-building policy. "The U.N. shifted 
course," he said, "and said we ought to 
stay there until nation-building takes 
place." Thus, he disavowed his admin
istration's actions in support of the 
resolution which called for nation
building, and in pursuit of that policy. 

Now, after all that, the President 
tells us that the U.S. military mission 
was never one of nation-building. And 
what that demonstrates is that the 
same administration which said it will 
not let our troops "cut and run" from 
danger in Somalia, is more than will
ing to try to flee from responsibility 
for the policy that put those troops in 
harm's way in the first place. 

The facts show that the Clinton ad
ministration acted explicitly to change 
our military mission to nation-build
ing, yet now that the policy has led to 
more than 150 U.S. casualties, the ad
ministration wants to deny its role in 
the havoc which ensued. 

The President should take respon
sibility, admit the mistake, and move 
on. Now that we have Officer Durant 
back from captivity, we should do what 
many of us said we should do months 
ago: declare victory over hunger in So
malia, and immediately begin an or
derly process to pull every last United 
States soldier and marine out of that 
country. 
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UNITED ST A TES POLICY IN 
SOMALIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOPERSMITH). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
pick up where the gentleman from Lou
isiana left off, I hope the million-plus 
Americans that follow the proceedings 
of this great Chamber, the world's lead
ing parliament, are aware of the dis
array that our foreign policy is in. Fi
nally it is getting personal. 

Former President George Bush, being 
the consummate gentleman that he is, 
said that he was going to implement a 
rule not to criticize, and the gentleman 
from Louisiana can join in on this if he 
wants to, that he is not going to criti
cize foreign policy for a year. He has 
lasted 9 months. He could not help it 
any longer, because they made it per
sonal. 

The Clinton administration at the 
highest level said their foreign policy 
shop is run better than the Bush oper
ation. And in Bush's name, former 
three-star Air Force general, and twice 
the National Security Adviser to the 
President, Brent Scowcroft, is in to
day's paper saying, "I'm afraid that's 
just not so." 

Let me tell you what I found out. For 
those Americans listening who do not 
understand what a National Security 
Board is, and it only grew up in recent 
time, I mean the last four or five Presi
dents, to advise a President, and it got 
big under Henry Kissinger, to advise a 
President what was happening around 
the world so that he was not relying to
tally upon thG bureaucratic establish
ment of the State Department, mostly 
all good people, but sometimes they 
get clientitis for a certain country, and 
get their own agenda. After all, we had 
two Israeli policies for as long as I was 
here in my first 15 years. 

This is coming to me from a former 
National Security member, senior uni
formed officer. Now under Clinton 
every single admiral and general, Ma
rine Corps, Army, Navy, Air Force, has 
been stripped out of the National Secu
rity Council. No matter how many de
grees they have in geopolitical science, 
foreign affairs, they are all stripped 
out. Every colonel or Navy captain is 
gone from the National Security Coun-

cil in the Old Executive Office Build
ing, all stripped out. The only lieuten
ant colonels left are in the computer 
section, a technical job. They have all 
been replaced, and no real uniformed 
officers have any key polfoy advising 
roles over there. 

They have been replaced by just what 
I predicted on this House floor in Sep
tember and October 1992. They have 
been replaced by academics, all of the 
leftwing variety mostly, some of them 
hard left, all fuzzy academics who have 
never understood the military culture, 
who are antithetical in their belief to 
everything that took place under the 
Reagan and Bush years. All of them 
were against liberating Grenada. They 
have a different way of putting that, or 
of going after Noriega and of trying to 
turn Panama back into a democracy. 
All of them were ho, ho, Ho Chi Minh 
supporters during the Vietnam war, 
and that is why our foreign policy is in 
utter shambles. 

Everything you said, Mr. LIVINGSTON' 
is correct on Haiti. That they would 
gun down their chief justice officer 
yesterday on the street, his wife stand
ing next to his body crying, holding his 
wallet and his watch, and we wanted 
200 Americans in there with only side
arms, their Berettas, no M-16 rifles. 

And here's today paper, Bill Gertz's 
personally attacked a journalist for the 
Washington Times by Madam deLaski 
over at the Pentagon, and all of the re
porters over there, most of them good 
liberals or moderates, very few con
servatives, but they were all shaking 
their heads that a Pentagon spokesman 
person, particularly someone with no 
military background or foreign affairs 
background, like Madam deLaski, at
tacks directly a reporter, Bill Gertz, 
for getting information, which is his 
job as a reporter, out of two U.S. Sen
ators about General Hoar, CINC com
mander in chief, Central Command, 
getting information that over in Soma
lia and all of the Middle East, that he 
wanted that armor, and does not want 
to go after Aideed. 

Now here is the headline, Bill Gertz' 
story for today, page 1 story continu
ation, "Joint Chief Never Debated 
Granting Armor Request." 

"Mr. Clinton said he was told by Mr. 
Aspin, 'There was no consensus among 
the Joint Chiefs that it should be 
done.' " They had not even been asked. 
They were out of the loop. 

Gen. Gordon Sullivan is a good offi
cer. He is not saying anything. But you 
can tell by his statements to some of 
our colleagues Monday, "I do what I'm 
told," that he resents being out of the 
loop. 

We have no remains from two young 
sergeants, Matthew K. Anderson, and a 
black sergeant, Eugene Williams. No 
burial for their families from the . crash 
of the helicopter, the UH~O Black 
Hawk on September 25, no remains. 
The third body came back and had to 
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go through DNA testing to identify it, 
another sergeant from the crash, 
Fernand Richardson. 

So we got all 18 back from bloody 
Sunday, in the wee hours of Monday, 
we have all 146 from the entire gulf 
war. Every family had a casket, and 
had a ceremony. But remains were cap
tured by the crowd and shredded in the 
streets back on September 25. We 
should have been ready for October 3. 

That is why I am going to try to go 
to Mogadishu this week, and they said 
right in my face in the Pentagon that 
I have to fly commercial, and I resent 
that, being blocked from a C-5 nonstop 
flight to do my job. 

Mr. Speaker, the small island nation 
of Haiti has enough problems for an en
tire continent. But Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide is not the answer to Haiti's 
troubles. Why we are putting our sol
diers, not to mention our prestige, on 
the line to help restore this defrocked 
priest to power in Haiti is beyond me . 

Let's be clear. Aristide is no friend of 
the United States and he is no friend of 
democracy, even though he was demo
cratically elected. Lally Weymouth, a 
Washington Post foreign affairs writer, 
described Aristide as a "charismatic, 
extremely radical anti-American 
priest." 

Before being overthrown, he not only 
abused democratic practices but con
doned and encouraged violence--espe
cially against his political opponents. 
The State Department's 1991 human 
rights report said that while under 
Aristide there were fewer instances of 
abuse by the military, "the govern
ment proved to be unwilling or unable 
to restrain popular justice through 
mob violence." The Catholic church 
was also a favorite target of the de
frocked priest's most violent support
ers. 

Here is what Aristide said in encour
aging his followers to engage in 
necklacing. He told a rally on Septem
ber 27, 1991, that if they should see: 

* * * a faker who pretends to be one of our 
supporters * * * just grab him. Make sure he 
gets what he deserves* * *with the tool you 
have in your hands [the burning tire]. * * * 
You have the right tool in your hands * * * 
the right instrument. * * * What a beautiful 
tool we have. What a nice instrument. It is 
nice, it is chic, it is classy, elegant and snap
py. It smells good and wherever you go, you 
want to smell it. 

Mr. Speaker, Aristide is not worth 
one drop of blood from one U.S. soldier. 
This is just another one of Clinton's 
feel-good missions that is going to end 
up getting U.S. soldiers killed. 

You know, Clinton wrote in 1969 that 
he had come to loathe the military. 
And from Somalia to Hai ti it looks 
like he still does. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington , DC, October 8, 1993. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is considerable 
concern within the U.S. Congress about your 

administration's plans to expand the role of 
U.S. military forces in United Nations peace
keeping missions. Much of the concern re
sults from your administration 's failure to 
clearly define the criteria used to determine 
when U.S. troops will be committed abroad. 

On October 11, 1993, 200 U.S. servicemen 
and women will arrive in Haiti, with 400 
more to follow later in October, to partici
pate in a U.N. mission that is designed to 
prepare Haiti for the scheduled October 30 re
turn of exiled President Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide. Because of our concern that U.S. 
military involvement in Haiti could result in 
a situation similar to Somalia, we request 
that you provide us with answers to the fol
lowing important questions in order to clar
ify the reasons for your decision to commit 
U.S . troops to Haiti: 

1. What are the vital national security in
terests that require the placement of United 
States forces in Haiti under the auspices of 
the United Nations? 

2. What is the mission of the United States 
forces involved in the United Nations mis
sion in Haiti and the estimated duration of 
that mission? 

3. What is the exact size and composition 
of the United States forces involved in the 
United Nations mission in Haiti? 

4. What is the estimated cost of this United 
Nations mission to the United States? 

5. What is the precise command and con
trol relationship between the United States 
forces and the United Nations? 

6. What is the precise command and con
trol relationship between the United States 
forces involved and the commander of the 
U.S. military command here in the United 
States? 

7. To what extent will United States forces 
deployed to Haiti rely on non-U.S. forces for 
security and self-defense, and what is the 
ability of those non-U.S. forces to provide 
adequate security to the U.S . forces in
volved? 

8. What are the " rule of engagement" for 
United States forces in Haiti? 

9. What are the conditions under which the 
United States forces can be withdrawn from 
Haiti? 

We know that you appreciate and under
stand our concerns about deploying U.S. 
forces abroad as part of a United Nations op
eration. We hope that you will provide us 
with a prompt reply to these important ques
tions. 

Thank you for your cooperation and for 
your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
Robert K. Dornan, John T. Doolittle, 

Richard Pombo, Nick Smith, Paul 
Gillmor, Dana Rohrabacher, Tim 
Hutchinson, Rod Grams, Bill Archer, 
Jack Kingston, Richard Baker, Roscoe 
Bartlett. 

Dan Burton, Jan Meyers, Bob Livingston, 
Gerald Solomon, Sam Johnson, Jim 
Ramstad, Chris Cox, Jim Bunning, Car
los Moorhead, Toby Roth, Tom Ewing, 
Randy "Duke" Cunningham. 

Duncan Hunter, Ed Royce, Cass 
Ballenger, Elton Gallegly, Jon Kyl , 
Jim Saxton, Howard " Buck" McKeon, 
Dick Armey, Bill Goodling. 

James Sensenbrenner, Wally Herger, 
John Duncan, Bob Inglis, Henry Hyde , 
Tom DeLay, Bill Baker, Spencer 
Bachus, C.W. Bill Young. 

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 15, 1993] 
JOINT CHIEFS NEVER DEBATED GRANTING 

ARMOR REQUEST 
(By Bill Gertz) 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, according to de
fense officials, were not divided on the issue 

of sending armor to Somalia last month, as 
the president said he was told last week by 
Defense Secretary Les Aspin . 

" The issue was never vetted by the chiefs," 
said a military official close to the chiefs. 

President Clinton said Friday he asked the 
defense secretary to explain why tanks and 
armored vehicles were not sent to Somalia 
as requested by the U.S. commander in the 
East African nation and by two other gen
erals. 

Mr. Clinton said he was told by Mr. Aspin 
" there was no consensus among the Joint 
Chiefs that it should be done. " 

" And he normally relied on their reaching 
a consensus recommendation on an issue like 
that," Mr. Clinton told reporters on the 
South Lawn. 

But military officials said the issue was 
never discussed by the Joint Chiefs as a 
group. 

One military source familiar with the 
armor request said, "There was general 
agreement [among top military leaders] that 
something the commander requested should 
be granted." 

Gen. Colin Powell , former chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, on at least two occasions asked 
Mr. Aspin to send the armor. 

Pentagon officials said the commander of 
U.S. forces in Somalia, Maj. Gen. Thomas N. 
Montgomery, on Sept. 8 sent a request for 
four tanks, 14 armored vehicles and several 
artillery pieces to Marine G'en . Joseph Hoar, 
commander of the U.S. Central Command, 
based in Florida. 

Gen. Hoar deleted the artillery and for
warded the request to Gen. Powell, who went 
to Mr. Aspin with the plea. 

Mr_. Aspin said the request reached him 
Sept. 23 and he deferred sending the armor 
because he did not want it to appear that 
U.S. forces were escalating military oper
ations. He said in retrospect he would have 
granted the request based on the heavy cas
ualties taken in fighting in Mogadishu Oct. 3 
with militia loyal to warlord Mohamed 
Farrah Aidid. 

A total of 18 soldiers were killed, 77 wound
ed and three helicopters were shot down in 
the fighting. A rescue operation was delayed 
several hours because U.S. forces had to call 
on Pakistani and Malaysian armored forces 
for help. 

" Gen. Powell did say this is what Gen. 
Montgomery wants," a Defense official said 
yesterday of the armor request in early Sep
tember. " But the whole tenor of everyone 
was 'gosh, we know this is a tough one.' " 

Meanwhile, Pentagon spokeswoman Kath
leen deLaski declined to comment yesterday 
on reports that Gen. Hoar had opposed ex
panding the mission of U.S. forces to capture 
Gen. Aidid, but then was not given armored 
equipment he needed when ordered to do the 
job. 

Ms. deLaski said disclosures of Gen. Hoar's 
comments at a closed Senate briefing were 
an attempt to " politicize" the issue. 

" We have a very good working relationship 
with Gen. Hoar," she told reporters at a 
briefing. "He's been in a couple of times this 
week to see Mr. Aspin." 

A Defense official, who requested anonym
ity, said later that Gen. Hoar and other Pen
tagon officials, including Mr. Aspin, opposed 
engaging in a hunt for Gen. Aidid using mili
tary forces when the United Nations ordered 
his arrest after the death of 24 Pakistani sol
diers June 5. 

Senior Clinton policymakers resisted ef
forts by the United Nations to expand mili
tary operations in pursuit of Gen. Aidid for 
two months before sending 400 Army Rangers 
on Aug. 25, the official said. 
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But after several Americans were killed 

when their vehicle was blown up by a re
motely controlled mine, " the military lead
ership said the time has come to try this op
tion"-sending the Rangers, the official said . 

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 15, 1993) 
BUSH AIDES REBUT CLINTON BRAGGING ON 

FOREIGN POLICY 

(By Paul Bedard) 
Bush administration officials yesterday re

jected President Clinton's assertion that his 
foreign-policy operation is superior, charg
ing that the White House foreign-policy shop 
is reactive, ineffective and confused. 

Top national security aides to former 
President Bush suggested that the Clinton 
national security team is not abreast of 
world developments, such as the civil war in 
Somalia, and has fallen victim to changing 
policy every time the United States gets into 
a pickle, such as the challenge by Somali 
warlord Mohamed Farrah Aidid. 

" It's not clear to me how they make deci
sions," said Brent Scowcroft, national secu
rity adviser to President Bush. 

" The process has not delivered a consistent 
line on varying issues of foreign policy, " he 
said in an interview. 

Walter Kansteiner , Mr. Bush's Africa ex
pert on the National Security Council, called 
Mr. Clinton's foreign policy "episodic" and 
on " autopilot. " 

" It's just unfortunate that they paint 
themselves into that corner and let it slip 
away that far before they address it. They 
could head off a lot of these foreign policy 
problems if they were on top of them," he 
said. 

Their criticisms came just hours after Mr. 
Clinton told reporters at the White House 
that his foreign policy was as good if not bet
ter than that of former Republican Presi
dents Reagan and Bush. 

" I've had people who were involved in the 
two previous administrations say that our 
national security decision-making process 
was at least as good as the two in the pre
vious ones, perhaps better," said Mr. Clin
ton. 

His statement was at odds with President 
Bush's view. Speaking at a San Antonio 
grade school this week, President Bush ex
pressed concern that the Clinton administra
tion took on a police job in Somalia without 
a mission plan . 

"I just hope that we don't get that mission 
messed up now," said President Bush, whose 
administration rejected U.N. pressure to use 
U.S. troops to police the truce in Somalia. 

Mr. Clinton said, " It's easy to second
guess." 

At a morning news conference in the White 
House briefing room, Mr. Clinton said, "The 
truth is we 're living in a new and different 
world, and we've got to try to chart a course 
that is the right course ... while avoiding 
things that we cannot do or things that im
pose costs in human and financial terms. 

"We have a good record," he said, adding 
that people who complain about his foreign
policy operation "because of what happened 
in Somalia last week have a pretty weak leg 
to stand on." 

Mr. Clinton pointed to U.S. support of Rus
sian President Boris Yeltsin and the signing 
of the Middle East peace deal as his foreign
policy successes. 

But critics said Mr. Clinton's policy devel
opment is reactive and they point to the sit
uation last week when Mr. Clinton said he 
needed a few days to draw up a policy for So
malia after the Oct. 3 shootout in Mogadishu 
between Gen. Aidid's forces and U.S. troops. 

The failed raid on an Aidid compound 
claimed the lives of 18 U.S. troops. 

Army Chief Warrant Officer Michael Dur
ant, who was captured in the clash, was re
leased yesterday, prompting Mr. Clinton's 
news conference. 

Experts, saying Mr. Clinton's foreign pol
icy appears to sway when challenged, point
ed to : 

Gen . Aidid's capture of Warrant Officer 
Durant ended the U.S. hunt for the warlord. 

Congress ' challenge to send troops to 
Bosnia to aid in peacekeeping missions iced 
those plans. 

And an angry Haitian gang's protest in a 
port city this week prompted recall of a 
troop ship. 

Mr. Kansteiner said the Clinton White 
House also confused the policy in Somalia by 
endorsing three different policy tracks- one 
run by the United Nations that still calls for 
the capture of Gen . Aidid, a second run by 
the United States that would let Gen. Aidid 
join peace talks and a third set by neighbor
ing African nations that could even result in 
Gen . Aidid becoming president of Somalia. 

" They are crossing each other and at times 
contradicting each other," Mr. Kansteiner 
said of parallel policies. 

" They've been back and forth," Mr. Scow
croft said, and that may be the product of a 
decision to " put foreign policy on the 
back burner.'' 

Mr. Clinton's inability to settle on specific 
plans for Somalia, Haiti and Bosnia, mean
while, "raises issues about whether the Unit
ed States has thought through its role in the 
post-Cold War world," said Helmut 
Sonnenfeldt, a foreign-policy expert at the 
Brookings Institution. 

To prevent future foreign-policy embar
rassments, the White House is reviewing its 
policy-making process said a senior adminis
tration official. 

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I have to 
agree with the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN]. What happened to 
our troops in Somalia was a disgrace. 

But I want to point out what I think 
is a solution not only for Somalia or 
for Haiti, or for Bosnia. I think we 
have to have a plan. The gentleman 
mentioned before in his opening state
ment that the pundits are asking what 
kind of grade is Clinton getting in for
eign affairs, or what kind of a grade is 
Bush getting and so on. I do not want 
to focus on that, although I will say 
this: Clinton is not even in the same 
league with Bush when it comes to for
eign affairs. Everybody would have to 
agree with that. But I am not inter
ested in the politics of it. 

What I am concerned about here is 
that we are not guided today in foreign 
policy by any principle or any philoso
phy. It is all expediency. The pro bl em 
with that is in a country like this you 
can only move ahead if you have the 
blessing of the people on the issues and 
the initiatives being taken by our lead
ers. Our Government can only function 
if it has the trust and confidence of the 

people. And you cannot get trust and 
confidence of the people if you are 
guided by expediency. 

So I would say that for us we have to 
have certain principals where we are 
guided by a certain formula. And if for
eign issues arise, and they fit into this 
formula, I think then we should be 
guided by that formula so we have a 
road map, so we have a procedure that 
we can follow. And I would say in con
sidering our involvements overseas, 
whether we use U.S. troops, I think we 
have to ask ourselves consistently four 
questions. 

Basically they are these: How is our 
national security, the national secu
rity of the United States threatened? 
That would be the first question. Sec
ond, we have to ask is there a clearly 
defined mission for our forces, so when 
we put our forces into Somalia, or as 
the gentleman here had mentioned, 
into Haiti, so that we have a mission 
for our troops, and so we know whether 
we have met our mission. Third, do our 
troops have a reasonable chance of suc
cess? There are some places in this 
world, no matter how much power we 
are going to apply, or how much treas
ures we are going to pour into that re
gion, we are never going to be success
ful, because there is no chance of suc
cess. We do not have enough leverage 
in some parts of the world, and that is 
why we have to focus on this third 
question. 
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Is there a reasonable chance of suc
cess? Fourth, how are we going to get 
our troops out? 

You know, the thing that has always 
amazed me is that American troops 
have been deployed to all parts of the 
world and we have never asked the 
question: How are we going to get them 
out? To me this is a blind foreign pol
icy. We cannot go in that direction. We 
have got to have a criterion, a plan; we 
do not today. That is why we are facing 
all of these little disasters all over the 
world. 

I think that these four questions are 
relevant. In fact the Secretary of 
State, himself, has enunciated four 
questions pretty much like this and we 
have to have a criterion for us when we 
are involved so that we can go to the 
American people or at least the Presi
dent should be able to go to the Amer
ican people and say that we are going 
into Somalia "but here is how I answer 
these four questions. Here is why we 
are going in. Here are the chances for 
our success. Here is our mission and 
here is how we are going to get our 
troops out." I think if the President, 
the Commander in Chief cannot ex
plain that to the American people and 
to this Congress, then we should not be 
going into these areas because we are 
only going to take our Nation down the 
road to pain, terrific pain. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 
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Mr. DORNAN. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
The gentleman and I joined the Cam

mi ttee on Foreign Affairs together 
years ago, back in 1980. The gentleman 
has been with him all these years but I 
switched over to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Has the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ROTH] been studying this Aristide? 
Did he come across the statement 
where Aristide praises necklacing, this 
former Catholic priest? 

Mr. ROTH. I did not run across that 
statement, but there are a lot of things 
that I do not have a chance to read be
cause we have been inundated by all 
this information. 

But I will say this that I am con
cerned. We always say we are for de
mocracy and we are, but if we have a 
democratically elected leader and it 
takes the U.S. forces to install him 
into power, there is something wrong 
with that . To me democracy means the 
people are on your side and the people 
elect you. 

I have a question: Is this Aristide 
really loved by his people? What kind 
of democracy do they have? 

Mr. DORNAN. He is an admirer of 
Castro, he is a Socialist. 

Listen to this statement of the Presi
dent in the White House press office 
yesterday: 

The truth is we are living in a new and dif
ferent world and we 've got to try to chart a 
course that is the right course while avoid
ing things that we cannot do or things that 
impose costs in human and financial terms. 
We have a good record because those people 
who are complaining because of what hap
pened in Somalia last week have a pretty 
weak leg to stand on. 

Is that what he is going to say to the 
19 sets of parents and wives and chil
dren of those who lost their loved ones 
a week ago? 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to wrap this up by saying that to me 
these troops have names and faces and 
families. They are not just numbers. 
Even though they have all volunteered 
for the military service, their lives 
must never be squandered because 
some bureaucrat or politician in Wash
ington wan ts to play the same old 
game of sticking America's nose into 
everybody else's business, regardless of 
whether it is important or not. And 
here in the Congress all I hear about 
troops is just facts, figures, numbers. 
No, these are human beings with 
names, faces, and families. And we can
not forget that. 

JOBS, JOBS, JOBS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address what I consider to be 
one of the major domestic problems of 

the United States. As we hear all of the 
problems of the United States it would 
be wonderful if all of us could just con
centrate on single-issue areas and solve 
those problems, but as my friends have 
just expressed, we are a dynamic Na
tion in dynamic times and we have to 
focus on many things. 

What I would like to have the Con
gress focus on today is the problem 
that I hear most about from my con
stituents. It is a problem related to 
programs like NAFTA. Whether it is 
programs like retraining, programs of 
downsizing the defense industry; most 
Americans are asking the big question: 
Where are the jobs? When are we going 
to create the jobs? Are they going to be 
sufficiently good-paying jobs so that 
the American middle class can con
tinue to prosper and exist? 

What I am speaking of today is an 
ini tia ti ve that I have undertaken with 
several of my colleagues in the House, 
the leadership and members of the ad
ministration to address ourselves to 
that major issue. What can America, 
what can the administration and what 
can we in the Congress do to create 
jobs for the American people who are 
in fear of the result that may occur if 
we adopt policies like N AFT A? I think 
that the only solution is that this ad
ministration and this Congress must 
focus and direct itself now, today, at 
creating the types of jobs Americans 
need across this land. 

There are many Members of this 
House who would reconsider their posi
tion, their vote on NAFTA as it might 
come up, if they could go back to their 
cons ti tuen ts and indeed to all the 
American people and say, " We have 
taken positive, active interest in creat
ing jobs to meet the needs of American 
workers and American industries and 
American prosperity in the future." 

My initiative encompasses many con
tributions from many Members of this 
House over the last decade. 

It would be remiss on my part not to 
recognize in particular the outstanding 
contributions made by the chairman of 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, in this area, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN]. 
Over the years he has helped coalesce 
the technologies of the United States 
so that they can be better understood. 
The subcommittee chairman of that 
committee, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE], has also 
spent a great deal of effort in creating 
a bill, H.R. 820, which has now passed 
the House and is pending in the other 
body, which hopes to open up some of 
these new technologies to improve the 
competitiveness of the United States. 

What my initiative does is build on 
what they have now contributed. It de
velops a comprehensive program so 
that we can meet the needs of Amer
ican workers and we can use the one 
tool that we have left out in the Amer
ican structure of our economy thus far, 

and that is utilizing the marketing and 
commercialization know-how of the 
private-enterprise system in America. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1964 the United 
States of America has developed and 
researched more than 1.5 million new 
technologies. We have pending in 
progress right now the development of 
140,000 new technologies and research 
and development programs. 

Yet if a private businessman in 
America wants to find out where they 
are, how he can find out about them, 
what he can do, he has to come to a 
beltway consultant, a big-time expen
sive lawyer, and spend years of effort, 
time, and money to search out where 
the technologies are, what they do, 
how relevant they are to commer
cialization and then hope he can enter 
into an agreement with the U.S. Gov
ernment or any of its departments, 
agencies, bureaus, national labora
tories, or universities and then try to 
finance getting into business. 

By that time he has spent years and 
millions of dollars and has created 
great frustration for himself and for 
the system. 

The initiative I wish to suggest to 
the Congress has a multifaceted set of 
legs to it. Basically they are four. 

What we have to do in the United 
States is be intelligent enough to orga
nize a data base that encompasses all 
the technologies, patents, licenses, 
processes that the U.S. Government 
has spent $2 trillion on developing in 
the last 30 years, into one central data 
base where it is easily and user friend
ly, accessible to American business and 
entrepreneurs, particularly small- and 
medium- sized businessmen. Where 
businessmen can either enlarge their 
operation or start new businesses with 
modern emerging technologies to cre
ate greater wealth, and most of all, 
better and higher-paying jobs. 

I have spoken with, and met with, 
the Department of Commerce over the 
last several months and they have indi
cated to me that they have the capac
ity to accomplish this goal of a cen
tralized technology data base in about 
1 year. So we can have a data base 
available where any one single individ
ual, businessman, entrepreneur, or in
dustry can find out everything that ex
ists in the inventory of the United 
States in new technologies that might 
be helpful to him. This goal will be ac
complished. 

The next leg of what I propose is 
something we have never done before, 
and that is look to the private sector 
to learn how they market products in 
America. The private sector does not 
market products by hiding them, it 
does not market things by scattering 
them around to hundreds of agencies, 
58 national laboratories, 1,600 colleges 
and universities, where it would take a 
lifetime to ferret out what is there. 

Instead American business uses the 
modern methods of marketing and 
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technology. One of the major legs of 
the technology development that we 
are talking about in this initiative is 
to create what I call the American 
technology network. It would be an or
ganized and specialized network like 
Discovery, or CNN, or any of the com
mercial networks that are presently on 
the air. It would concentrate on devel
oping sane, simple, and entertaining 
ways of presenting new ideas and new 
technologies ready for commercializa
tion to the entire American population 
at their will. 

D 1340 
For 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 

days a year, we could literally identify 
from the Federal inventory of patents, 
licenses and processes, and technology, 
the most likely 6,000 that could be im
mediately commercialized. We could 
put them in understandable, entertain
ing form in 1-minute, 3-minute, 5-
minute intervals, that could be pre
sented to the entire listening audience 
of the United States, not unlike C
SPAN which the House of Representa
tives takes part in its debate, where 7, 
8, 10 million people at their will, at 
their election, could see what the 
American inventory is offering to the 
American people, the taxpayer money 
that has already been paid for this re
search and development and hopefully 
how they could access it easily and de
velop it in to new businesses that would 
create the jobs we need in America. 

We estimate that by creating The 
American Technology Network, we can 
in fact create enough new jobs to em
ploy half a million people a year for 
the next 5 years. At that rate, includ
ing indirect jobs, we could actually 
create a million jobs a year in new 
technologies, new patents, things that 
are not even being worked on, but have 
been developed and have been paid for 
by American taxpayer money that are 
laying around the vaults of all the De
partments, Agencies, and Bureaus of 
the Federal Government, the 58 na
tional laboratories that are constantly 
the brain power of research and devel
opment of the American Government, 
and in hundreds of colleges and univer
sities, ideas whose time has come and 
in some instances has passed, but 
should be developed and commer
cialized that presently are not being 
commercialized. 

Together with the American Tech
nology Network, a corporation known 
as the Technology Transfer Corpora
tion could be created and authorized 
and contracted with the Department of 
Commerce to be the exclusive and sole 
agent of the U.S. Government in dis
persing the contract arrangements 
that are necessary with entrepreneurs 
and businessmen across America who 
want to license this technology and 
start into business, creating a one-stop 
shopping operation. If you say a tech
nology that interested you and you 

were in business or wanted to go in 
business, you could call a contracting 
officer in the Technology Transfer Cor
poration and that individual's job 
would be to enter into an agreement or 
try to find out whether you are capable 
of promoting that technology and 
using it, contract for it and get you 
started on the way and give you any 
technical assistance that the Govern
ment can offer to help you develop that 
business or that technology. 

What would that encompass? It 
would be using the market system. 

And would these be bureaucrats? No, 
they would not be bureaucrats. The 
Technology Transfer Corporation 
should be a private corporation. 

Should the Government own part of 
it? Yes. That is the methodology by 
which we would get paid back if these 
technologies are successful in the mar
ketplace, by taking as equity interest. 

But first and foremost, the intention 
of this initiative is to make this tech
nology available to the American peo
ple easily and readily so they can pull 
it up; first be excited by what they saw 
on the American Technology Network, 
then interfaced by their personal com
puters into the comprehensive data 
bank, receive any amount of informa
tion they need on what that tech
nology calls for, make the depthful 
analysis that is necessary before they 
start their business, and then have one 
contracting officer who represents and 
is the agent for the U.S. Government 
to sell or negotiate the licensing of 
that technology to them. 

Rather than spending half a million 
or a million dollars, success could be 
accomplished with little or very little 
money on the part of an entrepreneur 
or small businessman. They could then 
in a re la ti vely short period of time of 
months rather than years acquire the 
rights to proceed with the development 
of that technology in a small business 
and they would be on their way. 

The fourth leg of this proposal is a 
vehicle to help provide the venture 
capital money necessary by small busi
nessmen and entrepreneurs to get their 
new businesses started. 

It is a sin in this country that we are 
willing to create the Hungarian Fund 
for $400 million, the Russian Fund for 
$700 million with American taxpayers' 
money, with the intention of develop
ing the economies of these foreign 
countries who have their needs, and 
yet we forget that American business. 
American entrepreneurs, American dis
located workers also have a need and 
have a right to capital access here in 
the United States to develop American 
products of research and development. 

Right now the largest user of Amer
ican technology and development and 
research happens to be the Japanese in
dustrial market. Why? Because they 
have the specialists who live right here 
in Washington that search out the pat
ents and the technologies and the proc-

esses that the U.S. Government devel
ops at taxpayer expense, and they go 
through the process of licensing them 
or contracting for those processes from 
the U.S. Government and they take 
them back to their home country and 
develop them into worthwhile tech
nologies and businesses that not only 
encourage and make money and weal th 
in the country of Japan, but are used 
to transport around the world, and in
deed sell many of their products right 
here in the United States that were de
veloped by Federal moneys right here 
in the United States. 

What the financing vehicle would be 
is very simple. For a price of less than 
$3 billion a year we could underwrite a 
venture capital fund working in con
junction with the Technology Transfer 
Corporation that could make available 
a million dollars of venture capital to 
virtually any entrepreneur or small 
businessman in the United States who 
wants to get involved, expand his busi
ness or start a new business. 

If we did that, that $3 billion could be 
leveraged to create a fund of $12 billion 
per year, because our experience with 
the Economic Development Adminis
tration was that for 25 percent of the 
risk covered, the Economic Develop
ment Administration could lend out 
four times the amount of money and 
not lose any money for the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

That means for the infusion of $3 bil
lion of American capital, governmental 
taxpayers' money into the fund that 
would allow this expansion, we could 
create a pool of venture capital of $12 
billion a year, and if you loaned out a 
million dollars to a venture capital or
ganization or an innovator or small 
businessman or an entrepreneur, you 
could create 12,000 $1 million small 
businesses every year. 

The mathematics in business says 
that for a venture capitalist who uses 
$1 million, he can create easily 20 high
paying jobs. I am not talking about $5, 
$6, or $7 an hour jobs. I am talking 
about $15, $20, $25 an hour jobs, good 
jobs. 

If we created 12,000 new businesses a 
year with 20 jobs each, that is 480,000 
new jobs in America. That is the direct 
Jobs by the investment that would be 
made. The indirect creation of jobs 
would be at least a one-to-one ratio, 
another 480,000 jobs, for a grand total of 
960,000 new jobs a year with new tech
nology, creating new wealth and solv
ing pro bl ems in new ways for America, 
making the country and the economy 
more wealthy, making the country re
spond and get back its capital that it 
has invested in research and develop
ment; but most of all, Mr. Speaker, 
creating those jobs that the average 
American asks about. 

Everywhere I go in my district in the 
State of Pennsylvania or the United 
States, when we talk about NAFTA, 
when we talk about retraining pro
grams, when we talk about downsizing 
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the military and the defense industry 
and the job losses those activities will 
create or the need for retraining, the 
question is, where are the jobs we are 
going to retrain these people for? It is 
fun to retrain people, but to retrain 
them and not have a job for them is 
not a very successful thing for the gov
ernment to do. Many people who go 
through retraining are frustrated to 
find out that they have been retrained 
for a job that does not exist. 

What I suggest is that if we focus and 
mobilize our effort and create first of 
all a data bank of all the technologies 
that exist in the American inventory, 
the American Government inventory, 
make it accessible, make it public 
knowledge by marketing using the tool 
we Americans know best, American 
television, if anybody and everybody in 
America has an equal opportunity to 
find out what is available and what is 
for sale in the American inventory, and 
then we have a technology transfer 
corporation where an individual does 
not have to hire a Philadelphia lawyer 
and a Washington consultant to find 
out how to negotiate for it, but can 
talk to a single contract officer with 
the authority to act and simple user
friendly contracts and forms to develop 
a new business. 

Then finally, Mr. Speaker, that cor
pora ti on would be largely owned by the 
U.S. Government so that its success 
would return money back to the U.S. 
Government, so we could increase and 
continue the program indefinitely. 

0 1350 
After 5 years, Mr. Speaker, it would 

become a self-financing tool to help 
create new American research and de
velopment firms. It would reach out to 
the American workplace and out to the 
entrepreneurial spirits in America to 
create new jobs. Finally, we would 
have tools that could make all of us 
part of the package with American cap
italism, with democratic capitalism. 
The American Government could have 
an equity interest in some of those 
businesses that would return a great 
deal. 

But, forgetting all that and the po
tential profit to the government from 
that endeavor, the estimates and stud
ies that we have run on this concept, if 
we are successful, would generate over 
10 years $140 billion in new taxes to the 
Treasury of the United States. And for 
what cost? Just focusing, paying atten
tion and doing what government does 
well: Fund research and development, 
encourage growth and exploration in 
the new ideas and fields, but then also, 
recognizing that the magic of America 
is in the private market, the private 
marketing concepts, and· take the best 
tools of the private free enterprise sys
tem in America, and put them to work 
with government to accomplish this 
end. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I certainly will. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] for yielding, and I want to 
compliment him on his statement. He 
is one of those Members who is far
sighted and prescient in this area, and 
we appreciate that because I think the 
thinking anew and acting anew, as I 
see his legislation, I think that is the 
step that we have to take. 

I was impressed. The gentleman men
tioned several times the word "focus," 
and I think that is important because 
we are too defocused many times here 
in the Congress. 

When Greenspan: the gentleman is 
one of the Members here in the Con
gress who understands the Federal Re
serve, and the economy and so on, 
when Greenspan was, Alan Greenspan, 
head of the Federal Reserve, was before 
our Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, he mentioned that if 
we want jobs, then we have to focus, 
and he used the gentleman's word 
"focus" on entrepreneurs and risk tak
ers, not to impede them. 

Now the question I have for the gen
tleman is this, and it is a friendly ques
tion because I agree with him: 

The Japanese are over here picking 
up all of our technology. We are spend
ing money to produce it, and they are 
using it. Here in Washington 80 percent 
of all of our gross national product in
crease last year was due to trade, and, 
yes, we have got, for example, seven 
agencies that are dealing with trade. I 
mean it is so defocused. There is no
where to go. Go to Commerce, go to 
Defense, go to Treasury-I mean seven 
different agencies; they are falling over 
each other's luggage at the Tokyo 
International Airport, and I think that 
we have got to get our policy more fo
cused. 

I think that we are having too much 
government and too many regulations, 
and I would ask the gentleman how his 
legislation would address that problem, 
unless he does not see that as a prob
lem. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. No, I see it as a 
great problem, and it is exactly the 
problem that we are trying to address. 
What exists right now in the tech
nology transfer field in the United 
States is we have encouraged and made 
a mandate in Congress; as a matter of 
fact, in law, saying that you not only 
have to research, and develop and cre
ate these new technologies, but you 
must find a way to market them to the 
free market system so that it can take 
them on, and indeed some of the na
tional laboratories have started to do 
this, some of the universities have 
started as well. The only problem is 
that every one of the 58 national lab
oratories have their own marketing 
program. Every one of the 1,600 col
leges and universities that do research 
are called upon to develop their own 
marketing program. Every agency, bu-

reau and department of the United 
States has its own marketing program. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speak
er, the tool that I am suggesting will 
probably end up saving and costing less 
money to accomplish a more successful 
end result because we bring together 
all of that material that is out there, 
scattered in these many entities, and 
bring it into one data base, and, once it 
is in that data base, we have a market
ing technique. It is the best of private 
sector marketing and we have one cor
poration to handle the licensing proc
ess to move it through quickly, and 
one effective financing vehicle to get 
the job done. 

If I may answer to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, we were just talking 
on the floor the other day about this 
issue with members of the Committee 
on Education and Labor. There are 124 
retraining programs in the U.S. Gov
ernment. It is a massive array. I ask: 

Why can't we start looking to the billions 
of dollars that we spend in this area, and, 
rather than requiring the average small or 
medium sized businessman to hire a consult
ant to find out how you get into the safe, 
they can't even find out how to get access to 
our retraining programs and, rather than 
doing that, why don't we simplify the proc
ess? Why don't we try to centralize it? 

Now we cannot centralize everything 
down to one single entity, but we can 
certainly start on the process, knowing 
what we have to do, of creating one 
uniform base of information and then 
authorizing marketing techniques that 
are derived from the experience of the 
private sector, the way we reach peo
ple, and then central negotiating to be 
handled by one person rather than hav
ing the fractured elements of many, 
many agencies and bureaus having to 
deal and sign off or enter agency agree
ments, as we have now, causing ter
rible problems. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield further? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
yielding, and I do not want to be in any 
way confrontational here because I 
agree with what the gentleman is try
ing to do. I would just like to repeat or 
would like to mention an experience 
that I had a few short years ago. 

I am very much concerned abut 
trade, like the gentleman is, for exam
ple, because, as the gentleman knows, 
we are living in a dynamic world econ
omy, and we have got to be competi
tive in the area of trade. But from my 
experience here in the Congress, as the 
gentleman knows we have so many dif
ferent departments: We have got the 
·USTR, we got Commerce, we got Treas
ury-as the gentleman knows, all down 
the line, and what I and some of the 
other Congressmen and Senators want 
to do is to have one department on 
trade. You know, like you had men
tioned, they get some focus so we can 
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add more focus to it, but we could 
never get our departments together. 

We went as far as the White House, 
and the President agreed with us, and 
then on a Friday morning, when the 
news conference was supposed to be 
held, why there was such a ruckus 
within the Departments themselves 
that even the President backed off, and 
my concern is, when we get the govern
ment involved, we get all these dif
ferent entities involved, and we never 
get anything accomplished. This causes 
a lot of costs, a lot of money, causes a 
lot of friction and confrontation, and 
the job never gets done, and the Japa
nese and other countries are running 
off with the jobs and the technology, 
and my question basically with the ini
tiative the gentleman is taking is: 

What can we do to get some focus, to 
use the gentleman's word, some focus 
to what we are trying to do here in 
government, like have one department 
of trade, have one agency that works, 
for example, with small business and so 
on? As it is set up now, my good friend 
from Pennsylvania, I do not know who 
to go to in government. I go to 50, as 
the gentleman knows, different agen
cies. You keep on getting the run
around because there is nobody you 
can focus on. 

Mr. KAN JORSKI. As my good friend, 
Mr. Pogo, used to say, "I have met the 
enemy, and he is us." We, too, have 
this problem of jurisdiction within the 
Congress itself. Recently one of the 
leading members of this body who sat 
with me recently, said in order to come 
up with an idea and sell it sometimes it 
takes decades. That is unfortunate be
cause we have to filter through all 
these jurisdictional areas and find out 
who we rob and whose jurisdictional we 
are into. What we have got to stop 
doing is thinking of how government 
operates and start approaching this 
problem how the man on the street, 
and the average American, the average 
entrepreneur and the average business
man need us to operate. We cannot do 
things totally and simplistically as we 
would like because we are protecting 
taxpayers' money, and we all have our 
fiduciary relationships that we are 
bound to keep, but there is no excuse 
at this time when we have every Amer
ican asking if we are going to pass 
NAFTA, if it should pass, will that 
have an effect on the number of jobs, in 
the United States. Some people think 
it will. Some people think it will not. I 
do not know. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, on 
NAFTA I would like to say that in the 
long term that policy may be the pol
icy that is right for the United States 
30 years from now. Our problem is the 
impact, in the short term, if there is a 
loss of jobs, particularly on the lower 
economic level and scale in this coun
try. What are we going to do to assure 
those people that they will not be for
gotten, and not forced into unemploy-

ment and a state of welfare for the rest 
of their lives? What are we going to do 
for the people who are talking about 
welfare reform? Bring these people off 
welfare to do what? We do not have the 
jobs for them. Why are we talking 
about the retraining programs taking 
unemployed people and retraining 
them for what if we do not have the 
jobs? 

The important thing, it seems to me, 
is the Government has to do some
thing, and what I suggest, and this an
swers the gentleman from Wisconsin's 
question, is we do what Government 
does well: 

We have the capacity to put this in
formation in a uniform integrated ·data 
base. We have funded these tech
nologies and their development over 
the last 30 years. Now we are going to 
turn to the private sector and say that 
government will only be involved to 
get that information to you. It will be 
the contract agent to handle the mar
keting, the commercialization and dis
tribution by contract, to these new en
trepreneurs and businesspeople and en
courage them to go on and do one thing 
further that a government bureaucrat 
would not do if we created this as a 
government program. It is to the inter
est of that corporation, since it is a 
private profit-driven entity, to see that 
these businesses are successful. If there 
are important ingredients that can be 
given to those people running the busi
nesses, it is going to be in the interest 
of that corporation to do the right 
thing and give them the technical as
sistance they really need rather than 
government technology assistance 
which in many instances does not com
port with the needs of the business 
community. 

0 1400 
Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman 

again for indulging me and for yielding 
further. 

The gentleman had mentioned, for 
example, that sometimes it takes dec
ades for the government to get the 
right job done. You know the way I 
look at it is that in the world today we 
have this tremendous rapidity of 
change . Maybe government is no longer 
the answer. Maybe we have to ask com
pletely different questions. Maybe 
what we need is less regulation, less 
government, smaller government, 
Maybe the only thing that government 
should do is protect our shores, deliver 
the mail, and stay the heck out of peo
ple's lives, and just let business and the 
people themselves find the solution to 
jobs. After all, the government really 
cannot create jobs. 

I was interested yesterday, or the 
day before, in the Wall Street Journal 
they talked · about health care. The 
gentleman mentioned health care. 
They had a huge maze, a diagram, of 
how the heal th care system is going to 
work. It is just unbelievable, the com
plexity and so on. 

I think in the modern world we can
not have this type of complexity. Could 
it be that maybe the answer does not 
lie with the government and we should 
be scalding down government? Maybe 
we should be asking completely new 
questions in the era we are moving 
into. Maybe we are still asking ques
tions of the old industrial age govern
ment, when we should be asking com
pletely different questions, because the 
world has changed so much. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. It is interesting, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ROTH] is a Republican, me being a 
Democrat, that you should ask me that 
question. I will answer. 

I happen to agree that government 
has its role because ultimately it is the 
final protector of what people need pro
tection from, whether it is environ
mental protection, labor protection, 
abuses, poisons, things like that. We 
have a role there. 

The problem that has been made in 
government, whether it has been dur
ing the last 12 years of the three Re
publican administrations or it will be 
made in this administration, is that we 
have to approach it from a new angle. 

Actually, I would recommend that 
you and I compliment the President in 
coming up with a new panel to reform 
and reinvent government. I think that 
is the right attitude to take. I do not 
think we can suggest to the American 
people we are going to have less gov
ernment. But I think we can suggest to 
the American people that rather than 
dealing with the bureaucracy as it 
presently exists, we can peel it down 
and we can look at problem solving. 
Our first question is what is the prob
lem, and is there a solution, and not al
ways think that government is the 
final arbiter of what that solution 
should be. On the other hand, we 
should make sure that we do not so de
regulate and take out of control any
thing so that the private sector can 
abuse the system. Because today, re
gardless of how we like to think of it, 
there really is not a totally free enter
prise system. It is a moderately free 
enterprise system. We have monopolies 
that exist by virtue of their size or the 
domination of their field or by virtue 
of the fact that they control the tech
nology of the area they are in. If these 
people were to go unchecked, they 
could wreak great havoc on the mar
ketplace and on the rights of all Amer
ican citizens, if the government did not 
stand in a position to protect them. 

Mr. ROTH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I do not think the reinven
tion of government is the answer. I do 
not think that that is what the people 
are looking for. I think that the people 
are looking for less government. 

Take a look at what is going on all 
over the world, whether it is in Japan, 
whether it is in Europe. Every country 
in the world seems to be downsizing, 
downscaling their government. 
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Mr. KANJORSKI. We are, too, Mr. 
ROTH. 

Mr. ROTH. We are not downscaling 
government. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Under the propos
als that the Vice President put forth, 
over the next 5 years we will cut down 
the employment of employees in the 
U.S. Government by a quarter of a mil
lion, 250,000 jobs. We are going toward 
deregulation of large areas. We are 
making government more user 
friendly. 

Let me give you an example. Most re
cently the Comptroller of the Cur
rency, Mr. Ludwig, in approaching the 
financial institution business in pro
viding for how they comply with the 
new truth-in-savings disclosure law for 
bank savings accounts, rather than 
having each bank go through threR 
inches of regulations that were pro
pounded to accomplish that end, what 
he did is he had it reduced to a com
puter program and provided that com
puter program at cost to every bank 
which wanted it. So if they followed 
the program he provided them, they 
would be in compliance with the regu
lations, and they would not have to 
hire the lawyers and other people to 
study the compliance requirements. 

Mr. ROTH. Well, if the gentleman 
will permit me to say, you and I have 
been around this race track a couple of 
times, and you are not going to see in 
reinventing government less people on 
the Federal payroll. I think you are 
going to see more people. 

I mean this in a friendly way. I think 
you are going to see more people. The 
people in government today feel gov
ernment is the answer. I feel govern
ment is not the answer. I think that is 
really the big debate . You never get to 
the basic argument. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I think you 
brought out a good point. I want to re
spond to it, because I hear so many 
people on your side of the aisle make 
that proposal. When the Founding Fa
thers structured the American Con
stitution, the American Government, 
there were only 3.5 million people in 
the United States in 13 Colonies. Today 
we have 50 States and 250 million peo
ple. Every year the population of the 
United States grows. 

If the employees of the U.S. Govern
ment were not to grow in number, in 
fact you would have a lessening of gov
ernment every year, because the popu
lation grows at a rate of 4 or 5 percent 
a year. 

I think this idea to always say the 
government is bigger this year than it 
was last year is really a misstatement 
of reality, because this year the popu
lation of the United States is larger 
than it was last year, and every year in 
history it has been so. So, invariably, 
the number of people involved will 
grow to some extent. 

I am not talking about numbers. I 
am not as worried about how many 

people we have doing things. What I am 
most worried about now is whether or 
not we have lost our vision as to apply
ing the techniques that have already 
proved very successful in the American 
enterprise system. 

It was proper that America make a 
major investment in research and de
velopment over the past 40 years. 
American Government, however, as 
currently structured is not the right 
tool to market that, contract for that, 
or give the assistance necessary to the 
private sector to use that research and 
development to create new jobs. 

What I am saying is what our prob
lem is, is we have trillions of dollars 
worth of new technology that is out 
there that is not being used. The an
swer to that problem will not come 
from government, because government 
does not understand how to market, 
does not have the incentive to market, 
does not have the success or failure at
tached to what you market success
fully. 

So we should turn to other agencies 
or an entity such as the free market 
system that have already had experi
ence with and see how well it can func
tion, and say, "Look, we in the govern
ment have made the investment in re
search and development. We now have 
these patents and licenses and proc
esses. Let us turn them over to the free 
market system to put them out to the 
rest of the free market system, to de
velop and commercialize it." 

Mr. ROTH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I appreciate the gen
tleman allowing me to participate in 
his time here in this debate. That is 
very generous of him. I want him to 
know I appreciate that. I know the 
gentleman feels very deeply about this, 
as I do, because we have served on the 
same committees in the past. 

The reason I say our government is 
too big is because when you take food, 
shelter, and clothing, as published by 
one of the think tanks here in D.C. the 
other day, 40 percent of an average per
son's income goes to food, shelter, and 
clothing. 

What is really surprising is that Fed
eral, State, and local governments take 
40 percent of his money in taxes. So the 
average person in America today is 
paying as much in taxes as they are in 
food, shelter, and clothing. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. That figure is in
correct, if I may respond. 

Mr. ROTH. It is correct. Let me just 
conclude by saying why is the govern
ment getting too big? We have a De
partment of Agriculture. We have some 
2,000 agencies here on the Federal level. 
We have the Department of Agri
culture, one I like very much, inciden
tally, because I have the third largest 
dairy district in the Nation. 

But in 1900, we had some 3,000 people 
working in the Department of Agri
culture, and we had millions of farm
ers. Today we have millions fewer 

farmers, but do you know how many 
people we have working in the Depart
ment of Agriculture today? One hun
dred twenty-nine thousand. In 7 years, 
if we keep going in this direction, we 
will have more people working in the 
Department of Agriculture than we 
have single family farmers in America. 
That is why I say our government has 
gotten too big, way too big. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Let me take that 
as an example. If you listen to those 
raw figures and make that comparison, 
you could easily arrive at that conclu
sion. One, I would like to say when you 
say 40 percent of the average Ameri
can's earning capacity goes to govern
ment, that is not correct. It is around 
29 percent. 

But, more importantly than that, we 
are next to last among the major in
dustrial nations as to the amount of 
taxation the average worker pay to
ward the contribution of government 
at the Federal, State, and local area. 

Now, let me address myself to your 
agriculture question, because I think it 
is very significant. 

In 1850 in this country, unlike any 
other country in the world, including 
the Soviet Union just before its demise, 
it took one farmer to feed about 10 to 
12 people. In the United States we took 
that ratio and needed a great number 
of farmers. 

But we took the agriculture exten
sion course. We took inventiveness and 
new technology. And through our land 
bank colleges out there, the agri
culture colleges of America, we dis
persed this information to the Amer
ican farmer, to the point now where 
the American farmer feeds more than 
100 citizens. Ten times as much produc
tivity than the average farmer of the 
world. 

0 1410 
It is because American Government, 

using the private sector to disperse re
search and development information 
and new technologies and new meth
odologies to the people that do the pro
duction in this country, and we did it 
very well, we actually have lost the 
need for a great number of farmers in 
America. But I think to make the blan
ket indictment of the failure of Amer
ican agricultural policy over a period 
of 100 to 150 years would be the greatest 
mistake we could make. 

Quite frankly, if we can take the ex
perience of dispersing research and de
velopment and new technologies in the 
agricultural field and apply it to in
crease productivity in the manufactur
ing and industrial and communications 
sectors of the United States, that is 
what is going to build jobs and wealth 
in America. It is that very program. Do 
we defend or do we need all those Gov
ernment employees? No. 

I suggest our former colleague, who 
is now Secretary of Agriculture, is 
going about a hard effort to downsize 
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the Department of Agriculture. All I 
would say on that is, as we close some 
of those field offices, if I may, and I do 
not know if there are 1,200 or 12,000, but 
I hear the same thing in the back 
rooms of both parties here. I hear the 
complaints of the Members. 

It is easy to stand here on the floor 
and say, let us cut expenditures. Let us 
cut departments. Let us cut Govern
ment. But then when you get your call 
from your local agriculture office and 
your farmer in your district, the mem
bership seems to come on the floor and 
say something other than cut the num
ber of Government employees. 

You vote with me on closing those 
agricultural offices, and I will vote 
with you to close down some of the de
partments and agencies and downsize 
the Government. I think we will be 
working toward a common goal. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. I want to con
gratulate him for his very strong re
marks in support of the free market 
process. 

I would say, first, as he mentioned, 
the level of taxation that the American 
people face at the Federal, State, and 
local level juxtaposed to other indus
trialized nations, it seems to me that 
we need to realize that there is a mar
velous byproduct of that. And it is, in 
fact, the fact that we have the highest 
standard of living of those industrial 
nations. 

So there is a real benefit from the 
fact that we do not have a level of tax
ation which is higher than those other 
countries. I think, frankly, it should be 
lower, from my perspective. 

Let me just take on this agricultural 
issue. I come from a State which has 
undergone a great deal of economic dif
ficulty recently. We have suffered from 
cuts in the defense and aerospace in
dustries. 

The largest industry in my State of 
California happens to be agriculture. 
One of the great things about agri
culture in California is that with few 
exceptions, agriculture in California, 
unlike other parts of the country, re
lies on exactly what my friend from 
Pennsylvania has been talking about; 
that is, the free market. 

We have a lower level of Government 
subsidization of agricultural products 
in the largest State in the Union, 
which has as its largest industry the 
agriculture industry. And I think that 
is what the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ROTH] is referring to when he 
talks about the fact that there are 
more bureaucrats working at the De
partment of Agriculture than there are 
farmers in this country. 

We need to recognize that bringing 
about a reduction there could be bene
ficial. I am not about to indict the en
tire agricultural system that is in this 
country. I recognize that there have 

been many benefits. But it is impor
tant for us to note that in the largest 
State in the Union, where we have ag
riculture as our largest industry and a 
very low level of Government sub
sidization, we have a great deal of suc
cess. I would hope that the Federal 
Government could learn from that ex
perience. 

I thank my friend for yielding to me. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. In response I would 

say, I look forward to joining you, Mr. 
DREIER. I think you are eloquent in 
your argument, and I join the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] and 
I suggest also particularly in the area 
of water and dairy subsidies that the 
gentleman from California and the gen
tleman from Wisconsin will join me in 
cutting those subsidies, because the 
private sector should have more to do 
with where the production is or what 
the cost of water is, rather than some 
guarantee that the farmers of Wiscon
sin or the farmers of California or the 
farmers of Pennsylvania gain some 
guaranteed benefit or cushion. 

What we have to do is start cutting 
them loose and putting them in the 
private enterprise system where they 
can be competitive. 

I look forward to watching your 
votes, as I will cast mine, for cutting 
agriculture expenditures and subsidies, 
particularly excessive water and dairy 
subsidies. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I think that 
the gentleman is correct. Our Govern
ment has gotten too big. That is ex
actly my argument. 

But we have to do more than cut ag
riculture subsidies and other agencies. 
For example, the Department of Agri
culture, in my opinion, does a much 
better job than most agencies. So we 
are using one. We could point to many, 
many others. 

What I want to do is just distill this 
discussion we had here this afternoon 
down to one sentence. I think it is a 
fair summation. 

Basically, what the gentleman on the 
other side of the aisle is saying is this, 
that America is great because Govern
ment programs are great. I am saying, 
America is great not because the Gov
ernment is great. I am saying America 
is great because our people are indus
trious and because our people have a 
great deal of initiative. 

America is great despite the Govern
ment programs, not because of the 
Government programs. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. If I could respond, I 
hope no one that has listened to me, ei
ther yourself or anyone on C-SP AN, 
thinks that I am promoting further 
Government programs. What I am ad
dressing is that I do not believe the 
Government is equipped to market or 
commercialize what patents and proc
esses we have developed with our re
search and development to the private 
sector. What I am saying is, it is time 
that we in Government recognized that 

we should turn to the private corpora
tions as the agency to disperse that in
formation broadly across the country, 
that we should turn to an American 
technology cable network program 
that can market that technology 
across the country and that, in fact, 
the Government be smart enough to do 
what it does well and it had done well, 
fund research and development. And 
now use the private sector, together 
with the Government getting its return 
on its investment back, by using the 
private sector to market and help com
mercialize the research and develop
ment owned by the United States of 
America that right now lies fallow in 
our vaults around the Federal Govern
ment. 

If we market that, we have a key to 
create the million new jobs a year and 
the 12,000 small new businesses a year 
we need to restore economic prosper
ity. In doing so we will use new tech
nologies to create wealth, to create 
good-paying jobs, high-paying jobs, to 
help solve the opposition that occurs in 
this country when the average Amer
ican worker sees a threat to his job, 
like NAFTA, without an apparent in
terest on the Government's part to 
show where new jobs will be created for 
those who have lost their jobs as a re
sult of the treaty. 

I thank the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH] and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] for joining me 
on this. 

Mr. Speaker, all I have to say is that 
in the next week we will be introducing 
into the Congress of the United States 
a bill which encompasses the four pro
grams and processes that I have talked 
about today. 

That is, the creation of a comprehen
sive database so that all the tech
nologies, licenses, patents and proc
esses owned or partially owned by the 
U.S. Government be centralized and 
standardized, be made user-fri~ndly, 
and that we authorize the Secretary of 
Commerce to create and participate in 
the creation of a private corporation, 
driven by private market processes of 
profit and response and bottom-line 
consideration, to aggressively market 
in a multifaceted outreach program, 
including the use of the American tech
nology network, to disperse the infor
mation of what we have to all of the 
American people so that they can be
come entrepreneurs or small business
men and players in this system and, fi
nally, that we authorize a techno
logical transfer investment fund, to fi
ance commercialization of these tech
nologies and to help underwrite the en
trepreneurial capital and venture cap
ital necessary to start 12,000 new busi
nesses a year, so that we can create a 
million new jobs a year. 

What I am talking about is the cre
ation every year of 25 new, million dol
lar capitalized, small businesses in 
every congressional district in the 
United States. 
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If we could accomplish that, if when 

NAFTA comes up, and if that should 
pass or fail, but if it passes, at least 
most Americans would know that their 
Congress and their President had put 
into place a program to create the 
thousands of jobs necessary to make up 
for the potential loss that may occur 
under NAFTA. 

D 1420 
COMMENDATIONS TO JOHN HUME, 

LEADER OF THE SOCIAL DEMO
CRATIC LABOR PARTY IN 
NORTHERN IRELAND 
(Mr. MCCLOSKEY asked and was 

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

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, as 
chairman of the Friends of Ireland, I 
rise today to commend John Hume, 
leader of the Social Democratic Labour 
Party in Northern Ireland, for his 
years of dedication to seeking peace in 
that troubled land. 

John Hume has recently completed a 
series of discussions with Gerry Adams, 
leader of Sinn Fein, the political wing 
of the Irish Republican Army. 

John Hume's express purpose in these 
talks was to end the violence in North
ern Ireland and build a lasting perma
nent peace. Over the years, he has 
faced death threats and attacks from 
extremists, and his willingness to per
severe in the cause of peace is testa
ment to his courage, conviction, and 
ultimately his faith in humanity. 

John Hume has recently briefed the 
Government of Ireland and I have in
cluded a copy of the Taoiseach's state
ment for the RECORD. 

As leader of the Friends of Ireland, 
whose membership includes almost a 
quarter of the House of Representa
tives representing Irish-American con
stituencies of both Catholic and 
Protestant heritage, I know the Mem
bers of this body join me in praying for 
peace to come to Northern Ireland. 

No lasting settlement can occur in 
Northern Ireland without the active in
volvement of both the Catholic and 
Protestant traditions and commu
nities. 

John Hume has taken a bold step in 
the service of peace. His character and 
dedication to nonviolence should be an 
inspiration to us all. I call upon the po
litical leadership in Northern Ireland 
and the British and Irish Governments 
to continue to seek a lasting and just 
peace. 

EMBASSY OF IRELAND, 
Washington, DC, October 7, 1993. 

JOINT STATEMENT BY THE TAOISEACH, MR. AL
BERT REYNOLDS, T.D., AND THE TANAISTE, 
MR. DICK SPRING, T.D. 
The Taoiseach, Mr. Albert Reynolds, T.D., 

and the Tanaiste, Mr. Dick Spring, T.D., this 
morning met the leader of the SDLP, Mr. 
John Hume, who briefed them on the posi
tion reached to date in his discussions with 
the leader of Sinn Fein, Mr. Gerry Adams. 

The Taoiseach and the Tanaiste took the 
opportunity to express their deep apprecia
tion of the work done by John Hume over the 
years in the cause of peace . 

The Taoiseach and the Tanaiste believe 
that the highest political priority must be 
given to establishing a basis for a just and 
lasting peace and a permanent cessation of 
all violence. They will accordingly evaluate 
carefully the position conveyed to them, and 
consult with the Government, with a view to 
ensuring that it can make a very important 
contribution towards building a consensus 
for peace. It would be their intention to take 
full account of it, and decide how best to 
continue their efforts in their discussions 
with the British Government for the achieve
ment of the objective of peace on this island. 

By definition, this work will require much 
patient effort and preparation. The Govern
ment will not be elaborating in further de
tail for the moment. A period of reflection, 
assessment and discussion is now necessary, 
and the Government believe that in the in
terests of peace the need for confidentiality 
should be respected. 

The ultimate goal of all parties committed 
to a peaceful approach must be to reach a 
lasting political settlement, which can only 
be achieved on the basis of the widest politi
cal dialogue and participation, with the con
sent of the people living in Ireland, both 
North and South. 

JOB CREATION WITH THE NORTH 
AMERICAN FREE-TRADE AGREE
MENT 
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. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken out this time this afternoon to 
talk about an issue which continues to 
be hotly debated here in the Capitol 
and throughout the country. I am re
ferring to the North American Free
Trade Agreement. I happen to feel very 
strongly that the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement is that one op
portunity that we have to do exactly 
what my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] was 
talking about just a few minutes ago; 
that is, create jobs. 

In fact, most projections are that we 
will create 200,000 jobs within the first 
2 years. We will create a tremendous 
number of jobs in the automobile in
dustry, as we will dramatically in
crease the flow of exports from the 
United States into Mexico overnight. 
In the first year we are anticipating, 
the big three auto makers, that is, a 60-
f old increase in the level of exports to 
Mexico in automobiles, and that will 
create many job jobs right here in the 
United States. 

I _recognize that as this debate has 
gone on on the North American Free
Trade Agreement, there is a great deal 
of passion that is excluded by many of 
my colleagues, Ross Perot, people in 
organized labor, over the prospect of 
losing jobs. Everyone can feel very 
strongly about the threat of job loss. I 
can certainly relate to that. 

The fact of the matter is, we need to 
recognize that over the past several 

years, without a doubt, the one area of 
this economy that has created jobs has 
been in the export sector. We have been 
able to see those involved in the export 
sector gain a wage rate which is 17 per
cent higher than the wage rates that 
are there for people working in the 
nonexport sector. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
for us to realize that if this House, 
which on November 17 will be casting a 
vote on the North American Free
Trade Agreement, chooses to say no to 
NAFTA, what happens is we will lose a 
tremendous number of jobs right here 
in the United States. Why? Because the 
tariff barrier which is so great today, 
preventing the flow of United States 
goods into Mexico, will be maintained 
and other countries, specifically Japan 
and countries in Western Europe, will 
seek to enter Latin America. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel very strongly that 
the threat of losing jobs if we do not 
pass NAFTA is a very serious one. 
Think about the people today whose 
livelihoods depend on exports. There 
are thousands and thousands of people 
whose livelihoods depend on exports. In 
fact, 700,000 jobs here in the United 
States today depend on exports to Mex
ico alone. 

There are many people who, as we 
have debated this issue, have said that 
flow of exports goes simply to the 
maquiladoras along the border. Yester
day our Labor Secretary, Mr. Reich, 
made it very clear. As high as 83 per
cent of the United States exports going 
to Mexico do not go to the 
maquiladoras, they go into Mexico as 
goods and services that are provided to 
the Mexican people. 

As I listen to many of my colleagues 
decry the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement, it seems to me that we 
need to recognize that there are people 
who desperately want to defeat 
NAFTA. Mr. Speaker, the greatest op
position to NAFT A does not lie here in 
the United States, here in the Con
gress, among the American people. Mr. 
Speaker, the greatest opposition to the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
lies with the people in Japan and the 
people in Western Europe. I say that 
very simply, because if we defeat 
NAFT A, the people of Japan, who pre
vent us from selling our automobiles, 
and rice from my State of California, 
and other goods manufactured here in 
the United States, because of extraor
dinarily high tariffs and other barriers, 
want to be able to go to Mexico, utilize 
Mexico as an export platform so they 
can gain access to the tremendous 250 
million consumers here in the United 
States. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that we 
need to recognize that with N AFT A the 
rule of origin requirements will not 
allow the Western Europeans or the 
Japanese to utilize Mexico as an export 
platform. In fact, as Lee Iacocca, who 
is strongly supporting the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement, has said, 
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the corks on the champagne bottles 
will be popping in Japan and Germany 
if the United States Congress defeats 
NAFTA. 

I simply underscore that it is essen
tial for us to realize that the most vir
ulent opposition to the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement lies in the 
countries that did not allow us to sell 
our goods and services into their coun
tries without a large tariff barrier. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH], who has been working dili
gently on behalf of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I also thank the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. Speaker, I will try to be brief. 
The gentleman has brought up a key 
point, which is who gains and who loses 
should there be no NAFTA. What many 
people have failed to recognize is that 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment gives American workers, Amer
ican businesses, better access to the 
Mexican market. It gives us pref
erential access to the American mar
ket, essentially tariff-free. 

As we have discussed other times, 
what we have now is essentially one
way free trade. United States tariffs 
are so low they present no barriers to 
Mexican goods coming up here, effec
tively. They are about 2 percent, 3 per
cent, sometimes even lower in particu
lar sectors. 

Mexican tariffs, on the other hand, 
are relatively significant, 21/2 times the 
average United States tariff. Those tar
iffs will remain in effect for Japanese 
exports, for West German exports, for 
French exports, but they will come 
down for American exports. 

The Mexican market is one of the 
fastest growing in the world. It is cer
tainly one of the fastest growing in 
North America, as well. It is not 
enough for opponents to really rely on 
history, to look at where the growth 
had come from in the past. I think it is 
far more important that we look to the 
future and see where the growth will be 
in the future, where will the jobs of to
morrow come from, not the jobs of yes
terday. 

The jobs of tomorrow will be gen
erally export jobs, and export to the 
most rapidly growing economies, those 
of the rapidly developing countries. 
The Mexican market is more or less 
closed to us now. It has been opened 
slightly with the 1987 economic re
forms, but there are still significant 
barriers to our businesses selling their 
products in Mexico. 

Bringing down those barriers locks in 
preferential access to that market for 
our producers, for our workers. It 
brings us access to where the jobs are 
going to come from in the future, the 
rest of this decade and the 21st cen
tury. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
his contribution. Let me just say brief
ly, to be specific on some of those, I 
was mentioning earlier the automobile 
industry. Right now there is a 20-per
cent tariff on United States-made auto
mobiles that are being exported to 
Mexico, creating a .situation which al
lows us to sell no more than 1,000 auto
mobiles a year, United States-made, 
into the Mexican market. 

D 1430 
Mr. COPPERSMITH. That is fewer 

cars than we sell to Japan where the 
market is essentially closed to United 
States manufacturers. That is the ef
fect of that 20 percent tariff right now. 

On the other hand, the Mexicans 
have no problem or difficulty exporting 
cars made in Mexico back to the Unit
ed States, because our tariff is so low. 

Mr. DREIER. Exactly, a 2.2-percent 
tariff. And basically, as we look at 
this, the 20-percent tariff which they 
have today on our automobiles going in 
will drop down to zero as the 2.2-per
cent tariff that we have on theirs 
comes down to zero. The important 
thing that my friend has just said is 
that that 20-percent tariff remains for 
German and Japanese automobiles 
seeking to enter the Mexican market. 
And so what that says again is that 
there is a tremendous boost given to 
the American worker who has jobs 
today because of exports, and will con
tinue to create more jobs in the area of 
exports in the future with the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

You know, we so often hear that the 
poor Mexican people cannot afford to 
buy any goods made in the United 
States because they have such a sub
standard of living. People who say this 
are looking at the Mexico of 10, 20, 30, 
40, 50, 60 years ago. If you look at the 
growing middle-income wage earner in 
Mexico, it is one of the most dynami
cally growing middle classes in the 
world. And as we look at that, it is im
portant for us to recognize there are 20 
million people in Mexico who fall with
in that middle-income category, many 
of whom desperately want to have the 
chance to purchase United States-man
ufactured goods and services. 

Let us look at the telecommuni
cations industry, which has been a big 
and growing one there. We have all her
alded the decision made by President 
Salinas a few years ago to privatize the 
telephone industry and the banking in
dustry. We know companies like AT&T 
and others will benefit greatly. Why? 
Because of the exports of techno
logically advanced materials that have 
been developed right here in the United 
States to Mexico. Today, once again a 
tariff just like automobiles, 20 percent, 
and that tariff under NAFTA will go 
down to zero. And yet the tariff for 
Japanese telecommunications items 
and German telecommunications items 
will remain at 20 percent, meaning that 

the United States worker will have a 
great preferential treatment over the 
Japanese or the German worker as we 
look at this issue. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Let me follow 
with two examples that are quite im
portant to me and to my district, semi
conductors and computers. 

Right now the Mexican tariff on 
semiconductors is about 10 percent. 
The tariff on computers, where the 
semiconductors are largely used, is 20 
percent. That tariff comes down to zero 
and gives our producers who are mak
ing those products pref eren ti al access 
to the rapidly growing Mexican mar
ket: 

It is important, and there are many 
other examples, automobiles, semi
conductors, computers, any other that 
we care to choose. 

We had a discussion here last week 
where the debate was if NAFTA was a 
business deal, would you sign on to it. 
That is a business deal where really in 
effect we give up so little. We already 
have extremely low tariffs. Our tariff 
averages 2.2 percent for most of these 
products. They are extremely low. We 
have already given the Mexicans one
way free trade into the United States. 
We have already created a sys tern 
where we risk losing jobs to the 
maquiladoras that essentially could be 
operated as export platforms. We al
ready have environmental problems 
along the border because the Mexican 
infrastructure cannot keep up with the 
growth and with the environmental 
problems created by the maquiladoras, 
and where there are immigration pres
sures because people look for increased 
opportunities, whether it is along the 
borders at the maquiladora plants or in 
the United States. 

We give up . so little. We give up our 
problems. We give up extremely low 
tariffs. We give up a system of one-way 
free trade, and in exchange we get ac
cess to one of the fastest growing 
economies in the world. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
once again talking about what I call 
the Sam Gibbons thesis of one-way free 
trade. Every time the distinguished 
chairman of the Trade Subcommittee 
stands up and talks about Mexico, he 
refers to the fact that for decades we 
have had one-way free trade with Mex
ico. They have had access to our mar
kets, and yet we have not had access to 
theirs because of tariff barriers that 
exist. And it seems to me that as we 
look at our goals here, they clearly are 
to try and bring about a balance. We 
hear that things are inequitable, but 
the fact of the matter is the inequity 
lies on the American worker who today 
cannot produce goods that can be sold 
in Mexico without a tax. It is a tax on 
American workers, and American 
goods that are seeking to enter the 
consumer market in Mexico, which 
clearly is growing. In fact, the antici
pation is that we will see a 15-percent 
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D 1440 growth in the consumer market in 

Mexico. It is today the 13th largest 
economy in the world, and the 10th 
largest consumer base there. 

So while we get preferential access 
under NAFTA, the Japanese and the 
Germans do not. They still have those 
very high punitive tariffs on them. It 
stands to reason that this is a major 
victory, a major job creator, a major 
opportunity creator for the United 
States of America. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I think the gen
tleman has raised a couple po in ts that 
I want to follow on. One is that our 
competitors, our economic competi
tors, the ones from whom we have the 
most to fear, and the ones who really 
are competing with us for access to 
these markets, are the Japanese and 
the Europeans. And let us look at what 
they are doing. They are forming trad
ing blocs. They are trying to form com
mon markets or trading blocs as large 
as possible that give their industry and 
their workers and their service indus
tries and their manufacturers pref
erential access within the trading bloc, 
to give themselves as large a base as 
possible. They have done that in West
ern Europe and the Japanese are seek
ing to do it in Asia. But when we try 
and do it in North America, to try and 
give our people preferential access to 
rapidly growing markets that natu
rally want to buy our products, it is 
hard to imagine, if you have not spent 
significant time overseas, how desir
able American products are, and how 
much they want to buy them. We are 
somehow drawing back from that. 

The second point is that it is really 
worse than just one-way free trade. 
The fact that anything Mexico makes 
can come in here with essentially no 
duty, but we are blocked from their 
market, it is worse than that, because 
I think the example the gentleman 
gave me was Tandy Corp. and IBM, and 
we are countenancing a system that 
actively gives American manufacturers 
an incentive to locate in Mexico, be
cause from Mexico they can serve both 
the U.S. market with extremely low 
tariffs, as well as also the Mexican 
market which is closed to American ex-

. ports. We are forcing people to move so 
that they can get access to a rapidly 
growing market under the current sys
tem. 

NAFTA, by lowering the tariffs, re
moves that incentive. You will be able 
to serve the Mexican market with no 
tariff from the United States. 

Mr. DREIER. My friend makes a very 
good point which deserves to be under
stood here. We so often hear from our 
constituents who say gosh, we should 
not pass NAFTA. What about all of 
those U.S. businesses that are fleeing 
to Mexico today. And we like to under
score, my friend and I, that that is 
without NAFTA. NAFTA is the best 
way to counter this. Why? Because 
contrary to the view that is out there, 

United States businesses locate in Mex
ico to take advantage of cheap labor so 
they can sell back to the United 
States, that is wrong. Seventy percent, 
let me say that again, 70 percent of the 
business that United States-owned 
companies that locate in Mexico do, is 
in the Mexican market, because as my 
friend from Phoenix has said, it is the 
only way that they can gain access to 
the Mexican consumer market without 
going through these huge tariff bar
riers. So when the tariff barriers come 
down, the incentive for United States 
businesses to move from the United 
States to Mexico will be eliminated. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. As the gen
tleman from Claremont has pointed 
out, if low wages were everything, then 
Haiti, and Bangladesh, and Burkina 
Faso would be getting all of the jobs. 
They clearly are not. There is more to 
this than just the absolute level of 
wages that is going on here, and it has 
to do with productivity, it has do do 
with access to markets, it has to do 
with many other factors . Wages alone 
are not determinative. 

But even more so, the people who use 
the current status quo as an argument 
for saying look at these jobs moving to 
Mexico, you are right, because so many 
of those points are moving to access 
the rapidly growing Mexican market 
because that is where the growth is 
coming from in the future. But more
over, opposing NAFTA is defending the 
status quo. It is preserving the system 
that has given us this kind of job 
movement, that has created this one
way free trade, that has allowed these 
environmental problems to fester. And 
it keeps the economic stimulus for im
migration high. The only way we can 
deal with those pro bl ems that the cur
rent situation has, that is the status 
quo and that will continue to get 
worse, is to change the way the United 
States and Mexican markets relate to 
each other by giving us two-way free 
market, by letting United States work
ers get preferential access to the rap
idly growing Mexican market. 

Mr. DREIER. My friend's distin
guished tenure in the Foreign Service 
has obviously come out in his ability 
to spot different low-wage markets, 
low-wage spots throughout the globe. 

Let me talk further if I could for just 
a moment about the opponents to 
NAFTA. As I said, there is no one more 
virulently opposed to the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement than the 
Japanese and the Germans. Why? Be
cause they are not treated as well as 
the Americans, and I happen to think 
that is just fine, with the implementa
tion of NAFTA. 

But there is a cadre of people here in 
the United States who have opposed 
NAFTA. And interestingly enough, of 
the Big Five opponents to NAFTA, all 
of them have run for President of the 
United States, and all of them have 
been resoundingly defeated. 

Now, when we hear the argument 
about "not this NAFTA, we want to 
bring about a different North American 
Free-Trade Agreement," I often say, 
"Yes, let us put together a North 
American Free-Trade Agreement that 
would have the support of these five 
people who are opposed to the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement." Of 
those five, let me see, I will name them 
for you: Pat Buchanan, Jesse Jackson, 
Ross Perot, Jerry Brown, and Ralph 
Nader. Those five people have run for 
President of the United States. Those 
five people join the Japanese and the 
Germans as opponents to the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. It is 
an amazing blend of people who look at 
the world much differently but who 
have come together to defeat the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, and 
it is clear that they are wrong. 

Why is it that these people would 
join with the Japanese and the Ger
mans in opposing the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement? It stuns me. 

When you look at those who are sup
porters of the North American Free
Trade Agreement, all living former 
Presidents of the United States. All 
living former Presidents of the United 
States strongly support NAFTA. 

Now we hear about all this money 
that has bought out support for 
NAFTA, bought off Members of Con
gress, bought off all these people. I 
point to former Presidents of the Unit
ed States Jimmy Carter, Richard 
Nixon, Ronald Reagan, George Bush, 
Gerald Ford. These people are inter
ested in the future of the country that 
they had the opportunity to lead. Dem
ocrat and Republican alike, they have 
come together and joined with Presi
dent Clinton in support of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. 

I am a Republican and proud of it. I 
happen to disagree with President Clin
ton on most every issue, but I believe 
he is right when he has joined with all 
of the living former Presidents, who 
strongly support this agreement. So we 
have people who have actually served 
as Commander in Chief who support 
NAFTA. We have five former Presi
dents against five people who sought 
that opportunity: Ross Perot, Jesse 
Jackson, Jerry Brown, my former Gov
ernor in California, Pat Buchanan, and 
Ralph Nader, right down the line. 
These are people who oppose NAFTA. 

I choose to support those who are 
recognizing from experience that they 
had as Commander in Chief that break
ing down barriers is the wave of the fu
ture. 

Now, my friend from Phoenix has re
ferred to the fact that he cannot under
stand why people would not want us to 
have the opportunity for U.S. workers 
to take advantage of that, and he is 
right. People who oppose it are not rec
ognizing that during the decade of the 
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1980's we have had a technological ex
plosion which brought down the Berlin 
Wall, allowed satellite technology, cel
lular telephones, fax machines; all 
these technological advances to im
prove the standard of living and the 
quality of life for peoples throughout 
the world. We want to expand that by 
now reducing tariff barriers so that we 
can recognize that trade is not a zero
sum game. There are winners in the 
trade game. No one has to lose. 

Mr. Speaker, I further yield to my 
friend. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. The gentleman 
mentioned that the five opponents, he 
said the fact that they shared in com
mon was that they were unsuccessful 
candidates for President. I think it is 
also important that we know what 
they also share, that is that in this 
case they are defenders of the status 
quo, defenders of a system of one-way 
free trade, where Mexican products 
come here essentially unhampered and 
our products are more or less blocked 
from the Mexican market. 

So they are also defenders of the 
problems that we have today that are 
essentially getting worse. The 
maquiladora problem that essentially 
can be used as an export platform, the 
environmental problems along the bor
der, the immigration pressures and 
economic pressures leading to people 
moving from Mexico to the United 
States; all those problems are problems 
we face today under the current sys
tem. They will continue to get worse 
unless we change them, unless we get 
the courage to change. The gentleman 
said he was willing to stand with every 
living ex-President, as am I. I am also 
willing to stand with the ingenuity and 
productivity and the American work 
ethic of the American work force. I 
think we can compete with anyone, we 
can compete on any fair terms in the 
world. We are having problems now be
cause we have an unfair tariff in Mex
ico. By reducing that to zero, you will 
just see how well the American worker 
will do. 

Mr. DREIER. My friend is absolutely 
right. I think it is important to point 
out to supporters of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement: Today we 
were all intrigued and pleased to hear 
that the Nobel Peace Prize is jointly 
being extended to Nelson Mandela and 
F.W. de Klerk of South Africa as they 
seek to bring about an end to apart
heid, and freedom and opportunity for 
the people of South Africa. The world 
has recognized that while there are 
still problems there, the peace prize 
was given to them. 

As we look at this trade issue, I 
think we should point to the fact that 
every single living winner of the Nobel 
Laureate for Economics strongly sup
ports the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. In fact, there are 12 ·of 
them, including Kenneth J. Arrow, 
James Buchanan, Gerard Debreu, Mil-

ton Friedman, Wassily Leontief, 
Merton Miller, Franco Modigliani, 
Paul A. Samuelson, Theodore W. 
Schultz, William F. Sharpe, Robert 
Solow, and James Tobin. 

They have joined with 264 other 
economists who have strongly urged 
support, and one of the lines in the let
ter that they sent to President Clinton 
says, "Specifically, the assertions that 
NAFTA will spur an exodus of U.S. jobs 
to Mexico are without basis.'' I think 
that while yesterday the Harvard econ
omist who happens to be our Secretary 
of Labor, Robert Reich, said that an 
economist is someone who did not have 
the personality to become an account
an t, points to the fact that clearly 
economists are not always the most 
heralded around. But we need to recog
nize 264 of them joining with those 
Nobel Laureates in economics, we need 
to recognize that these people have 
closely looked at markets and the fact 
that the United States will gain in the 
area of job opportunities, and those 
people join with the former Presidents 
in strong support of it, against the 
AFL-CIO who join with Ralph Nader, 
Pat Buchanan, Ross Perot, Jesse Jack
son, Jerry Brown, the gang of oppo
nents who really are sticking their 
heads in the sand. As my friend says, 
they are trying to maintain the status 
quo which jeopardizes jobs right here 
in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I further yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. The gentleman 
is right. I think the important thing in 
this debate is we look forward to where 
the jobs are coming from in the future. 
No one has done more to articulate 
that problem and point the way to so
lution than the Secretary of Labor, 
Robert Reich, who is a fervent sup
porter of the free trade agreement, 
even though, following his hip surgery 
replacement in December, it is not 
clear that he passes the domestic con
tent rule. 

So this may be an admission against 
interests, but I think it is important 
that my colleague from Claremont is 
standing here trying to convince our 
colleagues of the importance of the 
free trade agreement because there 
may be some on his side of the aisle 
who are unwilling to do the right thing 
simply because this is an initiative and 
a priority of this administration. That 
is the task that the gentleman has to 
carry. 

I, in turn, on my side of the aisle, 
have to carry, to convince fellow Mem
bers to support our Nation's President 
because he is exactly right. It is not 
enough we look back to the past, that 
we lock ourselves into the problems 
that we have, that we eliminate the op
portunity for continuing growth, for 
where the growth has come from, as 
the gentleman pointed out, is from ex
ports. It is important that we focus on 
what is in the best interest of our Na-

tion's future, not that may recapture a 
past that can never live again. Where 
the jobs are coming from, where the 
growth is coming from is clearly an ex
panded free trade, and if we just lower 
the barriers and let the American 
workers compete on an even basis and 
end this system of one-way free trade, 
I know we will grow and I know we will 
prevail. 

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for 
that very helpful contribution. 

I would like to close by simply say
ing that while there is this view that 
the passion is on the other side, the 
fear of losing jobs, I know that my 
friend joins me in being very concerned 
about the prospect of job loss if 
NAFTA is not passed. 

That is why I urge my colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, to support the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, look 
at the details, look at the fact that we 
will lose jobs in the United States 
without the North American Free
Trade Agreement and that with the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
there is no doubt whatsoever that op
portunity is going to be created for the 
American workers and for us to im
prove the standard of living on both 
sides of the border. 

I hope very much that as November 
17 approaches, that we will be able to 
prevail and provide what I think is the 
single most important job-creating 
vote that we will face in the 103d Con
gress. 

D 1450 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2520 

Mr. YATES submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2520) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-299) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2520) "making appropriations for the Depart
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes," having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 6, 7, 8, 20, 21, 25, 29, 37, 40, 45, 
48, 56, 60, 61, 63, 79, 83, 86, 92, 103, 104, 112, 119, 
122. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 28, 31, 34, 36, 57, 58, 59, 64, 68, 70, 80, 91, 
93, 96, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 113, 114, 115, 
116, and agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 4, 10, 
12, 18, 23, 24, 27, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43, 49, 50, 51, 54, 
62, 67, 69, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 81, 82, 84, 90, 
95, 100, 101, 102, 111, 118, 120, 121, 123, 124, 125. 

Amendment numbered 3: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 3, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend

ment insert: $12,122,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 5, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $484 ,313,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $73,565,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 11, and agree to the same wi.th an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $6,700,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 13, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $9,000,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 14, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by. said amend
ment insert: $12,000,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $12,000,000 ; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $163,519,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 17, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $162,092,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 19, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,061,823,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 22, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert: : $42,585,000; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 26, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $95,250,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 30, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $65,796,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 32, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $169,436,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 33, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $105,163,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 35, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,490,805,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 44, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $166,979,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 46, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $81,907,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 47, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $77,369,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 52: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 52, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $23,838,000 ; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 53, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $18,464,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 55, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $2,394 ,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 65: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 65, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $168,107,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 66: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 66, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $2,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 78: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 78, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Delete the matter stricken and inserted by 
said amendment; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 85: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 85, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $430,674,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 87: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 87, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $690,375,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 88: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 88, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $254,025,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 89: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 89, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $206,800,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 94: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 94, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $86,553,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 97: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 97, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $1,645,877,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 98: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 98, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $7,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 99: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 99, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $296,982,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 117: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 117, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert: 313 ; and the Sen
ate agree to the same. 

SIDNEY R. YATES, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
NORMAN D. DICKS, 
TOM BEVILL, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
RONALD D. COLEMAN, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
RALPH REGULA , 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JIM KOLBE 

(except for amend
ments Nos. 16, 17, 
18, and 123), 

RON PACKARD 
(except for amend

ments Nos. 16, 17, 
18, and 123), 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
PA TRICK J. LEAHY, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
ERNEST F . HOLLINGS, 
HARRY REID, 
PATTY MURRAY, 
DON NICKLES, 
TED STEVENS, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2520), 
making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and Related Agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes. submit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in ex
planation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 

The conference agreement on H.R. 2520 in
corporates some of the provisions of both the 
House and the Senate versions of the bill. 
Report language and allocations set forth in 
either House Report 103-158 or Senate Report 
103-114 which are not changed by the con
ference are approved by the committee of 
conference. The statement of the managers, 
while repeating some report language for 
emphasis, does not negate the language ref
erenced above unless expressly provided 
herein. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

Amendment No. 1: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 

the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 
For expenses necessary for protection, use, im

provement, development, disposal , cadastral sur
veying, classification, and performance of other 
functions, including maintenance of facilities, 
as authorized by law, in the management of 
lands and their resources under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Land Management, including 
the general administration of the Bureau of 
Land Management, $599,860,000, of which the 
following amounts shall remain available until 
expended: $1,462,000 to be derived from the spe
cial receipt account established by section 4 of 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601--fia(i)), and 
$69,418 ,000 for the Automated Land and Mineral 
Record System Project: Provided , That appro
priations herein made shall be not available for 
the destruction of healthy, unadopted, wild 
horses and burros in the care of the Bureau of 
Land Management or its contractors; and in ad
dition, $15,300,000 for Mining Law Administra
tion program operations to remain available 
through September 30, 1994, to be reduced by 
amounts collected by the Bureau of Land Man
agement and credited to this appropriation from 
annual mining claim fees so as to result in a 
final fiscal year 1994 appropriation estimated at 
not more than $599,860,000: Provided further, 
That in addition to funds otherwise available, 
not to exceed $5,000,000 from annual mining 
claims fees shall be credited to this account for 
the costs of administering the mining claim fee 
program, and shall remain available until ex
pended. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment appropriates $599,860,000 
for management of lands and resources in
stead of $604,415,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. The House did not include funds for this 
account. The amendment also derives 
$15,300,000 for mining law administration and 
$5,000,000 for the administration of the min
ing claim fee program from mining claim 
fees, and prohibits the destruction of healthy 
wild horses and burros as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The decrease from the amount proposed by 
the Senate consists of $250,000 for oil and gas 
in energy and minerals development; $55,000 
for preparation of land for disposal and sale 
in Oregon, $400,000 for land withdrawal re
views, and $1,000,000 for land exchanges, all 
in lands and realty management; $300,000 for 
the Rio Puerco watershed, NM, in soil, 
water, and air management; $300,000 for ri
parian management, $500,000 for threatened 
and endangered species habitat management, 
and $750,000 for general habitat management, 
all in wildlife habitat management; $50,000 
for the Chacoan Outliers in cultural re
sources management; $50,000 for the bicycle 
trail between Glendale and Powers, OR, and 
$400,000 for general management activities, 
both in recreation resources management; 
and $500,000 for facilities maintenance. 

The managers agree that $55,000 is avail
able within funds for lands and realty man
agement to allow the BLM to prepare for the 
disposal and sale of 1,500 acres of BLM-ad
ministered lands in order to compensate for 
the loss of local county tax revenues which 
results from the acquisition of the Wood 
River Ranch in the Klamath Basin, OR. 

FIRE PROTECTION 
The managers agree that within funds pro

vided for Bureau of Indian Affairs 

presuppression activities $300,000 is to com
plete the fire fuel break project around 
Glenallen, AK. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 
Amendment No. 2: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment, insert: $10,467,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment appropriates $10,467,000 for 
construction and access instead of $10,817,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The House made 
no such appropriation. The reduction below 
the amount proposed by the Senate consists 
of $250,000 for a low-water crossing below 
Pathfinder Dam,, WY; and $100,000 for inter
pretation and visitor facilities at Forts Craig 
and Cummings, NM. 

LAND ACQUISITION 
Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $12,122,000 

for land acquisition instead of $14,877,000 as 
proposed by the House and $8,177,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The management agrees to the following 
distribution of funds: 

Book Cliffs, UT ................. . 
Cache Creek, CA ...... ......... . 
Central Valley Wetlands, 

CA ...... ... ............ ...... ....... . 
Cowiche Canyon Preserve, 

WA ................................. . 
Desert Tortoise Habitat .. . . 
Garden Park Fossil Area, 

co ... .... .................... ....... . 
Idaho Lands .. ........ ... ....... .. . 
Mcintire Spring, CO ......... . 
Morongo Canyons, CA ... ... . 
Pechanga Burial Grounds, 

CA .............................. .... . 
San Pedro NCA, AZ .......... . 
Santa Rosas Mountains, 

CA ............... .. ... .... .......... . 
West Eugene Wetlands, OR 
Wood River, OR ................ . 
Inholdings ........................ . 
Acquisition Management .. 

Total, Bureau of Land 
Management ... .. .... ...... . 

$245,000 
700,000 

900,000 

400,000 
700,000 

500,000 
1,450,000 

550,000 
200,000 

300,000 
1,000,000 

1,000,000 
750,000 

1,400,000 
750,000 

1,277,000 

12,122,000 

The managers acknowledge that Uintah 
County, Utah, has established a policy of no 
net gain of Federal land and no net loss of 
private property within the county, as a 
means to ensure a stable and secure tax base. 
Therefore. the funds to be used to complete 
acquisition of the Cripple Cowboy Ranch in 
the Book Cliffs/Bitter Creek, UT area cannot 
be expended until the Bureau of Land Man
agement (1) identifies a list of specific Fed
eral acreage located throughout Uintah 
County, which is equal in value and equal in 
amount to the acreage involved with the full 
acquisition of the Cripple Cowboy Ranch, 
that will be exchanged to the county in a 
diligent and timely manner, and (2) has con
sulted with the Uintah County Commission. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 
The managers agree that the Bureau of 

Land Management may reprogram funds 
within this account for watershed assess
ment and restoration, up to a maximum of 
$17,300,000. Within 60 days of enactment, the 
Department shall report to the Committees 
on Appropriations as to which programs 
were decreased to provide the watershed 
funds. 
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Amendment No. 4: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 

RANGE IMPRO VEMENTS 

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisition 
of lands and interests therein , and improvement 
of Federal range-lands pursuant to section 401 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), notwithstanding 
any other Act, sums equal to 50 per centum of 
all moneys received during the pri or fiscal year 
under sections 3 and 15 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) and the amount des
ignated for range improvements from grazing 
fees and mineral leasing receipts from 
Bankhead-Jones lands transferred to the De
partment of the Interior pursuant to law, but 
not less than $10,025,000 , to remain available 
until expended: Provided , That not to exceed 
$600,000 shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other costs 
related to processing application documents and 
other authorizations for use and disposal of 
public lands and resources , for costs of provid
ing copies of official public land documents, for 
monitoring construction, operation, and termi
nation of facilities in conjunction with use au
thorizations, and for rehabilitation of damaged 
property , such amounts as may be collected 
under sections 209(b), 304(a), 304(b) , 305(a), and 
504(g) of the Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1701) , and sections 101 and 203 of Public 
Law 93-153, to be immediately available until 
expended: Provided , That notwithstanding any 
provision to the contrary of section 305(a) of the 
Act of October 21 , 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1735(a)), any 
moneys that have been or will be received pursu
ant to that section, whether as a result of for
feiture , compromise , or settlement, if not appro
priate for refund pursuant to section 305(c) of 
that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), shall be available 
and may be expended under the authority of 
this or subsequent appropriations Acts by the 
Secretary to improve, protect, or rehabilitate 
any public lands administered through the Bu
reau of Land Management which have been 
damaged by the action of a resource developer, 
purchaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys col
lected from each such forfeiture , compromise, or 
settlement are used on the exact lands damage 
to which led to the forfeiture, compromise, or 
settlement: Provided further, That such moneys 
are in excess of amounts needed to repair dam
age to the exact land for which collected. 

MISCELLANEO US TRUST FUNDS 

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

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land Man
agement shall be available for purchase, erec
tion, and dismantlement of temporary struc
tures, and alteration and maintenance of nec
essary buildings and appurtenant facilities to 
which the United States has title; up to $100,000 
for payments, at the discretion of the Secretary , 
for information or evidence concerning viola
tions of laws administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management; miscellaneous and emer
gency expenses of enforcement activities author-

ized or approved by the Secretary and to be ac
counted for solely on his certificate, not to ex
ceed $10,000: Provided, That notwithstanding 44 
U.S.C. 501, the Bureau may, under cooperative 
cost-sharing and partnership arrangements au
thorized by law, procure printing services from 
cooperators in connection with jointly-produced 
publications for which the cooperators share the 
cost of printing either in cash or in services , and 
the Bureau determines the cooperator is capable 
of meeting accepted quality standards. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment provides indefinite appro
priations for range improvements; service 
charges, deposits, and forfeitures; and mis
cellaneous trust funds as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill included no appro
priations for these accounts. 

The amendment also includes administra
tive provisions for the Bureau of Land Man
agement as proposed by the Senate, amended 
to delete references to expenditures for Or
egon and California Railroad and Coos Bay 
Wagon Road grant lands no longer required. 
The House had no similar provision. 

U . S . FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $484,313,000 
for resource management instead of 
$492,229,000 as proposed by the House and 
$476,831 ,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The net change to the House position in
cludes the following: 

Increases: 
Bay estuary program co-

ordination .... .. ... .. ..... .. . 
Platte River studies ...... . 
Middle Rio Grande 

Bosque project .. ........ .. . 
Alaska accident preven

tion, safety and sur-
vival training ... ... ....... . 

Nevada Negotiated Water 
Settlement Act ..... .... .. . 

Alaska refuge operations 
(transfer from NBS) .... . 

Alaska subsistence har-
vest ........ ....... ............ .. . 

Harvest information ..... . . 
Training .... ... . .. ..... ....... .. . 
Philadelphia port of 

entry ................... .. .. .... . 
Baltimore port of entry .. 

Decreases: 
Endangered species: 

Pre listing .. ......... .... .... . 
Listing ..... .. ....... ... ... .... . 
Co.nsultation .. .... ..... .... . 
Recovery .... .... ... ... .... .. . 

Washington State 
ecosystems project ..... . 

Chicago Wetlands Office 
Bay estuary program: 

Puget Sound ....... ...... .. . 
San Francisco Bay ..... . 
Long Island Sound/So. 

New England ... ...... .. . 
Hydropower licensing/re-

licensing ... ...... ......... ... . 
Environmental contami-

nants .. ... .. .... .... ........... . 
National Wetlands Inven-

tory .. .. ..... ... .. ........ .... .. . 
Challenge Cost Share .. .. . 
Air quality activities .. .. . 
Habitat Management .. . .. . 
Refuge operations and 

maintenance ........ . .... .. . 
Water rights .... ... ..... ...... . 
Maintenance ..... ..... ...... .. . 
RESERVA .. .. ..... . ........... . 

$75,000 
196,000 

200,000 

300,000 

100,000 

665,000 

$250,000 
250,000 
700,000 

100,000 
200,000 

250,000 
250,000 

1,500,000 
2,125,0009 

138,000 
143,000 

69,000 
25,000 

100,000 

125,000 

500,000 

1,100,000 
250,000 
250,000 
800,000 

375,000 
250,000 
500,000 
150,000 

October 15, 1993 
North American Water

fowl Management Pro-
gram Coordination ..... . 

Fisheries stewardship .... . 
Interjurisdictional rivers 
Space rental ...... .... ........ . 

$125,000 
500,000 
427,000 

1,000,000 

The managers agree to the following: 
1. Up to $100,000 within habitat conserva

tion is available for model wetlands restora
tion at The Wilds, Ohio. 

2. $400,000 is included within the recovery 
budget for Mexican wolf recovery programs. 

3. The Service is to follow the guidance 
provided in House Report 103-158 regarding 
the innovative habitat conservation program 
in southern California. 

4. None of the reduction for habitat man
agement below the House level is specifically 
directed at Patuxent NWR, MD. 

5. While $665,000 has been transferred back 
to refuge operations in Alaska from the Na
tional Biological Survey, the Service should 
continue to coordinate with the NBS on 
those activities which have been conducted 
for several years by the Alaska Research 
Center. 

The managers urge the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to complete its review of the regula
tions governing the release and harvest of 
captive-reared mallards on State licensed 
regulated shooting areas. The Service should 
review all data bases on this issue, including 
its current study on duck release programs 
as well as other studies in progress , and 
present its findings to the Committees on 
Appropriations and other interested parties 
before considering any changes in regula
tions. 

The managers recognize the importance of 
the Treaty Indian Catch Monitoring Pro
gram and the essential role of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service in providing technical 
assistance in support of this program for the 
collection and dissemination of Tribal com
mercial fisheries harvest data. The managers 
encourage the Service to do everything in its 
power to ensure the continued success of the 
Treaty Indian Catch Monitoring Program. 

Amendment No. 6: Earmarks $2,500,000 for 
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation as 
proposed by the House instead of $1,500,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 7: Deletes Senate provi
sion earmarking $100,000 for the purpose of 
compiling and maintaining a database con
sisting of big game and small game popu
lation levels and hunter harvests in, and ad
jacent to , areas under consideration for wolf 
reintroduction. While not specifying a cer
tain dollar amount, the managers urge the 
Service to compile this data within available 
funds consistent with the objectives identi
fied in the Senate bill lang-uage and, in par
ticular, to make use of data already avail
able and to cooperate with State efforts al
ready underway to establish a comprehen
sive big game database. 

Amendment No. 8: Deletes Senate earmark 
of $40,000 for the research program relating 
to habitat and repopulation studies and pos
sible interactions between wolves and moun
tain lions in and around Yellowstone Na
tional Park. This issue is addressed under 
the National Biological Survey. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $73,565,000 
for consttuction instead of $53,209,000 as pro
posed by the House and $79,388,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis
tribution of funds: 

Site Description Amount 

Aransas NWR. TX Office/residence replacement $294,000 
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Site 

Bear River MBR. UT 
Bozeman Fish Tech Center. 

MT. 
Cape Romain NWR. SC ........ . 
Chehalis River, WA . 
Crab Orchard NWR 
Eastern Shore of Virginia 

NWR, VA. 
Hatchie NWR, TN 
Hawaii Captive Breeding Fa-

cility, HI. 
Hawaii Refuges. HI .............. .. 
Kenai NWR, AK ............ .. 
Ketchikan Eco Services, AK ... 
Lake llo NWR. ND ................. . 
Lower Truckee River, NV ....... . 
Makah NFH, WA ........ ........ ... .. 
National Ed & Training Cen-

ter, WV. 
Noxubee NWR, MS ................ . 
Ottawa NWR, OH 
Ouray NWR, UT ....... . 

Pacific Institute of Natural 
Sciences, OR. 

Pacific Island NWR, HI ........ .. 
Panther Swamp NWR, MS ... .. 
Prime Hook NWR, DE ............ . 
Tensas NWR, LA 
Togiak NWR, AK ........... ......... . 
Trempealeau NWR. WI .......... . 
Upper Souris NWR. ND ....... .. . 
Walnut Creek NWR, IA ......... . 
Wertheim NWR, NY ............... . 
Wichita Mins WR, OK ........... . 

William Finley NWR, OR ....... . 

Emergency projects 
Dam safety inspections ....... .. 
Bridge Inspections .......... ..... .. 
Construction management ... . 
Offset . 

Total .... ........ . 

Description 

Flood damage repair 
Fish contaminant building .. . 

Replacement visitor center .. . 
River restoration .................. . 
Water tower rehabilitation ... . 
Complete visitor center ..... .. . 

Handicapped fishing access 
Endangered bird species ..... . 

Fencing ................................ . 
Skilak Loop ...................... .... . 
Replace dock facilities .. ...... . 
Improve dam safety ............. . 
Restore habitat ...... 
Road Rehabilitation ............. . 
Training Center ..... .. ........ ..... . 

Plan bridge replacement 
Metzger Marsh dike ............ .. 
Endangered razorback sucker 
Pelican Lake Pipeline 

Repair seawall ...... ..... ... ....... . 
Replace 4 bridges ............... . 
Replace office/visitor center 
Access road ......................... . 
Employee housing (3) .......... . 
Entrance road bridge .......... .. 
High hazard dam ................ .. 
Refuge development ....... .... .. 
Building repairs .................. .. 
Grama Lake Dam .... .. ........... . 
Complete facility .................. . 
Waste water treatment sys-

tem. 
Muddy Creek Bridge replace

ment. 

Lake Elmer Thomas dam ...... 

Amount 

$250,000 
1.160,000 

1,550,000 
200,000 
439,000 

1,000,000 

500,000 
1,500,000 

450,000 
2,000,000 
1,350,000 
9,280,000 

450,000 
500,000 

21,280,000 

800,000 
1,800,000 

970,000 
714,000 
650,000 

500,000 
1,375,000 

342,000 
2,620,000 
1,145,000 

351,000 
6,303,000 
5,290,000 

334,000 
560,000 
600,000 
150,000 

130,000 

1,000,000 
594,000 
579,000 

5,540,000 
-985,000 

73,565,000 

No funds have been provided to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for the pollution 
abatement facility at the Winthrop National 
Fish Hatchery, WA because this facility has 
been transferred to the Bureau of Reclama
tion. 

The managers agree that the fiscal year 
1994 appropriation ends the Federal contribu
tion to the Pacific Institute of Natural 
Sciences. 

The managers have provided an additional 
$1.5 million to the Service for Phase I of the 
captive propagation facility for endangered 
species in Hawaii. Since the Service ha.s stat
ed that this project is a high priority, the 
managers expect the Service to include the 
funds needed for operation of this facility 
and Phase II construction in the fiscal year 
1995 budget and beyond. 

Amendment No. 10: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken by said 
amendment, insert the following: 
of which $1,800,000 shall be available as a grant 
from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
to Ducks Unlimited, Inc., for construction of the 
Federal portion of the dike and pumping station 
at Metzger Marsh: Provided, That notwith
standing any other provision of law a single 
procurement for the construction of facilities at 
the Walnut Creek National Wildlife Refuge, 
Iowa may be issued which includes the full 
scope of the project: Provided further, That the 
solicitation and the contract shall contain the 
clause "availability of funds" found at 48 CPR 
52.323.18 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment restores House language 
stricken by the Senate regarding construc
tion of a Metzger Marsh dike and pumping 
station at Ottawa NWR, OH and allows a sin-
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gle procurement to go forward for construc
tion at Walnut Creek NWR, IA. 
NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND 

RESTORATION FUND 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $6,700,000 
for natural resource damage assessment in
stead of $7 ,260,000 as proposed by the House 
and $6,260,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Amendment No. 12: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment which appropriates $82,655,000 
for land acquisition instead of $61,610,000 as 
proposed by the House and $76,204,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis
tribution: 

ACE River Basin, SC ........ . 
Alaska Peninsula NWR, 

AK······· ······· ········ ······· ··-·· 
Alaska Refuges ............. .... . 
Archie Carr NWR, FL ....... . 
Back Bay NWR, VA .......... . 
Balcones Canyonlands 

NWR,TX ................... .... . 
Bald Knob NWR, AR ......... . 
Bogue Chi tto NWR, LA .... . 
Buenos Aires NWR, AZ ..... . 
Cache River, AR ............... . 
Canaan Valley NWR, WV .. . 
Cape May NWR, NJ ....... ... . 
Chincoteague NWR, VA .... . 
Columbian Deer NWR, WA. 
Connecticut River NWR 

(planning) ...................... . 
Cypress Creek NWR, IL .... . 
E.B. Forsythe NWR, NJ .... . 
Emiquon NWR, NJ ........... . 
Grand Bay NWR, MS, AL .. 
Grasslands (Gallo Ranch), 

CA .................. ....... ......... . 
Grays Harbor NWR, WA ... . 
Great Swamp NWR, NJ .... . 
Kilauea NWR, HI .............. . 
Lake Wales Ridge NWR, 

FL .................................. . 
Lower Rio Grande Valley 

NWR,TX ..... ... ........... ... . . 
Lower Suwannee NWR, FL. 
Marais de Cygnes, KS ....... . 
Minnesota Valley NWR, 

MN ................................. . 
Pelican Island NWR, FL ... . 
Pettaquamscutt NWR, RI .. 
Rachel Carson NWR, ME .. . 
Red Rock Lakes, MT ........ . 
Sacramento River NWR, 

CA .................................. . 
San Francisco Bay NWR, 

CA .................................. . 
St. Marks NWR, FL ... ... .... . 
Sippewisset Marsh, MA .... . 
Stewart B. McKinney 

NWR, CT ........................ . 
Stone Lakes NWR, CA ...... . 
Tensas NWR, LA ............... . 
Trinity River NWR, TX .. .. . 
Tualatin NWR, OR ........... . 
Two Ponds Wetlands, CO .. . 
Wallkill NWR, NJ ......... .. .. . 
Inholdings .................... .... . 
Acquisition management .. 
Emergency/hardships .. ..... . 
National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation ... .. ........... .. .. . 

Total, Fish and Wild 
life Service ............. .... . 

$3,000,000 

250,000 
3,000,000 
1,390,000 

500,000 

3,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
1,200,000 
3,000,000 
2,000,000 
2,100,000 

500,000 
500,000 

500,000 
3,000,000 
4,500,000 
1,430,000 

500,000 

2,100,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
2,175,000 

2,000,000 

2,360,000 
1,000,000 

400,000 

1,000,000 
1,220,000 

750,000 
2,000,000 

400,000 

3,000,000 

2,500,000 
780,000 
800,000 

1,600,000 
1,000,000 
1,900,000 
1,000,000 
2,000,000 
1,800,000 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 
8,500,000 
1,000,000 

5,000,000 

82,655,000 

The managers agree that the $500,000 rec
ommended for the implementation of the 
Silvio 0. Conte Refuge Act of 1990 in the 
Connecticut River Basin will be used pri
marily to complete the planning process. 
The Conte refuge represents an opportunity 
for a new kind of wildlife refuge, one that 
emphasizes building on existing efforts to 
protect the ecosystem and on cooperative 
agreements between State, local, Federal 
agencies, private landowners, and nonprofit 
foundations and citizen organizations. The 
Department of the Interior should interpret 
the Connecticut River in the context of the 
region's cultural, geological and ecological 
history with the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the National Park Service working in a 
coordinated fashion. 

The appropriation for acquisition at E.B. 
Forsythe NWR, NJ is for tracts at Chestnut 
Neck, Reedy Creek, Stout Creek and 
Manahawkin in the Barnegat Expansion 
Area. 

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
CONSERVATION FUND 

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $9,000,000 
for the cooperative endangered species con
servation fund instead of $9,571,000 as pro
posed by the House and $8,571,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND 

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $12,000,000 
for the National wildlife refuge fund instead 
of $11,748,000 as proposed by the House and 
$13,748,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION 
FUND 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $12,000,000 
for the North American Wetlands Conserva
tion Fund instead of $11,257,000 as proposed 
by the House and $13,257 ,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 

RESEARCH, INVENTORIES, AND SURVEYS 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates 
$163,519,000 for research, inventories, and sur
veys instead of $163,604,000 as proposed by the 
House and $156,837 ,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The net change to the House position in
cludes the following: 
Increases: 

Restoration of House 
general reduction (spe-
cies biology) ............... . 

Restoration of House 
general reduction (pop-
ulation dynamics) ...... . 

Restoration of House 
general reduction 
(ecosystems) ............... . 

Reno biodiversity initia-
tive ............................. . 

Patuxent operations .. .... . 
Stuttgart, AR facility ... . 

Decreases: 
Genetics and systematics 

research ...................... . 
Endangered plant re-

search ............. .... ........ . 
Population dynamics .. .. . . 
Monitoring and inven-

tory ....................... ... .. . 
Landscape functions ...... . 
Large rivers ................... . 
Southern forested wet-

lands ....... .......... .......... . 
Ecological impacts of 

contaminants .. .. .. ... ... . . 
Transfer to Bureau of 

Mines ................ ......... . . 
Aquatic Gap Analysis .... . 

$600,000 

600,000 

2,500,000 

1,500,000 
400,000 
90,000 

375,000 

300,000 
300,000 

500,000 
300,000 
400,000 

250,000 

250,000 

400,000 
500,000 
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inventories .......... ........ $500,000 
Socioeconomics evalua-

tion .. .. . .. . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. 500,000 
Technical Support Cen-

ter . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . .. .. .. .. .. . . . 200,000 
Administration .... .. .... .. ... 1,000,000 

The managers agree to the following: 
1. Every effort should be made to keep ad

ministrative costs at a minimum. The man
agers do not want potential savings from 
consolidation of Department of the Interior 
research functions to be eroded by a signifi
cant growth in overhead positions; particu
larly important is to control the number of 
positions and dollars associated with Con
gressional and Public Affairs . 

2. Money for a waterfowl survey in the 
Yukon-Kuskokwin NWR, AK and for Alaska 
marine mammal management is included 
within the amount provided as proposed in 
the budget and by the House. The managers 
expect the National Biological Survey to 
continue these activities in coordination 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

3. The Survey is to allocate $40,000 for the 
research program relating to habitat and re
population studies and possible interactions 
between wolves and mountain lions in and 
around Yellowstone National Park. 

The managers have agreed to retain the 
Fish Farming Experimental Laboratory in 
Stuttgart, Arkansas, in the National Bio
logical Survey. The managers are aware of 
concerns, however, that placing the Labora
tory in the National Biological Survey may 
not be compatible with the Laboratory's leg
islative mandate under the Fish and Rice 
Rotation Act (P.L. 85-342). Because of this 
concern, the managers will reexamine at the 
end of 1994 whether the Laboratory should be 
located in the National Biological Survey or 
if the unique research mandate and mission 
of the Laboratory might be better served by 
moving the Laboratory to the Fish and Wild
life Service's Fishery Operations or to the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Amendment No. 17: Earmarks $162,092,000 
to remain available until September 30, 1995 
instead of $162,177,000 as proposed by the 
House and $155,410,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 18: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: : Provided, That 
none of the funds under this head shall be used 
to conduct new surveys on private property un
less specifically authorized in writing by the 
property owner 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers agree that funding for the 
National Biological Survey is provided only 
to the extent authorized by law and shall be 
used to continue ongoing research activities 
of the Department previously carried out by 
a variety of separate agencies within the De
partment. This provision is not intended to 
create or diminish any activity or power, 
whether express or implied. The funding is 
specifically limited in kind and scope to re
search and other activities expressly author
ized by law. 

While the managers support the goals out
lined by the Secretary when he proposed cre
ation of this new agency, i.e . to consolidate 
the collection and dissemination of biologi
cal information, concerns have been raised 
about the authorities of the new agency, par
ticularly with respect to private property 
rights and the use of volunteers which 

should rightly be addressed through the au
thorizing process which is currently ongoing. 
The managers encourage the appropriate au
thorizing committees to act promptly to 
clarify the mission and responsibilities of 
this new agency. Language is also included 
requiring written permission of the property 
owner before conducting any new surveys on 
private property. 

The amendment also deletes Senate lan
guage regarding use of volunteers and ac
ceptance of lands, buildings, or equipment 
from public and private sources. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

Amendment No. 19: Appropriates 
$1,061,823,000 for operation of the National 
park system instead of $1,059,033,000 as pro
posed by the House and $1,063,335,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Changes to the Senate distribution of 
funds is as follows: · 

Increases: 
Resource stewardship: 

Special focuS/new parks 
Work force 

professionalization ... 
Prototype monitoring 
System level research 
Carlsbad Caverns NP, 

NM ..... .. ............ .. .... .. . 
Everglades NP. FL .. .. .. 
San Francisco Mari-

time NHP, CA ...... .... . 
Santa Monica Moun

tains NRA, CA .......... 
Visitor services: 

Big Bend NP, TX (air
plane operations) ...... 

Guadalupe Mountains 
NP,TX .................... .. 

Chamizal NMEM, TX .. . 
Cuyahoga Valley NRA, 

OH ... ...... ........ .. .... .. .. . 
Allegheny Portage RR, 

PA ........... .. ............. .. 
Ft. Necessity NB. PA .. 
Johnstown Flood 

NMEM, PA ............. .. 
Fords Theatre ............ . . 
Special Focus/New 

Parks ...... ......... .. ... ... . 
Maintenance: Special 

focuS/new parks ......... . . 
Park Support: Special 

focuS/new parks ........ .. . 
Decreases: 

Cultural resources cyclic 
maintenance .. ........... .. . 

Regional cyclic mainte-
nance .. .. .... ....... ..... ..... . . 

Regional repair and reha-
bilitation ... .......... ...... .. 

Base increase (Park sup-
port) .. ... ... ... .... .. .......... . 

Challenge Cost Share .. . .. 
Poverty Point NM, LA .. . 
Keweenaw NHP, MI ..... .. . 

$1,007,000 

900,000 
100,000 
100,000 

150,000 
500,000 

350,000 

310,000 

125,000 

370,000 
132,000 

1,200.000 

150,000 
250,000 

100,000 
75,000 

136,000 

714,000 

155,000 

844,000 

2,474,000 

2,906,000 

600,000 
1,000,000 

212,000 
300,000 

The managers agree that there is no spe
cific earmark for the Santa Fe Trail within 
the increase for the National Trail System 
and there is no earmark for the New Jersey 
Coastal Heritage Trail. 

Within the amounts provided are the fol
lowing: 

1. $350,000 for trails at Big South Fork 
NRA, TN. 

2. $50,000 for picnic shelters at Bighorn 
Canyon NRA, WY, and 

3. $40,000 for the Sterling Munro nature 
trail at North Cascades, NP, WA. 

The managers are aware of the National 
Park Service's decision to remove the under-

ground commercial concession operated fa
cilities from the concessions contract at 
Carlsbad Caverns National Park. The man
agers encourage the Secretary to revisit this 
issue and to ensure that adequate oppor
tunity will continue to be provided for public 
input on this decision. Among the factors 
that should be covered upon further review 
are: whether the lunchroom has a negative 
impact on the environmental integrity of the 
caverns, impact on the visitor experience , 
and consistency with 16 U.S.C. 20. 

The managers agree to review funding for 
Keweenaw NHP, MI during consideration of 
the fiscal year 1995 appropriation. 

Amendment No. 20: Strikes Senate lan
guage prohibiting the National Park Service 
from entering into concessionaire contracts 
that do not include a termination for cause 
clause. The House had no similar provision . 

Amendment No. 21 : Deletes Senate provi
sion which reallocates two natural resource 
management positions for wolf reintroduc
tion to improvement of the physical infra
structure of Yellowstone NP. 

The managers expect that Yellowstone Na
tional Park will receive fair consideration in 
the allocation of the increased funds pro
vided for park operations in fiscal year 1994. 
In allocating these resources, the Park Serv
ice should address the need for balance be
tween funds for natural resource protection 
and visitor services. Any increases provided 
for natural resource activities should be tar
geted towards the protection and preserva
tion of the significant natural resources 
which draw so many visitors to the first es
tablished national park, and not be used for 
activities associated with wolf reintroduc
tion. At the same time, the park should seek 
to maximize the provisions of the recently 
enacted Budget Reconciliation legislation 
related to funding for fee collection activi
ties. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 

Amendment No. 22: Appropriates $42,585,000 
for national recreation and preservation in
stead of $35,606,000 as proposed by the House 
and $43,844,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The agreement also deletes the Senate ear
mark of $610,000 for the Roosevelt Campo
bello International Park Commission. Delet
ing this language in no way reduces the 
amount available to the Roosevelt Campo
bello International Park Commission. 

Changes to the House position include in
creases of $250,000 for the National Center for 
Preservation Technology, $300,000 for Inter
national Park Affairs, $25,000 for the Maine 
Acadian Cultural Preservation Commission, 
$750,000 for the Native Hawaiian culture and 
arts program, $5,304,000 for the Wheeling Na
tional Heritage area, $400,000 for Steel Herit
age Industry technical assistance and a de
crease of $50,000 in grant administration. 

The funding level includes $5,304,000 as pro
posed by the Senate, for the Wheeling 
project. These funds are made available sub
ject to the passage of authorizing legislation, 
however, in the event authorizing legislation 
is not enacted prior to March 30, 1994, these 
funds will become available at that time. In 
the interim period. the Park Service may 
provide technical assistance funds only for 
the Wheeling project. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 23: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment which appropriates 
$201,724,000 for construction instead of 
$183,949,000 as proposed by the House and 
$191,136,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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The managers on the part of the Senate 

will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis
tribution: 

Acadia NP, ME Restore carriage roads ....... 1,327,000 
Alaska Parks Employee housing ...... .. ....... 5,433,000 
Alaska Parks ................. . Communication system ...... 2,560,000 
Allegheny Portage Railroad, Lemon House Rehabilitation 1,930,000 

PA. 
Biscayne NP, FL . EQuipment, exhibits. trails 3,355,000 
Blackstone River Valley NHC Massachusetts/Rhode Is- 500,000 

land. 
Blue Ridge Parkway, VA . Hare Mill Pond dam ........... 450,000 
Boston NHP, MA Old South Meeting House . 2,400,000 
Boston NHP, MA Dorchester Heights .. .. .. ....... 700,000 
Boston NHP, MA . U.S.S. Constitution Museum 1,900,000 
Boston Public Library, MA . Rehabilitation . 2,000,000 
Chamizal NM, TX .. .. .. ..... Landscape, lighting . 840,000 
Chickamauga-Chattanooga Road relocation . 3,600,000 

NMP. 
Chickasaw NRA, OK Campground rehabilitation 1,420,000 
Colonial NHP, VA ...... Jones Mill Pond dam _ . 1.000,000 
Coulee Dam NRA, WA .......... Boat launch ................ 416,000 
Crater Lake National Park, Campground expansion 150,000 

OR. 
Cuyahoga Valley NRA, OH ... Krejci toxic waste cleanup 3,800,000 

Armington dam safety 200,000 
mods. 

Rehabilitate historic struc- 1,000,000 
tu res. 

Railroad track and bridges 2,000,000 
Delaware Water Gap NRA, Raymondskill Falls Develop- 450,000 

PA. men!. 
Bushkill Access ........ .. .... 1,300,000 
Trail Development ...... .. 195,000 

Denali NPP, AK .. . Mountain rescue center 1.487,000 
Teklinika restrooms . 2,200,000 

Franklin D. Roosevelt Memo- . ····-· ........................ 11,000,000 
rial, DC. 

Gateway NRA, NY ... Great Kills Bathhouse 7,150,000 
Gateway NRA, NY ................. Reis Park . 5,200,000 
Gettysburg NMP, PA ....... Technical assistance . 100,000 
Grand Canyon NP, Al Employee housing . 6,447,000 
Great Basin NP, NV ............. Water system . 250,000 
Harpers Ferry National His- Lower town 2,637,000 

toric Park. 
Hot Springs, AR .......... ..... .. Flood Control . 350,000 
Ice Age Scientific Reserve, Exhibits . 500,000 

WI. 
Independence NHP, PA ... Rehabilitate utility system 15,100,000 
Indiana Dunes NL, IN Long Lake Wetlands Over- 125,000 

look. 
James A. Garfield NHS, OH Site, building restoration 1,311 ,000 
Jean Lafitte NHP, LA .... .. ...... Various projects ... 925,000 
John D. Rockefeller Parkway, Relocate Flagg Ranch . 700,000 

WY. 
Kalaupapa NHP, HI ... .. 

Technical a~sisi·a·~«:e .... 
525,000 

Lackawanna Heritage Park, 670,000 
PA. 

Lincoln Research Center, IL Begin construction ........ ..... 3,000,000 
Lincoln Home NHS, IL . Dubois House rehabilitation 709,000 
LBJ Ranch NHS, TX . Exhibits .. .. .. ......................... 1,400,000 
Martin Luther King, Jr. NHS, Visitor I acilities ........ .... ...... 9,982,000 

GA. 
Mount Rainier NP, WA . Paradise water/sewer sys- 1,230,000 

tern. 
Mount Vernon Bicycle Trail, Correct safety hazards . 250,000 

VA. 
Natchez Trace Parkway, MS Parkway construction . 4,000,000 
Natchez NHP, MS ...... Melrose . 702,000 
National Capital Parks, DC Renovate White House utili- 4,200,000 

ties. 
National Capital Parks. DC Lincoln/Jefferson Memorials 5,318,000 
National Center for preser- Building Rehabilitation . 3,350,000 

vation Technology, LA. 
New England Conservatory, Jordan Hall .. .. ........... 1,500,000 

MA. 
New River Gorge NR, WV ..... 830,000 
Northwest Alaska Parks ....... lnteragency headQuarters 1,684,000 

facility. 
Pacific Northwest Region .. .. Rehabilitation projects . 1,844,000 
Penn Center . Rehabilitation .. .. .......... ....... 500,000 
Port Chicago N,,i',"i::A' .. Memoria I fabrication/con- 308,000 

struction. 
Salem Maritime NHS, MA . Various projects ...... .. .... .. .... 2,120,000 
SeQUOia NP, CA Replace Giant Forest facili - 6,825,000 

ties. 
Stones River NB, TN .. .. ........ Trail connector 700,000 
Thomas Stone NHS, MD .. ..... Main House restoration . 1,000,000 
Ulysses S. Grant NHS, MO .. . Restore historic structures 150,000 
Upper Delaware Scenic & Towpaths, trunkwalls . 1,310,000 

Rec Area. 
Upper Susquehanna Herit- Technical assistance .... .. .... 50,000 

age, PA. 
War in the Pacific, GU Monument ................ .. 500,000 
Weir Farm NHS, CT ...... Restore historic structures 395,000 
Yosemite NP, CA Maintenance/warehouse 4,890,000 
Yosemite NP, CA .................. Employee housing 7,595,000 
Emergency and Unscheduled 2,000,000 
Housing rehabilitation ......... ··· ······················- 12,000,000 
Planning ............................... 28,000,000 
General Management Plans 6,600,000 
Special resource studies ..... 1,200,000 
Strategic Planning Office .... 400,000 
Offsets ............... -10,321,000 

Total 201.724,000 

For general management plans, the man
agers have provided $800,000 for the Presidio, 
CA as requested, $125,000 for Weir Farms 
NHS, CT, $100,000 for Organ Pipe NM, AZ, 
$80,000 for Brown v. Board of Education, KS, 
$81,000 for Great Egg Harbor, NJ, and $107,000 
for Stones River NB, TN. 

In the category special resources studies, 
the managers expect the following studies to 
be carried out: Southwestern Camino Real 
and Colonial Missions, TX, NM, Golden Gate 
NRA (Pacifica), Hudson Valley Greenway, 
Rutherford B. Hayes, Virginia City, MT, 
Atchafalaya Basin, LA, Underground Rail
road, Route 66 and Cedar Valley. No Specific 
dollar amount is assigned to any one special 
resource study in this list. Priority should be 
given to completion of ongoing studies be
fore initiating new studies proposed in the 
budget and not identified herein. Where the 
House and Senate have identified the same 
amount for a study, the conference agree
ment includes the amount as provided by 
both Houses. 

Within the planning amount, the managers 
agree to: 

Boston NHP, MA ....... ... .... . 
Crater Lake NP, OR ......... . 
Glacier NP, MT (Chalet) ... . 
Jean Lafitte NPP, LA 

(Barataria levee) ......... .. . 
Zion NP, UT (transpor-

tation plan) ................ ... . 
Olympic NP, WA (Elwha 

dam) ................ ..... ......... . . 
Buffalo River, AR (bound-

ary study) .................. .... . 
Fort Necessity NB, PA ..... . 
James A. Garfield NHS, OH 
Thomas Stone NHS, MD .... 
Cuyahoga Valley NRA, OH 
San Antonio Missions 

NHP, TX (exhibits) .. ... ... . 

$315,000 
1,200,000 

400,000 

100,000 

360,000 

2,800,000 

200,000 
775,000 
210,000 
150,000 
515,000 

30,000 

Within the money set aside for emer
gencies, $300,000 is for emergency repairs at 
the Glacier NP, MT chalets. 

The managers are concerned about cost es
timates in excess of $150,000,000 related to 
the removal of the Elwha dam. The Depart
ment of the Interior is urged to look at the 
ultimate benefits from removal of the dam 
to determine whether the money spent re
moving the dam would result in a better re
turn for natural systems that spending the 
same amount of money on other natural re
source restoration projects. 

The managers understand that a land ac
quisition program for the San Antonio Mis
sions National Historical Park is currently 
underway, and that the Park's visitor center 
is scheduled to be completed in July 1995. the 
managers urge the National Park Service to 
request funding for exhibits and media pro
duction at the Visitor Center as part of its 
fiscal year 1995 budget request. 

The offset of Sl0,321,000 includes $4,100,000 
from the Denali NP, AK hotel, $4,377,000 from 
the Keith Albee Theater restoration and 
$1 ,844,000 from A Walk on the Mountain. 

The amount provided for Salem Maritime 
NHS, MA includes the following: 

Central wharf site im-
provements ... ................. . 

St. Joseph's Polish Club re-
habilitation .. ... ......... .. ... . 

Armory visitor center 
audio visual equipment .. 

Education programs out-
reach .......... .. ..... ............. . 

Project administration/ 
archeology .. ..... .. ... ... .... . .. 

Technical assistance ..... ... . 

Total ........ .. .............. .. .. 

$1,360,000 

250,000 

235,000 

75,000 

125,000 

75,000 

2,120,000 

The managers are aware of a commitment 
by the Lassen Volcanic National Foundation 
to provide a 50% match of Federal funds for 
a visitors center at Lassen Volcanic National 
Park and will give every consideration to 
providing the Federal share in fiscal year 
1995. 

The managers request that the Park Serv
ice give consideration to the visitor facility 
needs at Fort Necessity NB, PA in the devel
opment of the fiscal year 1995 budget re
quest. 

The construction program of the National 
Park Service is of particular concern. Cost 
estimates continue to be unreliable. Projects 
seem to develop and expand with no thought 
given to the budget climate or their relation
ship to the overall mission within the Na
tional Park system. The priority system for 
rating park development projects is 
undecipherable and of no use to 
decisionmakers in weighing the merits of 
one project against another. The National 
Park Service needs 'to reconfigure its prior
ity system so that more objective criteria 
are used and the overall needs of the system 
are taken into account. Further, while the 
managers appreciate the Park Service's com
mitment to high quality standards, these 
standards must be maintained within realis
tic fiscal constraints. The Park Service must 
begin looking at construction projects as we 
would our own budgets, i.e. is there a lower 
cost alternative that will serve the mission 
of the agency as well as the individual park 
unit. This issue is also addressed in Amend
ment No. 55 . 

Amendment No. 24: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert: $4,377,000 to be de
rived from amounts made available under this 
head in Public Law 1201- 512 as a grant for the 
restoration of the Keith Albee Theatre in Hun
tington, West Virginia, and $1,844,000 to be de
rived from amounts made available under this 
head in Public Law 102-381 for a pedestrian 
walkway and interpretive park (A Walk on the 
Mountain): Provided, That $2,000,000 for the 
Boston Public Library and $500,000 for the Penn 
Center shall be derived from the Historic Preser
vation Fund pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 470a: Pro
vided further, That of the funds provided under 
this heading, not to exceed $350,000 shall be 
made available to the City of Hot Springs, Ar
kansas, to be used as part of the non-Federal 
share of a cost-shared feasibility study of flood 
protection for the downtown area which con
tains a significant amount of National Park 
Service property and improvements: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law a single procurement for the con
struction of the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Me
morial may be issued which includes the full 
scope of the project: Provided further, That the 
solicitation and the contract shall contain the 
clause "availability of funds" found at 48 CPR 
52.323.18: Provided further, That for the purpose 
of performing an environmental impact state
ment (EIS) on the Paseo del Norte alignment, 
the National Park Service 's proposed 
Calabacillas alternative road alignment, and 
any other alternative routes in association with 
the Petroglyph National Monument in Albu
querque, New Mexico $400,000 are to be allo
cated to the City of Albuquerque to perform the 
EIS, only in the event that the City of Albu
querque and the National Park Service reach 
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mutual agreement, within 75 days of the date of 
enactment of this Act, on the conditions that 
must be met for the study, such funds to be de
rived by transfer from balances available in the 
"Land acquisition and State assistance" ac
count, National Park Service: Provided further, 
That $1,500,000 for the New England Conserv
atory shall be derived from the Historic Preser
vation Fund pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 470a upon 
designation as a National Historic Landmark 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment restores House language 
stricken by the Senate regarding the Boston 
Public Library, derives money for Penn Cen
ter from the Historic Preservation Fund, in
serts a Senate provision regarding a Hot 
Springs, Arkansas flood study amended to 
include $350,000 rather than $450,000 as pro
posed by the. Senate and inserts a Senate 
provision providing for a single procurement 
for the construction of the Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt Memorial. 

The amendment also offsets the construc
tion appropriation by $4,377,000 with funds 
appropriated in P.L. 101-512 for the Keith 
Albee Theatre, provides $1,500,000 for the 
New England Conservatory if it is designated 
a National Landmark and establishes condi
tions for transfer of $400,000 to the City of Al
buquerque for an environmental impact 
statement for a road either through or in the 
vicinity of Petroglyph NM. 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $5,000,000 
for the Urban park and recreation fund as 
proposed by the House. The Senate had no 
similar provisions. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates $95,250,000 
for land acquisition and State assistance in
stead of $89,460,000 as proposed by the House 
and $95,587,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis
tribution: 
Acadia NP, ME . . . . . .. . .. ... . . .. . $3,500,000 
Alaska National Park 

Areas ...... .... ... ..... ........... . 
Appalachian Trail .. .. ........ . 
Big Cypress NP, FL .......... . 
Big South Fork WSR, TN .. 
Brown V. Board of Edu-

cation NHS, KS ......... .... . 
Cape Cod NS, MA ..... ........ . . 
Everglades NP, FL ........... . 
Gettysburg NMP, PA ........ . 
Golden Gate NRA 

(Phleger), CA ....... .......... . 
Indiana Dunes NL, IN ....... . 
Kalaupapa NHP, HI .......... . 
Little River Canyon NP, 

AL .. ............ . ..... ........ ..... . 
Martin Luther King Jr 

NHS, GA .... ... .... ..... ..... ... . 
Mary McLeod Bethune 

House NHS, DC ..... ....... .. . 
Monocacy NB, MD ............ . 
National Park of Samoa ... . 
Nez Perce NHP, OR .......... . 
Palo Alto NB, TX ..... .. .... .. . 
Pecos NM, NM .......... ........ . 
Petroglyph NM, NM ......... . 
Saguaro NM, AZ .... ....... .... . 
Salt River Bay NHP, VI ... . 
Santa Monica Mtns NRA, 

CA ... ........ ... ......... ........... . 
Inholdings, Emergencies, 

Hardships ........ . .... .... ...... . 
Acquisition Management .. 

1,500,000 
6,000,000 
3,000,000 
1,500,000 

175,000 
825,000 

3,000,000 
1,000,000 

5,250,000 
1,000,000 

600,000 

6,000,000 

1,000,000 

635,000 
2,000,000 

300,000 
300,000 
500,000 
500,000 

3,500,000 
6,000,000 
3,000,000 

4,000,000 

3,865,000 
8,247,000 

--------
Subtotal, Federal ac-
quisitions ....... .. .......... . 67,197,000 

======= 
Assistance to States: 

Matching grants ........ . . 24,750,000 

Administrative expenses $3,303,000 

Subtotal , Assistance 
to States ..................... . 28,053,000 

Total, National Park 
Service ... .. .......... ..... ... . 95,250,000 

Money for the Appalachian Trail may be 
used for acquisitions in the Sterling Forest 
as long as it is in accord with the revised Ap
palachian Trail plan. 

Paramount Ranch, Broome Ranch and 
properties in Zuma and Trancas Canyons, 
along the Backbone Trail and in Upper 
Topango Canyon are the only areas to which 
the $4,000,000 for Santa Monica Mountains 
NRA is to be applied. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 27: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which allows the National Park Service to 
recover all costs of providing necessary serv
ices associated with special use permits, 
such reimbursements to be credited to the 
appropriation current at that time. The 
House had no such provision. 

Amendment No. 28: Deletes House provi
sion which limits overtime pay to any one 
individual employee of the United States 
Park Police to no more than $20,000 per year. 
The managers will continue to monitor over
time to assure that it is not excessive. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

With regard to the coastal program, the 
managers recommend $10,900,000. The dif
ferences from the House amounts are in
creases of $100,000 for Lake Pontchartrain 
pollution studies and $300,000 for coastal ero
sion and pollution studies in Hawaii, and de
creases of $100,000 for fundamental studies 
and $300,000 for west central Florida erosion 
studies. 

In addition to the funds specified in the 
coastal program for San Francisco Bay and 
the Florida Keys, the managers understand 
that funds from the marine portion of the 
program have also been allotted in support 
of these coastal studies for a total program 
of $1,600,000 in San Francisco Bay and 
$650,000 in the Florida Keys. These studies 
should be carried out according to the Na
tional Coastal Geology Program plan sub
mitted to Congress earlier this year. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

LEASING AND ROY ALTY MANAGEMENT 

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates 
$193,197,000 for leasing and royalty manage
ment as proposed by the House instead of 
$192,897 ,000 as proposed by the Senate. There 
are two changes within the House-rec
ommended amount. Environmental studies 
in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) lands 
activity are increased by $100,000 and Federal 
audits in the royalty management program 
are decreased by $100,000. 

The managers agree that staffing reduc
tions should not be applied to the Federal 
audit program and related activities, and ex
pect the Minerals Management Service to 
ensure that contract buyout and buydown 
audits are addressed as quickly as possible. 
Staffing reductions also should be minimized 
in the environmental studies program. The 
managers suggest that the international pro
gram be examined for staffing reductions. 

The managers do not object to the re
programming of funds up to the Senate-rec
ommended level for environmental studies 
from the OCS lands and general administra-

tion accounts to the extent such funds be
come available in fiscal year 1994. In particu
lar, the headquarters OCS component should 
be reviewed as a potential reprogramming 
source. 

Amendment No. 30: Earmarks $65,796,000 
for royalty management activities instead of 
$65,896,000 as proposed by the House and 
$64,896,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

OIL SPILL RESEARCH 

Amendment No. 31: Appropriates $5,331,000 
for oil spill research as proposed by the Sen
ate instead of $5,681,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

BUREAU OF MINES 

MINES AND MINERALS 

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates 
$169,436,000 for mines and minerals instead of 
$169,336,000 as proposed by the House and 
$171,584,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
changes to the House position include in
creases of $200,000 in heal th, safety and min
ing technology for respirable dust control; 
$200,000 in environmental technology, aban
doned mine reclamation, for constructed 
wetlands research; and, in mineral insti
tutes, $200,000 for the generic center for res
pirable dust, $75,000 for the marine minerals 
technology center, and $125,000 for the Na
tional mine land reclamation center. The in
creases are partially offset by decreases of 
$500,000 in minerals and materials science for 
materials research at the Idaho National En
gineering Laboratory and $200,000 in environ
mental technology, control of mine drainage 
and liquid wastes, for constructed wetlands 
research. 

No new funding has been provided for 
Western arctic coal research. The fiscal year 
1993 funding for arctic coal research has not 
been expended and is available for research 
in fiscal year 1994. The siting and permit is
sues which caused the delay in project initi
ation recently have been resolved by the Bu
reau. The managers expect the Bureau to 
budget for needed ongoing research on arctic 
coal mining in future fiscal years. 

The managers are concerned that insuffi
cient emphasis is being placed on acid mine 
drainage research within the Department. 
Acid mine drainage continues to be a major 
problem at active and abandoned mine sites. 
This year the managers have become aware 
of two major watershed problems caused by 
acid mine drainage; one involving the 
Casselman River in Pennsylvania and the 
other affecting the Pitt Creek watershed in 
Oklahoma. The managers expect the Bureau 
of Mines to provide technical assistance in 
each of these areas to help characterize the 
extent of the problem and identify alter
native solutions. For Casselman River, the 
Bureau should work with the Casselman 
River Task Force which was established to 
address the acid mine drainage in that area. 
For Pitt Creek, the Bureau should work with 
all interested parties, including the Univer
sity of Oklahoma which has done some re
search into the problem. The managers urge 
the Department to support the development 
of a systematic approach to acid mine drain
age characterization and technology devel
opment research within the Bureau. Such an 
approach will be far superior to the current 
piecemeal approaches being explored on a 
site by site basis. The managers expect the 
Bureau's fiscal year 1995 budget to include a 
strategic long-range plan for acid mine 
drainage research, with sufficient funds to 
execute year one of that plan in fiscal year 
1995. 

The managers expect the Department to 
examine the coordination among the Bureau 
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of Mines, the Minerals Management Service, 
and the U.S. Geological Survey on their ma
rine minerals programs. In its March 1, 1994 
report to the Committees on the advisability 
of transferring the marine minerals tech
nology center to MMS, the Department 
should report on its plan to improve coordi
nation and to ensure there is no duplication 
among the various marine minerals pro
grams. 

Amendment No. 33: Earmarks $105,163,000 
to remain available until expended for re
search programs instead of $105,063,000 as 
proposed by the House and $107,311,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 

There are two changes within the House
recommended amount for the abandoned 
mine reclamation fund . In the Federal rec
lamation program high priority projects in 
non-program States and on Federal and In
dian lands are decreased by $250,000, and the 
rural abandoned mine program is increased 
by $250,000. 

Amendment No. 34: Deletes House lan
guage stricken by the Senate requiring that 
16 full-time equivalent positions are main
tained in the Wilkes-Barre, PA field office. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

Amendment No . 35: Appropriates 
$1,490,805,000 for operation of Indian pro
grams instead of $1,492,650,000 as proposed by 
the House and Sl,489,885,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The decrease from the amount 
proposed by the House consists of decreases 
of $2,300,000 for tribal priority allocations; 
$2,350,000 for non-recurring programs, includ
ing decreases of $300,000 for Cheyenne River 
Sioux prairie dog management (leaving 
$1,200,000) and $2,300,000 for water rights ne
gotiation/litigation, and an increase of 
$250,000 for attorneys' fees; $1,600,000 under 
Area Office operations; including $1,500,000 
for child protection centers and a $100,000 
general reduction; and a net increase of 
$2,555,000 for other recurring programs. in
cluding increases of $1,000,000 for contract 
support, Sl,400,000 for new tribes funding for 
the Catawba Tribe of SC, $250,000 for the 
Navajo Community College, and $905,000 for 
resources management, and a decrease of 
Sl.000,000 for education facilities O&M; and a 
net increase of $1 ,850,000 for Central office 
operations, including decreases of $250,000 for 
land records management and a $300,000 gen
eral reduction, and increases of $75,000 for 
the Office of the Commissioner, $1,000,000 for 
emergency management improvements, 
$75,000 for CFO Act implementation, $200,000 
for contract management, $300,000 for finan
cial management, $200,000 for construction 
management, $200,000 for ADP support, 
$250,000 for education program management 
and $100,000 for the Joint Commission on 
Alaska Natives. 

The net increase of $905,000 over the House 
for other recurring programs, resources man
agement consists of the following changes 
from the House amounts: 

Activity 
Irrigation O&M ................. . 
Bison initiative ............... . . 
Native American Fish & 

Wildlife Society ... .. ..... .. . . 
Shellfish management ...... . 
Great Lakes Indian Fish & 

Wildlife Commission .... . . 
Chippewa-Ottawa Treaty 

Fisheries Mgt. Auth ...... . 
Pacific Salmon Commis-

sion ... ... .. ... .. .. .... ....... ... ... . 

Change 
+$300,000 
-100,000 

-50,000 
-200,000 

-100,000 

-25,000 

-100,000 

Activity 
Skagit Systems Coopera-

tive ... .................. .... ..... .. . 
Timber-fish-wildlife ..... ... . . 
Klamath conservation ...... . 
Summit Lake hatchery .... . 
Bering Sea Fishermen ...... . 
Pyramid Lake Tribe ....... .. . 

Total ...................... ... .. . 

Change 

-$25,000 
+100,000 
+200,000 
+85,000 

+800,000 
+20,000 

+905,000 

The amount included for Bering Sea Fish
ermen includes $500,000 for upgrades of salm
on restoration and hatchery enhancement fa
cilities and $300,000 for salmon monitoring 
and research programs. No funds are in
cluded for fish handling equipment and fa
cilities or for commercial marketing. The 
Fishermen's Association is encouraged to 
apply for business development grants or 
community economic development grants 
for these activities. 

The managers have provided $20,000 for the 
Pyramid Lake Tribe for the payments of fees 
related to the tribe's water settlement. 
These funds are provided on a one-time basis 
only, and the managers expect that all fu
ture funds related to the settlement will be 
provided from the tribe's settlement funds. 

The amount included for timber-fish-wild
life is one-time funding only, for tribal ac
tivities related to the Pacific NW Forest 
Plan in 1994. The base amount for this initia
tive will remain at the 1993 level. 

The managers understand the need for all 
Federal agencies with jurisdiction over 
Washoe Indian Reservation lands to work 
with the Tribe to enter into cooperative 
agreements, make efforts to cross train offi
cers and to make other arrangements nec
essary to improve law enforcement capabili
ties. Further, the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
should work with the Washoe Tribe to co
ordinate Federal assistance and ensure that 
much needed cooperative agreements are im
plemented promptly and properly. 

The managers have agreed to a total fund
ing level of $7,002,000 for the Division of Ac
counting Management under Central Office 
operations. The managers agree that the Bu
reau may fill the additional positions needed 
in the Division to the extent funds can be 
made available within this total, including 
funds from savings in other parts of the Divi
sion's budget, such as travel and contractual 
services. Total spending for the Division for 
the fiscal year should be carefully monitored 
so that it does not exceed the above amount. 

The managers have agreed to a total of 
$91,223,000 for contract support, which in
cludes $6,415,000 for the self-governance 
tribes. Bill language proposed by the Senate 
earmarking the total amount available in 
1994 has been modified to authorize pay
ments of contract support shortfalls from 
previous years, based on amounts agreed to 
by tribes and the Inspector General's Office. 
Since making these prior year payments will 
reduce the amount of funds available for fis
cal year 1994 contract support costs, the Bu
reau is directed to allocate funding in such a 
manner throughout the year that all tribes 
will be treated the same if there is a short
fall in contract support funds by the end of 
the year. The managers remain very con
cerned about the continued growth in con
tract support costs, and caution that it is 
unlikely that large increases for this activ
ity will be available in future years' budgets. 
It is also a concern that significant increases 
in contract support will make future in
creases in tribal programs difficult to 
achieve . The managers believe the Bureau 
should look at establishing a self-determina
tion fund for new or expanded contracting in 

the 1995 budget. The Bureau should also work 
with the tribes on possible methodologies for 
establishing advance notification require
ments for new contracting. 

For education, daily attendance should be 
taken at Bureau-funded schools for the 1993-
1994 school year. Daily attendance informa
tion should be consolidated at the agency/ 
area level and reported to the Office of In
dian Education Programs. The Bureau 
should submit quarterly reports which in
clude monthly data on enrollment, daily at
tendance, and the attendance rate. Staffing 
statistics on instructional, support or ad
ministrative positions should be reported 
after the first and fourth quarters, and 
should include student-to-staff ratios. The 
Bureau should also submit by November 15, 
1993 a list of schools whose student enroll
ment warrants an immediate review because 
of variances in student counts from the pre
vious school year. Information should also 
include the schedule of ISEP (Indian School 
Equalization Program) reviews. 

Statistical information should be provided 
on the number of students who transfer in or 
out of BIA-funded schools or non-BIA 
schools, or have dropped out. In order to 
track transferring students, the Bureau 
should use Social Security numbers, which 
are required as identification numbers in 
other Federally-funded programs. The initial 
quarterly report should be submitted in Jan
uary, 1994. 

The managers are aware of efforts by the 
Department and Bureau to review the ISEP 
formula. The managers expect the Depart
ment and Bureau to work closely together 
on this effort, and expect the Department 
and Bureau to submit a plan for the review 
prior to initiating any agreements with any 
non-Departmental entities. The plan should 
specifically identify all individuals involved 
and the costs for the review. Costs should in
clude, among other items, travel, personnel, 
and contract/agreement costs. The managers 
have not provided any funding specifically 
for this purpose and expect that a re
programming will be submitted if the total 
funds required for the review exceed $250,000. 

School operations funding has been pro
vided on the basis of the 185 schools included 
in the fiscal year 1994 budget request. Any 
additional schools for which the Bureau re
ceives applications should be funded only 
after funding has been requested for those 
schools. 

The managers agree that self-governance 
shortfall funds may continue to be used for 
planning grants, if needed, and the Lummi 
education project in 1994. The report re
quested by the Senate on staffing and fund
ing by area, and levels of contracting, should 
be provided by April 1, 1994. 

The managers have included an increase of 
$250,000 for attorneys' fees, and expect the 
Bureau to give priority consideration to a re
quest for fees from Alaska Legal Services. 

With regard to new tribes funding for the 
Tillie Hardwick tribes, and managers under
stand that the tribes have agreed on a dis
tribution methodology, not based on popu
lation size. 

The Catawba Tribe is expected to follow es
tablished procedures for obtaining funding 
for newly Federally-recognized tribes. 

Within water rights negotiation funding, 
up to $480,000 is to be provided to the 
Skokomish Tribe for activities related to 
Cushman Dam, and up to $500,000 each is to 
be provided for the Klamath water rights ad
judication and the Pyramid Lake economic 
development plan. Under real estate, $250,000 
is provided to continue the Yurok Cadastral 
Survey. 
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Within water resource planning, $347,000 is 

included for the Muckleshoot Tribe. 
With regard to trust funds management, 

the managers understand the Special 
Projects Team (SPT) has been incorporated 
into the Office of Trust Funds Management 
(OTFM). The managers intend for all staff of 
the SPT to report to and be under the super
vision of the director of OTFM. The man
agers reiterate the importance of all person
nel in the Department and the Bureau ensur
ing that all required notifications, consulta
tions, and/or approvals are undertaken or re
ceived prior to proceeding with future orga
nizational changes. With regard to systems 
development efforts, the managers expect 
the Department and Bureau to work with 
GAO to identify existing systems that could 
be used for trust funds management, rather 
than proceeding with any new systems devel
opment efforts. 

The managers expect that $500,000 will be 
provided for activities of the Joint Reorga
nization Task Force and an additional 
$350,000 will be provided from Central Office 
funds in 1994 for continued development of 
the Tribal Budget System. Additional funds 
should be made available, if needed, to . de
velop proposals aimed at streamling work
load and moving resources to the tribe or 
agency level. Any excess funds from those 
budgeted for the Planning Office may be used 
for this purpose. The managers understand 
that the funding for the Task Force includes 
funding for travel and activities of members 
of the Task Force only. Funding for travel 
and other activities for participants of Task 
Force activities who are not members of the 
Task Force comes from funding provided to 
the various programs of the Bureau. The 
managers expect the Bureau to work with 
the Task Force in developing the prelimi
nary assessment of funding levels and inequi
ties, and methods of distribution for equity 
funding in the future. The managers approve 
the process recommended by the Task Force 
for moving programs from other recurring 
programs to tribal priority programs based 
on tribal requests. 

The report on the plan to downsize Central 
Office operations of the Bureau shall be sub
mitted to the Committees by April 1, 1994. 

The Bureau should re-examine its plans for 
the gaming staff and where it should be lo
cated, in line with the revised Indian Gaming 
legislation. 

Under education, if the Bureau is not able 
to use all of the budgeted funds for early 
childhood education, such funds should be 
used for other school operations activities, 
such as the ISEP formula or transportation, 
as needed. 

The Bureau should not shift any uncol
lected operation and maintenance charges at 
the Wapato irrigation project onto fee lands 
to cover revenue shortfalls from other non
paying land within the project. However, 
this does not preclude future operations and 
maintenance rate adjustments as may be de
termined necessary and consistent with ap
plicable law, regulation and policy. The De
partment and Bureau should ensure that any 
rate adjustments are carried out in an equi
table manner among all water users served 
by the project. 

The managers agree that $200,000 is pro
vided for the Summer Institute administered 
by the American Indian Law Center at the 
University of New Mexico. 

Funding to complete the fire fuel break 
project around Glenallen, Alaska, is provided 
through the Bureau of Land Management 
fire protection program. 

Within the funds provided for law enforce
ment under tribal priority allocations, tran-

si tional funding is provided for the Sac and 
Fox detention center. 

Bill language has been included directing 
the Bureau to form a Joint Task Force with 
Alaska Natives and the State of Alaska to 
determine what role the Bureau should play 
with regard to Alaska's rural schools and 
Alaska Native education, and what other re
sources might be identified to assist the edu
cational program of these schools. Among 
other issues, the task force, with the mem
bership as specified in the Senate report, 
should look at ways of improving edu
cational achievement, including the use of 
telecommunications technology, and initia
tives aimed at cultural preservation, health 
education and parenting education. 

Consistent with the Administration's ef
forts to reduce unnecessary administrative 
expenditures, the Bureau should closely 
monitor travel costs. The managers have not 
imposed a funding limitation on travel. How
ever, the managers expect the Central Office 
program managers, area office directors, and 
agency directors to review carefully meeting 
agendas where travel is required to ensure 
that meetings are centrally located and at
tendance is limited to essential personnel. 
Meetings should be organized to limit the 
amount of time that attendees are away 
from their normal work assignments to 
avoid disruption in services provided by the 
Bureau. To the extent possible, travel should 
be restricted for programs where funding 
shortfalls may occur. The Bureau should 
submit a list of all nationwide or area-wide 
meetings or conferences planned for 1994 in
cluding location, number and description of 
attendees, and expected costs by November 1, 
1993. An updated list, including actual costs 
incurred to date, should be submitted to the 
Committees by April 1, 1994. 

Amendment No. 36: Provides $49,226,000 for 
housing and road maintenance programs as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $52,582,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 37: Provides $1,983,000 for 
litigation support as proposed by the House 
instead of $2,483,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

Amendment No. 38: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: : Provided 
further, That of the amount appropriated under 
this head in Public Law 102-381, any unobli
gated balance as of September 30, 1993 related to 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act shall 
remain available until expended and may be ob
ligated under a grant to the Alaska Native 
Foundation for education, training, and tech
nical assistance to Alaskan village corporations 
for reconveyance requirements 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The language will allow remaining fiscal 
year 1993 Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act funds, not to exceed $250,000, to remain 
available as a grant to the Alaska Native 
Foundation for assistance to Alaskan village 
corporations. 

Amendment No. 39: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: : Provided further, That 
not to exceed $91,223,000 of the funds in this Act 
shall be available for payments to tribes and 

tribal organizations for indirect costs associated 
with contracts or grants or compacts authorized 
by the Indian Self-Determination Act of 1975, as 
amended, for fiscal year 1994 and previous 
years. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers have agreed to language 
which limits the amount for indirect costs 
associated with contracts, grants and com
pacts to $91,223,000, and provides this amount 
for such costs incurred in 1994 and shortfall 
amounts from previous years. This matter is 
discussed in more detail under Amendment 
No. 35. 

Amendment No. 40: Deletes Senate pro
posed language which addressed eligibility of 
Alaska Native villages for Indian roads pro
gram funding. The House had no similar pro
vision. Based on written and oral confirma
tion that the BIA has provided, the man
agers understand that certain road projects 
in Craig, AK are in fact eligible to seek fund
ing as Indian roads. 

Amendment No. 41: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which includes all Indian reservation roads 
identified in the 1990 BIA Juneau Area 
Transportation Study in the BIA system for 
distribution of highway trust fund formula 
funds in fiscal year 1994. The provision will 
expire when the new BIA formula is imple
mented. The managers intend for any road 
funds distributed to the Juneau Area under 
this provision, or to any other area, which 
cannot be obligated in fiscal year 1994 to be 
redistributed to other areas which can obli
gate the funds by the end of the fiscal year. 

Amendment No. 42: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides for review and approval of re
organization proposals by the Task Force on 
Bureau of Indian Affairs Reorganization and 
the Committees on Appropriations. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 43: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that funds appropriated for 
tribally-controlled community colleges dis
tributed prior to September 30, 1994 and in
vested under current law are deemed to be in 
compliance with Title III of the Tribally 
Controlled Community Colleges Assistance 
Act. The House had no similar provision. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates 
$166,979,000 for construction instead of 
$172,799,000 as proposed by the House and 
$150,429,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
decrease from the amount proposed by the 
House consists of increases of $700,000 under 
tribal government for contract support, 
$180,000 under general administration for 
Cow Creek Band of Umpquas land acquisi
tion, and $1,450,000 for Bennett Freeze hous
ing improvements; and decreases of $2,000,000 
under education for advance planning and 
design, $4,000,000 under public safety and jus
tice for the Sac and Fox detention center, 
and a net decrease of $2,150,000 under re
source management. This net decrease con
sists of increases of $1,900,000 for Colorado 
River tribes irrigation project, $200,000 for 
Hogback irrigation project, $650,000 for Walk
er River irrigation project, and decreases of 
$4,300,000 for the Navajo Indian irrigation 
project and $600,000 for the San Carlos irriga
tion project. 
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Of the amount provided for the Walker 

River project, $150,000 shall be used only for 
the tribal cost share of water monitoring by 
the U.S. Geological Survey. 

The study requested in the House report on 
the possibility of establishing a construc
tion/lease program and related legislative 
and administrative changes that would be re
quired, should also address how the number 
of such facilities and related funding would 
be controlled were such a program to be im
plemented. 

The managers have provided an additional 
$4,000,000, to allow completion of the Chinle 
detention center, and have agreed to funding 
of $4,000,000 included in the budget to allow 
the Sac and Fox detention center to begin 
construction in 1994. The Bureau should in
clude funding to complete the Sac and Fox 
facility in the fiscal year 1995 budget. 

The BIA should work with the State of 
Alaska Task Force on Rural Bulk Fuel Stor
age on issues related to aging fuel storage 
tanks in Alaska Native communities. The 
BIA should determine the ownership and re
sponsibility for the storage tanks and submit 
a report on the cost of replacing the leaking 
tanks by October 1, 1994. 

The managers have agreed to provide 
$1,450,000 for Navajo housing improvements 
in the Bennett Freeze area. 'rhe managers 
have approved this one-time funding ear
mark to address some of the most pressing 
needs in the Bennett Freeze area. The funds 
are to be used to make repairs and renova
tions to existing homes. In cases where a 
home is determined to be unsafe or too dete
riorated to repair or renovate, a replacement 
home may be built and the existing struc
ture demolished. The managers encourage 
the tribe and the BIA to complete a survey 
of the housing needs in the Bennett Freeze 
area and to incorporate the results of the 
survey into existing funding mechanisms 
through the Bureau and other Federal agen
cies. To the extent the needs in the Bennett 
Freeze area greatly expand the existing 
backlog, increased funds should be requested 
in future budget requests for existing pro
grams. 

The managers note that the Hopi Tribe has 
appealed the court decision on the Bennett 
Freeze. The inclusion of funds for housing re
pairs is not intended in any way to jeopard
ize or take a position on that appeal. 

Amendment No. 45: Deletes Senate pro
posed language that would have made funds 
provided previously or hereafter for the Wind 
River Irrigation Project non-reimbursable . A 
Solicitor's opinion from April, 1992 con
firmed that legislation dating to 1905 made 
construction costs for the project reimburs
able, and the tribes involved should seek a 
review by the appropriate authorizing com
mittees of whether this designation should 
be changed. 

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES 

Amendment No. 46: Appropriates $81,907,000 
for administration of territories instead of 
$82,107 ,000 as proposed by the House and 
$81,457,000 as proposed by the Senate. The de
crease from the amount proposed by the 
House consists of $200,000 for American 
Samoa, $100,000 each from operations and 
construction grants. 

Amendment No. 47: Provides $77,369,000 for 
technical and maintenance assistance, disas
ter recovery and grants instead of $77,569,000 
as proposed by the House and $76,869,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The decrease of 
$200,000 under the amount proposed by the 
House is discussed under Amendment No . 46. 

Amendment No. 48: Provides $4 ,538,000 for 
the Office of Territorial and International 

Affairs as proposed by the House instead of 
$4,588,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 49: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which adds a reference to any subsequent 
legislation related to Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands covenant grant 
funding. In the absence of authorizing legis
lation providing differently, the managers 
intend for all covenant grant funding in fis
cal year 1994 to be used for capital develop
ment projects only, and none to be used for 
government operations, and all such funds 
shall be subject to the Northern Marianas 
providing appropriate matching funds as de
termined by the Secretary of the Interior. 
All capital improvement funding shall be 
subject to applicable Federal grant regula
tions. In addition, of the $27,220,000 included 
in the Act, $3,000,000 should be made avail
able for the American War Memorial Park , 
pursuant to an agreement between the 
Northern Marianas and the Secretary of the 
Interior regarding a new monument, wayside 
exhibits and definition of the park entrance 
and boundaries, and after consultation with 
the American Battle Monuments Commis
sion. 

Amendment No. 50: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides for the program of operations 
and maintenance improvement in the terri
tories, the Northern Mariana Islands, Palau, 
and the Freely Associated States. The House 
has no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 51: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that disaster assistance funds 
may be used as non-Federal matching funds 
for Federal Emergency Management Admin
istration grants. The House had no similar 
provision. 

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 

Amendment No. 52: Appropriates $23,838,000 
for the Trust Territory instead of $24,038,000 
as proposed by the House and $23,338,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The decrease from 
the amount proposed by the House consists 
of a decrease of $59,000 for Trust Territory 
administration and a net decrease of $141,000 
for Republic of Palau operations, including 
an increase of $59,000 for the Weather Service 
and a decrease of $200,000 for the operations 
grant. 

The managers agree technical assistance 
funds should be provided to Palau for politi
cal education and other costs related to the 
referendum scheduled for November, based 
on a request from the Government of Palau. 

The managers understand additional funds 
of up to $700,000 may be required for the 
Koror-Babeldaob bridge project. If the De
partment agrees with the new estimates, 
there is · no objection to reprogramming 
other available capital improvement funds 
to the bridge project. 

Amendment No. 53: Provides $18,464,000 for 
operations of the Government of Palau in
stead of $18,605,000 as proposed by the House 
and $17,964,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The decrease of $141,000 from the amount 
proposed by the House is discussed under 
Amendment No. 52. 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 

The Office of Hearings and Appeals is ex
pected to review the recommendations asso-

ciated with the Fish Alaska, Inc. equitable 
claim arising from Fish and Wildlife Service 
actions in the Togiak National Wildlife Ref
uge and report to the Committees no later 
than March 1, 1994. 

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FUND 

Amendment No. 54: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which appropriates $7,000,000 to an ecosystem 
restoration fund to implement the Presi
dent's Forest Plan for "Jobs in the Woods" 
ecosystem restoration in Northern Califor
nia, Washington, and Oregon. The appropria
tion provides that the Secretary may trans
fer these funds to the Bureau of Land Man
agement, the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs for 
implementation. The House made no such 
appropriation. 

The managers direct that none of the funds 
be used for rural community assistance, as 
funds for that purpose are contained in For
est Service appropriations. 

The managers further agree that in future 
budget requests, funds for activities covered 
by this account should be requested in the 
regular agency appropriations accounts. 

The managers encourage the Department 
of the Interior to give consideration to initi
ating a Wildstock Restoration Initiative in 
the State of Washington within Fish and 
Wildlife Service activities in the Ecosystems 
Restoration Fund. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 55: Appropriations 
$2,394,000 for construction management in
stead of $2,494,000 as proposed by the House 
and $2,194,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Given the current budget climate, dollars 
will continue to be constrained for the fore
seeable future. One continuing drain on the 
funds needed to operate and maintain the 
public lands and their facilities is the pres
sure to continue to develop new and in many 
cases needed visitor and other facilities. The 
managers are concerned about their ability 
to meet the growing operations needs and 
address the capital improvement needs on 
the public lands. 

The managers recommend that a task 
force be established under the leadership of 
the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Manage
ment and Budget to review the Department's 
construction programs for BLM, FWS and 
the NPS. This team should include a rep
resentative from each of the three agencies 
as well as a representative from the Assist
ant Secretary's office. The managers rec
ommend that the task force consider all op
tions for restructuring the construction pro
gram including a consolidated approach to 
Department construction operations. This 
may include a recommendation that Denver 
Service Center operations be discontinued 
with more responsibilities handled in the re
gional offices or in the parks where appro
priate. The team should also consider ways 
to build incentives into the system so that 
all parties, including Denver. the regions and 
the parks control project costs and scope. 
This may include the use of more localized 
architects and engineers and construction 
project managers. 

In reviewing the construction programs 
the managers recommend the task force re
view methods of controlling the costs and 
scope of construction projects. Particularly 
with respect to larger projects, it may be 
feasible and advisable for the agencies to 
provide a range of alternatives for meeting 
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the management objective. It is also rec
ommended that the general management 
planning process be reviewed for it is at this 
point that many of the expectations for de
velopment first become established. 

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 56: Appropriations 
$1,000,000 for the National Indian Gaming 
Commission as proposed by the House in
stead of $1 ,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR 
Amendment No. 57: Deletes House provi

sion prohibiting the use of funds in the Act 
for accepting and processing applications for 
patents and on patent.i.ng Federal lands 
under the general mining laws, as proposed 
by the Senate. Legislation dealing with this 
issue is under active consideration in the 
Congress. 

Amendment No . 58: Deletes House provi
sion providing exceptions to the limitations 
contained in Amendment No . 57 , as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 59: Deletes House provi
sion prohibiting the use of funds for oper
ation and support of Grazing Advisory 
Boards, as proposed by the Senate. Grazing 
Advisory Boards are addressed in Amend
ment No. 123. 

Amendment No. 60: Deletes Senate provi
sion which prohibited an increase in en
trance fees at the Blackwater National Wild
life Refuge, Maryland. The managers under
stand that the Department has agreed not to 
increase these fees in fiscal year 1994. 

The managers are aware of concerns that 
the proposed fee increases at Blackwater 
may have resulted in a fee level incompat
ible with fees charged at other nearby non
Federal facilities and may have had an ad
verse impact on visitation to the refuge. The 
managers expect the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice to examine expanding the number of ref
uges in the fee collection program, imple
menting more effective methods of fee col
lection at refuges that are not recovering 
their expenses, or shifting the burden more 
to commercial users of the refuges, before 
considering proposals to increase entrance 
fees at Blackwater. 

Amendment No. 61: Deletes Senate provi
sion prohibiting the use of funds to imple
ment an agreement between the Secretary of 
the Interior and Save Our Cumberland Moun
tains, Inc. (SOCM). The Secretary has as
sured the managers that the Department 
will not execute a new agreement with 
SOCM but will implement through direc
tives, memoranda of understanding, and 
rulemaking those principles from the draft 
agreement needed to ensure sound govern
ment policy. The managers expect the De
partment and the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement to follow ap
propriate rulemaking procedures and to so
licit and objectively consider the comments 
of all interested parties prior to implement
ing any policy changes. In particular, the 
States should be consulted fully on any 
changes to the operation and maintenance of 
the Applicant Violator System. 

Amendment No. 62: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter inserted by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert: 114 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment deems the holder of per
mit LP-GLBA005-93 to be a person who, on or 
before January 1, 1979, was engaged in ade
quately providing visitor services of the type 
authorized in the permit within Glacier Bay 
National Park. 

TITLE II- RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 

FOREST RESEARCH 

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates 
$193,083,000 for forest research as proposed by 
the House instead of $192,983,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. Within this amount, there is 
an increase of $300,000 over the amount pro
posed by the House for resource analysis, for 
the Southwestern forestry research program; 
and a decrease of $300,000 under forest man
agement research, for the Washington Forest 
Landscape Management Project. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 

Amendment No . 64: Deletes the Inter
national Forestry account as proposed by 
the Senate. This account is addressed under 
amendment No. 67. 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

Amendment No. 65: Appropriates 
$168,107,000 for State and private forestry in
stead of $148,955,000 as proposed by the House 
and $169,107,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The increase over the amount proposed by 
the House consists of decreases of $1,000,000 
for forest pest management, $2,478,000 for the 
stewardship program, $2,068,000 for steward
ship incentives/tree planting, $1,000,000 to 
urban forestry , and $250,000 to Northern for
est lands study; and increases of $1,000,000 for 
rural development in the Northeast and Mid
west, $500,000 for seedlings and nurseries. 
$10,000,000 for community assistance and 
$5,000,000 for old growth diversification relat
ed to the Pacific Northwest Forest Plan, 
$6,948,000 for Forest Legacy, and $2,500,000 for 
the Columbia River Gorge Skamania Con
ference Center. In addition to the $1,000,000 
reduction in pest management, the managers 
have also agreed to transfer $3,000,000 from 
pest . suppression ($1,500,000 each from the 
Federal and cooperative programs) to fire 
protection within this account. 

The earmarks contained in both the House 
and Senate reports for urban forestry and 
stewardship incentives are maintained, with 
the exception of $2,100,000 for the Metropoli
tan Greenspace Demonstration program. 

The managers have agreed to additional 
funds for the seedlings and nurseries pro
gram, and encourage the State of Alaska to 
seek funds from this source for its genetics 
and tree improvement facilities. 

Under special projects, $100,000 is provided 
to WOODNET and the Northwest Forest 
Products Consortium in Washington State, 
for purposes of continued development of a 
regional demonstration export assistance 
and diversification program in the pacific 
Northwest. 

With respect to the Washington share of 
the funding for old growth diversification 
projects, these funds are to be provided 
through the Washington State Department 
of Trade and Economic Development-Forest 
Products Value-Added Program. 

With regard to the Forest Legacy program, 
any political subdivision within New York 
State must agree to include itself, in order 
to participate in the program. A subdivision 
is defined as a village, city, town, or county. 

The managers are aware of rural develop
ment efforts in the Hamakua, HI area and 
expect the Forest Service to consider any 
proposals from this program in the context 

of the rural development program, to the 
same extent consideration would be given to 
other rural development proposals using for
estry. 

Amendment No . 66: Modifies language pro
posed by the House to provide that a grant of 
$2,500,000 shall be provided to the Texas Re
forestation Foundation from funds pre
viously appropriated to the National Tree 
Trust. The House had proposed a grant of 
$3,000,000. Any such grant should be consist
ent with the overall program goals and ob
jectives of the National Tree Trust. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 

Amendment No. 67: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which establishes an International Forestry 
account and appropriates $6,996,000. The 
House had included this account in a dif
ferent location and included an appropria
tion of $11,996,000, which was stricken by the 
Senate in Amendment No. 64, previously dis
cussed. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 

Amendment No. 68: Deletes reference to 
Forest Service Law Enforcement as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 69: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert the following: $1,304,891,000, in
cluding not less than $55,552,000 for law enforce
ment 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment appropriates $1,304,891 ,000 
for the national forest system instead of 
$1,237 ,272,000 as proposed by the House and 
$1,300,153,000 as proposed by the Senate, and 
includes language earmarking not less than 
$55,552,000 for law enforcement within this 
account. 

The increase over the amount proposed by 
the House consists of increases of $5,957,000 
for cooperative law enforcement, $9,633,000 
for NFS drug control, $39,962,000 for NFS law 
enforcement, $9,300,000 for timber sales, and 
$12,017,000 for transfer of law enforcement 
funds ; and decreases of $1,500,000 for trail 
maintenance, $1,700,000 for recreation man
agement, $350,000 for wilderness, $350,000 for 
cultural resources, $3,150,000 for wildlife and 
fish (including $250,000 for neotropical migra
tory birds, $500,000 for wildlife habitat mon
itoring, $400,000 for inland fish management, 
$750,000 for TE&S species recovery and 
$250,000 for preventing listings, $800,000 for 
anadromous fish management, and a general 
reduction of $200,000). $500,000 for range man
agement, and $1,700,000 for soil and water im
provements. 

Under timber sales, the managers have in
cluded $2,000,000 of the $4,000,000 increase pro
posed by the House for costs of converting 
all new timber sales to tree measurement in 
1994. Additional funds for this purpose, up to 
the total of $4,000,000, are available within 
the contingency funds of $8,000,000 which 
were reduced by the House and which have 
been restored to the budget. The increase 
over the House for timber sales also includes 
an increase of $3,500,000 for harvest adminis
tration and a general reduction of $200,000. 

Under the NFS law enforcement line item, 
the managers have included $888,000 trans
ferred from the Construction account. Addi
tional amounts that will be available to the 
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law enforcement organization in 1994 are 
$8,497 ,000 from Fire protection and $2,632,000 
from permanent appropriations. The total 
available for law enforcement in 1994 will be 
$66,681,000. The law enforcement funding 
from Fire protection should be transferred to 
the NFS law enforcement line item in the 
1995 budget request, and the request should 
also indicate how much it is estimated will 
be made available from permanent appro
priations for law enforcement each year. The 
managers have also agreed to increases over 
the budgeted amounts of $500,000 for the tim
ber theft task force and $400,000 for criminal 
investigations. 

With regard to the organizational struc
ture for the law enforcement program, the 
managers direct the Forest Service to estab
lish a separate, independent chain of com
mand for the staff working on criminal in
vestigation activities, with all levels of this 
organization (forest or region) reporting di
rectly to the chief law enforcement officer in 
the Washington office, who will report di
rectly to the Chief of the Forest Service. At 
no level of the organization (district, forest. 
or regional office) should criminal investiga
tions personnel report to or be under the su
pervision of anyone other than the appro
priate law enforcement supervisor. For the 
general law enforcement personnel, the orga
nization will be as recently revised by the 
Forest Service to conform with the rec
ommendations of the President's Council on 
Integrity and Efficiency. The managers reit
erate the importance of maintaining com
plete investigative independence, and expect 
any personnel who fail to comply with the 
law or who interfere with criminal investiga
tions to be disciplined appropriately. The 
managers also expect the Forest Service to 
impose severe penal ties on any personnel 
who fail to refer potential criminal activities 
to the law enforcement or criminal inves
tigations staff for determination of appro
priate action. For oversight purposes, a copy 
of all criminal investigations initiated in the 
Forest Service should be provided to the Of
fice of the Assistant Secretary for Natural 
Resources. 

The funding recommended by the man
agers for the timber sales program is essen
tially the same as requested in the budget, 
with slight adjustments due to the shift to 
tree measurement sales. The managers have 
not included any specific distribution of the 
fiscal year 1994 timber sales program on a re
gional basis because of the considerable un
certainty that exists in the program at the 
preser.i; time. In allocating the resources pro
vided, however, the Forest Service should be 
attentive to the areas where the greatest op
portunity exists for sales to proceed, and 
taking into account such factors as current 
on-the-ground conditions, the need to com
ply fully with existing legal requirements. 
the certainty of the timber base as a result 
of legislation and land management plans, 
current market demand, and actual sale and 
harvest activity in each of the regions in re
cent years. No specific reductions are to be 
allocated to a forest solely on the basis of a 
below cost determination. 

Some of the funds included in the budget 
for contingency costs associated with the 
need to bring the Forest Service organiza
tion to a size compatible with the decreased 
timber program are retained. These funds 
may be used to address market demand re
quirements in the event they are not needed 
for other purposes. In addition, the managers 
have included bill language providing the 
Forest Service with "early out" authority so 
that the need for costly reductions in force 

and relocations might be kept to a mini
mum. Savings resulting from use of these au
thorities are to be retained in the program in 
order to address the increased costs associ
ated with tree measurement. ecosystem 
management, and watershed work. 

With respect to below cost, the Forest 
Service should continue to implement the 
recommendations of the cost efficiency 
study in order to achieve cost savings in the 
program. The Service should engage in fur
ther review of the program with flexibility 
available in the different regions to consider 
alternatives to enhance the likelihood of 
achieving positive results, while remaining 
sensitive to the local and community im
pacts of the timber sales program. Eco
system management, tree measurement, and 
other changes in the way of doing business 
on the national forests may increase the 
costs of the timber program without leading 
to a commensurate increase in timber val
ues, which may affect the gain/loss calcula
tion on forests nationwide. This situation in
creases the need for the Forest Service to be
come more proactive in its review process as 
it evaluates the potential costs and revenues 
of sales before investing large sums of money 
into timber sales preparation. The managers 
encourage the Administration to continue 
reviewing options for dealing with below cost 
sales while remaining responsive to these 
concerns. The managers do not direct or pro
hibit the Forest Service from considering the 
use of minimum bids in fiscal year 1994. How
ever, if minimum bids are considered, the 
Forest Service should make every effort to 
minimize the organizational overhead costs 
included in such a rate, and should clearly 
link the bid rate with the direct costs associ
ated with specific sales. Any consideration of 
minimum bids should also be responsive to 
the timber sale economics in different re
gions of the country, including terrain, spe
cies, values, and other factors. 

With respect to the Pacific Northwest and 
the follow-up to the Forest Conference, fund
ing is included for both the Interior Depart
ment and the Forest Service to engage in 
watershed assessment and restoration activi
ties. Additional funds are provided in the 
State and Private Forestry account to deal 
with some of the community assistance as
pects of the program. If additional needs are 
identified for fiscal year 1994, the Forest 
Service should comply with the Committees' 
reprogramming guidelines. This requirement 
includes any proposed use of the Secretary's 
transfer authorities. The primary focus for 
the watershed work should be on completing 
the necessary assessment work for the key 
watersheds. To aid in this effort, language is 
included allowing use of salvage funds for 
this purpose. up to a total of $26,000,000. 
These efforts are to be undertaken using the 
interagency team approach, involving other 
agencies as well as Forest Service Research 
and State and Private Forestry, and over
head costs are to be kept to a minimum. The 
Forest Service should report to the Commit
tees on Appropriations no later than Decem
ber 15, 1993, on the following issues related to 
watershed work: proposed methodology for 
allocating funds, accountability for expendi
ture of funds, how the costs of watershed 
work will be measured in comparison to base 
funding provided, and procedures to be used 
for monitoring. 

In addition to the use of up to $26,000,000 
from salvage funds for watershed assessment 
work, the managers have agreed to the re
tention of prior year language regarding uses 
of the salvage fund. No specific earmarks are 
provided, but attention should be given to 

the drought and forest health problems in 
the Eastside of Washington and Oregon, the 
Sierras, the Tahoe Basin, the Chugach NF, 
and the Francis Marion NF. 

The specific language related to log scaling 
and tree measurement is discussed under 
amendment no. 81. The switch to tree meas
urement is for sales to be prepared in fiscal 
year 1994, and is not a direction that sales al
ready prepared are to be reworked. The man
agers expect the Forest Service to continue 
to negotiate with the holders of long term 
contracts to switch to tree measurement 
sales for fiscal year 1995. In the event nego
tiations are not successful, the terms of the 
existing contracts would continue. The For
est Service should continue to engage in the 
necessary activities to ensure that its per
sonnel are properly trained and certified in 
the quality and accuracy of the tree meas
urement system. This includes making sure 
that cruise design standards are in place, and 
that check cruise validations occur. 

With respect to the Tongass NF, the man
agers estimate that the timber sales prepara
tion level in 1944 will be between 280 million 
board feet, the House proposed level, and 420 
million board feet, the level proposed by the 
Senate. The managers note there are contin
gency funds in the timber sales budget which 
can be drawn upon to prepare sales for the 
higher level, or whatever actual level is 
achieveable based on current market condi
tions and legal requirements. This prepara
tion level combined with work to enhance 
the timber pipeline over the last three years 
is scheduled to bring the pipeline to about a 
three years' supply level in the Tongass NF. 

With reference to the language in the 
House report regarding group selection in 
Region 5, the managers are unaware if the 
recent report on the Sierra range referred to 
has been subject to formal peer review by the 
scientific community. The managers under
stand there is not unanimity of support for 
group selection among the scientific, envi
ronmental, and industrial communities as 
there is not unanimity of support for the in
terim CASPO (California Spotted Owl) strat
egy. The managers understand that the For
est Service will continue to implement the 
CASPO strategy, adopted as an interim 
strategy by the Forest Service on March 1, 
1993 for now, which in contrast to group se
lection was subject to peer review. The man
agers, however, expect Region 5 of the Forest 
Service to continue to consider and review 
fully innovative forest management prac
tices as alternatives to the interim CASPO 
strategy which are generally consistent with 
the applicable principles of the Forest Con- · 
ference and Administration's policies. The 
managers understand that one of the alter
natives being considered through the EIS 
process is group selection. 

Within the funds provided, there is 
$1,000,000 each in OR and WA to continue 
harvest cutting and silviculture demonstra
tions, and to initiate two new restoration 
projects in young stands, in conjunction 
with the Olympic Natural Resources Center. 
Within the $1 ,000,000 for OR, $750,000 is to 
continue the demonstration program on the 
Umpqua NF. which includes the Douglas 
Project among the partners; and $250,000 is to 
initiate the new demonstration project. 

The managers understand that the $200,000 
earmarked in both the House and Senate re
ports for studying the conversion of roads to 
trails will be used for such studies on as 
many forests as possible in Region 6, with 
the Gifford Pinchot NF being the first prior
ity. 

The managers are aware of concerns re
garding the process used by the Forest Serv
ice in allocating funds among the various 
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forests and regions, and are particularly 
troubled about reports that the funding lev
els for some forests have been reduced in 
order to fund other forests. While one forest 
is not to be funded at the expense of the oth
ers, with limited budgetary resources and 
changing policy direction, no forest can be 
guaranteed a funding level from one year to 
the next. These allocations must necessarily 
be made each year by the Forest Service. Al
though the Forest Service may take into 
consideration the funding levels provided in 
prior years in allocating its funds, as well as 
other appropriate factors such as the forest 
plans, the plans should not be the sole basis 
for allocating funds, since the budget as
sumptions of the plans are not necessarily 
consistent from one forest to the next. As 
the managers have stated previously, ear
marks agreed to in final conference action 
are to be considered a part of the affected 
forest's base, unless identified to the con
trary in the next year's budget. 

FOREST SERVICE LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Amendment No. 70: Deletes the separate 
appropriation for law enforcement as pro
posed by the Senate. This matter is dis
cussed under Amendment No. 69. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Amendment No. 71: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: $249,002,000, in
cluding road obliteration and watershed restora
tion 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment appropriates $249,002,000 
for construction instead. of $237,423,000 as pro
posed by the House and $264, 795,000 as pro
posed by the Senate, and adds language au
thorizing use of the funds for road oblitera
tion and watershed restoration. The increase 
over the amount proposed by the House con
sists of decreases of $888,000 for transfer to 
the law enforcement program under the Na
tional forest system account (including de
creases of $15,000 from facilities and $873,000 
from roads), and $10,000,000 for the watershed 
restoration program, leaving $20,000,000; and 
increase of $2,867,000 for facilities, $19,000,000 
for road construction, (including increases of 
$3,000,000 for timber roads, $12,000,000 for pur
chaser construction support, $1 ,000,000 for 
'recreation roads, and $3,000,000 for general 
purpose roads), and $600,000 for trails. 

The increase for facilities includes the fol
lowing changes from the amounts proposed 
by the House: 

Project 
Wayne, NF Supervisor's Of-

fice .. ......................... .... .. 
Recreation: 

Lewis and Clark visitors 
center, MT ................. .. 

Columbia River Gorge 
Discovery Center ....... .. 

Ocoee River .................. .. 
Wayne NF, OH ...... ......... . 
National Forests, TX .... .. 
Badin Lake, Uwharrie 

NF,NC .......... .............. . 
Winding Stair Mountain 
Ketchikan, AK visitors 

center ......................... . 
Seneca Rocks, WV visi-

tors center .... ......... .... .. 
Toiyabe NF, NV ........ .... .. 
Wenatchee NF, WA .. .. ... .. 

Changt 

- $130,000 

+300,000 

+l,186,000 
+l,840,000 

- 246,000 
-665,000 

- 250,000 
+785,000 

+1,100,000 

+3,147,000 
+600,000 

+$200,000 

Project 
White Mountain NF, NH 
El Portal visitors center, 

PR .............. ..... ........... . 
Cradle of Forestry, NC .. . 
General reduction .......... . 

Subtotal .......... .. ....... .. . 
Transfer to NFS law en-

forcement ... ................ . 

Total ........... ................ . 

Change 
+$400,000 

-2,400,000 
-500,000 

-2,500,000 

+2,867,000 

-15,000 

+2,852,000 
The remaining funds for the National For

ests in TX are for the Boles Field and Boykin 
Springs projects. Of the funds for Badin 
Lake, $250,000 is for a water line to serve the 
recreation complex. Within the funds for the 
Toiyabe NF, up to $300,000 may be used for 
the Spring Mountain NRA management plan. 

The managers have included $300,000 for 
planning and design of the Lewis and Clark 
visitors center, MT, and $228,000 is included, 
as requested in the budget, for planning the 
Hudson, NE education and learning center. 
The additional $600,000 earmarked in the 
Senate report for the Lewis and Clark center 
is not agreed to, and should be used for the 
projects for which these funds were origi
nally budgeted. These funds are provided on 
the basis that they will be matched on a 50/ 
50 cost-sharing basis from non-Federal 
sources. The managers also agree that the 
total scope of these two projects should be 
reduced, so that total costs for completing 
construction of these centers do not exceed 
$6,000,000 each. The managers have agreed 
that Federal funds will be provided on a 50/ 
50 cost-sharing basis for completion of these 
projects, for a total estimate not to exceed 
$3,000,000 in Federal funds for each facility. 
It is the expectation of the managers that 
additional appropriations for these projects 
funds is available. 

The managers have agreed that they will 
consider funding for new visitors centers in 
the future if such facilities are of reasonable 
scope and cost, on a 50/50 Federal/non-Fed
eral cost-sharing basis. The managers are 
aware of the proposed Northern Great Lakes 
visitors center in WI, and the commitment 
from the WI State Legislature and Governor 
to provide 50 percent funding for the project. 
The Forest Service is expected to review any 
funding request for this facility in line with 
the above policy, and to include funding in 
the 1995 budget request or in a proposed re
programming to the Committees in fiscal 
year 1994 if a decision is made to proceed 
with the project. 

With regard to the comprehensive manage
ment plan revision for the Hell's Canyon 
NRA, the managers have earmarked $200,000 
in the National Forest System account and 
$120,000 in the Construction account for the 
plan revision process in fiscal year 1994, 

·Which was budgeted for the Dug Bar recre-
ation facilities construction. The managers 
encourage the Forest Service to proceed with 
the revi.3ion as expeditiously as possible. 
While the plan is being revised, the managers 
agree that up to $2,170,000 in construction 
funds including roads, facilities and trails 
may be spent in fiscal year 1994 for projects 
in the NRA, including road rehabilitation 
aimed at safety improvements and resource 
protection, and overlooks. The managers re
quest the Forest Service to review, each 
project before proceeding to determine if it 
is a project which should be reexamined dur
ing the plan revision process. The Forest 
Service should not spend funds in 1994 for 
new recreation site development (excluding 
overlooks) or other facilities which might be 
reconsidered as part of the plan revision 
process. 

The managers understand the budget con
tains $340,000 in facilities funds and $140,000 
in trails funds for the Red Bluff Recreation 
Area, Mendocino NF, and the budget also 
contains $425,000 for Tahoe/Tallac, $5,613,000 
for Mount St. Helens, $450,000 for Multnomah 
Falls, and $4,300,000 for Corney Lake. 

The increase in trails consists of a general 
reduction of $500,000 and an increase of 
$1,100,000 for the Glendale to Powers, OR bi
cycle trail. 

The managers have included $20,000,000 for 
comprehensive watershed restoration activi
ties on the westside forests of Washington, 
Oregon and northern California, with funds 
to be distributed proportionately, based on 
the highest priority watersheds. The House 
had included $30,000,000 for these projects, 
and the Senate had included $17,000,000. The 
funds are to be used both for road projects, 
such as road closure, obliteration, revegeta
tion and drainage improvements, and water
shed projects such as riparian revegetation, 
erosion control, and slide stabilization. The 
first priority for these funds should be to se
cure key watersheds, and rehabilitation 
projects should be undertaken only when wa
tershed inventory and analysis have been 
completed (funds for these assessments have 
been provided for under the salvage sales 
fund). Projects selected should be those with 
the greatest impact on factors limiting 
salmon spawning, rearing and holding habi
tat, and projects with the greatest long-term 
positive impact should be favored over those 
with short-term benefits. 

As discussed under the National Forest 
System account, the managers expect that 
projects will proceed only after proper analy
sis and planning take place through an inter
agency team review. An interagency, inter
disciplinary scientific review team should be 
established to review and approve any exist
ing "off the shelf' projects, as well as new 
projects, to ensure projects selected will pro
vide the most ecological benefits for the dol
lar. Projects in key watersheds in which in
ventory, long-range planning, and cost/bene
fit analysis have been completed should re
ceive priority in allocating funds. The man
agers reiterate the examples of projects to 
receive priority consideration listed in the 
House report, including the Skagit Riv~r 
Wild and Scenic Management Area because 
of its scenic and ecological importance. 

Within road construction funds, there is 
$562,000 for the Wayne NF, OH and $85,000 for 
the Bankhead NF, AL. Within trail construc
tion funds, there is $700,000 for the Bankhead 
NF, AL, $120,000 for the Allegheny NF, PA, 
and $400,000 for the Wayne NF, OH. 

Amendment No. 72: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment. of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: $20,000 ,000 is for 
watershed restoration; $99,347,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment provides for $20,000,000 to 
be available for watershed restoration and 
$99,347,000 to be available for construction 
and acquisition of buildings and other facili
ties within the construction appropriation in 
1994. The House had proposed $96,495,000 for 
facilities construction, and the Senate had 
proposed $97,867,000. Neither the House nor 
Senate had included an earmark for water
shed restoration in the bill, although both 
had earmarked an amount for this purpose in 
the report accompanying the bill. The 
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changes from the amounts proposed by the 
House for these activities are discussed 
under Amendment No. 71. 

Amendment No. 73: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment which provides $129,655,000 for 
construction and repair of forest roads and 
trails instead of $140,228,000 as proposed by 
the House and $166,928,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The changes from the amount proposed by 
the House are discussed under Amendment 
No. 71. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

Amendment No. 74: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment that appropriates $64,250,000 
for land acquisition instead of $56,700,000 as 
proposed by the House and $51,050,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers agree to the following dis
tribution: 
Alpine Lakes Management 

Area, WA ........ ............... . 
Appalachicola NF, FL ...... . 
Appalachian Trail .... ... .... . . 
Caribbean NF, PR ............. . 
Chattooga WSR, NC, SC, 

GA ............. .................... . 
Cherokee NF. TN ........ ... .. . . 
Cleveland NF, CA ........... .. . 
Colorado Wilderness 

Inholdings ..... ..... ... .... .. .. . 
Columbia Gorge NSA, OR, 

WA .......... ... ............ ..... ... . 
Croatan NF, NC ................ . 
Daniel Boone, NF, KY .. .. .. . 
Finger Lakes NF, NY ....... . 
Flathead NF, MT .............. . 
Francis Marion NF, SC ..... . 
Gallatin NF, MT ...... .. ... ... . . 
Green Mountain NF, VT .. . . 
Hoosier NF. IN ................. . . 
Kisatchie NF, LA ............. . 
Lake Tahoe Basin, CA, NV 
Little Beaver Creek W&SR, 

OH ........ ...... ............ ...... . . 
Los Padres NF, CA ... .. .... .. . 
Mark Twain NF, MO ......... . 
Michigan Lakes and 

Streams .. .. .......... .. ... ..... . . 
Mount Baker-Snoqualmie 

NF, WA ................. .. ....... . 
Old Chief Joseph Grave 

Site, OR ......... ..... ..... .. .... . 
Olympic NF, WA ...... .. ..... .. . 
Oregon Dunes NRA, OR .... . 
Osceola NF (Pinhook 

Swamp), FL ................... . 
Ouachita NF, AR, OK ....... : 
Ozark NF, AR ................... . 
Pacific Northwest Streams 
Roosevelt NF (Cherokee 

Park), CO ....................... . 
Salmon WSR, ID ... ......... ... . 
San Bernardino NF, CA ... . . 
Shawnee NF, IL ... ..... ........ . 
Superior NF, MN ........ ...... . 
Talladega NF, AL ............ . . 
Toi ya be NF, CA ............... . . 
Toiyabe NF, NV ................ . 
Uwharrie NF, NC .............. . 
Wayne NF, OH ........... ....... . 
Emergency, inholdings ..... . 

$700,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 

450,000 

2,000,000 
550,000 

2.000,::Jo 

1,250,000 

1,000,000 
500,000 

2,000,000 
800,000 
500,000 
850,000 

3,000,000 
3,000,000 

500,000 
500,000 

2.000,000 

2,200,000 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 

1,300,000 

(300,000) 
1,000,000 
5,200,000 

1,500,000 
500,000 

1,000,000 
1,900,000 

2,700,000 
1,700,000 
1,000,000 

400,000 
300,000 
300,000 

1,000,000 
2,200,000 

500,000 
500,000 

1,750,000 

Acquisition Management .. ____ $_8_,5_o_o_,oo_o 

Total, Forest Service .. 64,250,000 

The $500,000 for Croatan NF, NC does not 
commit the managers to future appropria
tions. 

The managers expect the Forest Service to 
complete expeditiously the study mandated 
by the recently passed Colorado Wilderness 
Act of 1993 regarding inholdings in the Span
ish Peaks planning area. Also the managers 
direct the Forest Service to provide the 
Committees on Appropriations a report on 
the status of all Forest Service wilderness 
inholdings, including information about the 
conflicts such inholdings pose for wilderness 
management. 

The managers direct the Forest Service to 
use the Pacific Northwest Stream funds to 
support the highest priority projects within 
the region. The managers further expect that 
resources provided will be divided equitably 
between projects in Oregon and Washington. 

The managers understand that the 
$2,200,000 in funding for land acquisition in 
the Toiyabe National Forest in Nevada will 
complete the purchase of the Fibreboard 
properties. The managers direct the funds to 
be used exclusively to conclude the 
Fibreboard acquisition in fiscal year 1994. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE 

Amendment No. 75: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
a.n amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat
ter inserted by said amendment, insert: and 
for timber sales preparation to replace sales lost 
to fire or other causes, and sales preparation to 
replace sales inventory on the shelf for any na
tional for est to a level sufficient to maintain 
new sales availability equal to a rolling five
year average of the total sales offerings, and for 
design , engineering, and supervision of con
struction of roads lost to fire or other causes as
sociated with the timber sales programs de
scribed above, and for watershed assessment ac
tivities: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, monies received from the 
timber salvage sales program shall be considered 
as money received for purposes of computing 
and distributing 25 per centum payments to 
local governments under 16 U.S.C. 500, as 
amended. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The language provides for the use of 
salvaged sale funds for timber sales prepara
tion to replace sales lost to fire or other 
causes and to replace sales inventory on the 
shelf, and for the 25 per centum payments to 
local governments from salvage sales re
ceipts. The language has been modified from 
prior years to include watershed assessment 
activities as an allowable use of the fund. 
The Forest Service may use up to $26,000,000 
in salvage funds for watershed assessment 
activities. As discussed under Amendment 
Nos. 68 and 71, the primary focus for the wa
tershed work should be to complete the as
sessment work for the key watersheds before 
proceeding with restoration projects on a 
piecemeal basis. These efforts are to be un
dertaken using the interagency team ap
proach. 

Amendment No. 76: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendm'ent of the Senate 
which deletes House language on the Shaw
nee NF and inserts Senate language prohibit
ing the use of funds for clearcutting or even 
aged management in hardwood stands on the 

Shawnee NF to the greatest extent possible 
and in accordance with the Shawnee NF 
plan. 

Amendment No. 77: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: None of the funds 
made available in this Act shall be used for tim
ber sale planning or scoping using clearcutting 
in the Quachita and Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests in Arkansas, except for sales that are 
necessary as a result of natural disaster or a 
threat to for est health, or for maintaining or en
hancing wildlife habitat, or habitat for endan
gered and threatened species, or for research 
purposes. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment changes language included 
in different forms by both the House and 
Senate to prohibit the use of funds for 
clearcutting in the Quachita and Ozark-St. 
Francis National Forests in Arkansas, with 
certain specified exemptions. 

Amendment No. 78: Deletes House proposed 
language and Senate proposed language 
which would have prohibited the use of funds 
to alter the forest stand composition in the 
Ozark-St. Francis and Ouachita National 
Forests in Arkansas. 

Amendment No. 79: Restores House pro
posed language which had been stricken by 
the Senate, which prohibits the use of funds 
in this Act to plan or conduct timber sales or 
build roads in three specified areas of the 
Chattahoochee NF, GA. Such activities will 
be deferred until a revision of the forest's 
land management plan, which will address 
possible designation of the three areas as 
wilderness or scenic areas, is completed. 

Amendment No. 80: Strikes House lan
guage authorizing salvage sales in Regions 5 
and 6 with certain conditions, as proposed by 
the Senate. This matter is addressed under 
Amendment No. 118. 

Amendment No . 81: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 

None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to begin prepa
ration of timber sales in fiscal year 1994 using 
the scaling method: Provided, That this limita
tion shall not apply to timber salvage sales: Pro
vided further, That thinning sales may be pre
pared using the scaling method if determined by 
the Regional Forester to be the most effective 
means of achieving a stated environmental ob
jective: Provided further, That this limitation 
shall not apply to sales prepared pursuant to 
existing timber contracts: Provided further, 
That any timber sales prepared during fiscal 
year 1994 which involve the use of the scaling 
method must be scaled by the Forest Service, or 
under contracts issued by the Forest Service and 
paid for using deposits by the timber purchaser. 

Total outlays by the Forest Service pursuant 
to the cooperative work trust funds accounts 
(12-8028-0-7-302) shall not exceed $279,668,000 in 
fiscal year 1994. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment revises the House pro
posed language requiring new timber sales 
prepared in fiscal year 1994 to be prepared as 
tree measurement, or lump sum, sales, to 
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add certain exceptions for salvage and 
thinning sales; and adds language proposed 
by the Senate as part of Amendment No. 124, 
which provides a cap on Knutson-Vandenberg 
(K- V) funds for fiscal year 1994, in the 
amount of $279,668,000. 

With regard to the scaling language, in the 
case of the exceptions for salvage or thinning 
sales. the Forest Service is to scale the logs 
using its own personnel , or is to enter into 
contracts to provide scaling or weighing 
services for obtaining volumes of these sales . 
If contracts are entered into, the Forest 
Service is to require the timber purchaser to 
pay for these services by depositing funds 
into a cooperative account. In this manner, 
the Forest Service will have direct contract 
authority over the organization providing 
the scaling services. 

Before any salvage or thinning sales are 
prepared as scaled sales, the Forest Service 
should issue policy guidance to all its re
gions as to how such sales will be defined 
consistently throughout the National Forest 
System. Once the policy guidance is issued, 
sales proposed to be categorized as salvage or 
thinning sales should be forwarded to the Re
gional Forester for review and compliance 
with the policy. The managers believe this 
step is necessary in order to prevent abuses 
in the way in which salvage and thinning are 
defined. The managers have provided the 
flexibility for the use of scaling in salvage 
and thinning sales this fiscal year, but if 
misuses of the definition occur, it is unlikely 
that this flexibility would be continued in 
future years. The managers also request a re
port be provided by April 1, 1994, with a final 
update after the end of the fiscal year, show
ing the volume contained in salvage and 
thinning sales by region for fiscal year 1993, 
and the volume of such sales by region for 
fiscal year 1994. 

Amendment No. 82: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which authorizes reimbursement of the Agri
cultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service for administration of the steward
ship incentives program, not to exceed 10 
percent of the program funding level. The 
House had no similar provision. 

Amendment No. 83: Deletes Senate lan
guage providing a pilot program for land 
management stewardship end result con
tracts on certain national forests. The man
agers are aware of the progress made with 
these contracts, and expect projects under 
the pilot program to continue in fiscal year 
1994. The Forest Service should complete the 
review requested in House report 103-158. In 
addition, if these pilot projects prove to be 
another tool to address ecosystem manage
ment objectives, the Administration should 
come forward with a legislative proposal for 
consideration by the relevant authorizing 
committees. 

Amendment No. 84: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service shall 
be available for interactions with and providing 
technical assistance to rural communities for 
sustainable rural development purposes. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The language allows the Forest Service to 
use appropriated funds to assist rural com-

munities located both within and outside the 
boundaries of National forest system lands. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CONTRACTOR PAY FREEZE 

The Administration submitted a budget 
amendment reducing requests for the various 
Department of Energy accounts for fiscal 
year 1994 by amounts estimated to be saved 
in implementing a one-year freeze on certain 
contractor salaries. In the case of Naval Pe
troleum and Oil Shale Reserves and Strate
gic Petroleum Reserves such reductions had 
already been considered and made. For en
ergy conservation, fossil energy research and 
development, and the Energy Information 
Administration , reductions are being made 
that the managers believe in total more than 
offset the need for specific additional reduc
tions for the pay freezes . 

COORDINATION OF TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 

The managers are aware of increased Fed
eral efforts related to research, development, 
demonstration, and commercialization of 
fuel cells, alternative fuels, natural gas, 
coal, and electric and other vehicle tech
nology and related infrastructure. The man
agers are concerned that these Federal ef
forts be well coordinated to avoid inefficient 
duplication. The managers expect the Sec
retary of Energy to ensure that within the 
Department of Energy, related programs are 
well coordinated and that technology trans
fer efforts of the national laboratories are 
coordinated through the relevant research 
and development programs. To ensure that 
these programs are coordinated with other 
Federal agencies, the managers expect the 
Secretary of Energy to seek to execute 
agreements with other Federal agencies 
which describe the respective responsibilities 
of the agencies involved in the programs. 
The Secretary should submit a report by 
April 1, 1994, on these efforts, both within the 
Department of Energy and with other agen
cies. Fiscal year 1995 budget material should 
include the level of both Department and 
other Federal efforts for each affected pro
gram. 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 85: Appropriates 
$430,674,000 for fossil energy research and de
velopment instead of $433,163,000 as proposed 
by the House and $429,070,000 as proposed by 

. the Senate. The net decrease below the 
amount proposed by the House consists of in
creases of $625,000 for coal technology export, 
and $2,000,000 for materials development, 
both in advanced research and technology 
development; $2,000,000 in direct liquefaction 
to begin support of bench-scale work using 
Exxon facilities; $1,750,000 for advanced con
cepts in pressurized fluidized bed combus
tion; $2,000,000 for work on externally-fired 
systems in advanced combustion technology; 
$850,000 to complete briquetting and coking 
facilities and operations at existing CTC fa
cilities for coproducts production in coal 
gasification; $1,000,000 for the Oil Recovery 
Technology Partnership, $500,000 for thermo
dynamics research at the National Institute 
for Petroleum and Energy Research 
(NIPER), and $350,000 for continued work on 
the Gypsy field by the University of Okla
homa, all in advanced extraction and process 
technology; $2,000,000 for the reservoir class 
field program in light oil enhanced oil recov
ery; $500,000 for the new drilling technology 
initiative in gas resource and extraction; 
$350,000 to provide for light hydrocarbons to 
liquids research at the University of Okla
homa in gas utilization; $1,000,000 for the 
university consortium, and $1,000,000 for 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center 

(METC) work both in high efficiency gas tur
bine development in gas utilization; $250,000 
for the UNDEERC jointly sponsored research 
program, in cooperative research and devel
opment; and $1,000,000 for renovation of 
METC Building 4 in facilities; and decreases 
of $250,000 in coal preparation, $9,000,000 from 
unobligated balances for generic bench-scale 
experimental units at Pittsburgh Energy 
Technology Center (PETC) in coal lique
faction; $1,114,000 for coprocessing research 
in direct coal liquefaction; $2,500,000 for ad
vanced research in combustion systems; 
$500,000 for alternative fuels in combustion 
systems; $2,000,000 for the Illinois mild gasifi
cation facility in coal gasification; $500,000 
for the California Oil and Gas Alliance in ad
vanced extraction and process technology; 
$500,000 for the Illinois-Michigan gas atlas in 
gas resource and extraction; $500,000 for light 
hydrocarbons to liquids research in gas utili
zation; and $2,800,000 in molten carbonate 
fuel cells. 

The managers agree that: 
1. Funds for air toxics in flue gas cleanup 

are for the facility support described in the 
House report. If future plans to support 
Clean Air Act requirements contain addi
tional incremental support for air toxics re
search above the $5 million, 5-year program 
in the House report, it should be carried out 
on a competitive basis, including such facili
ties as those at Southern Research Institute, 
if applicable. 

2. That $625,000 in coal technology export is 
for initial implementation of section 1332 of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992. The managers 
expect that the funding provided will be used 
by the Department to identify potential 
markets for clean coal technologies in devel
oping countries and countries with econo
mies in transition from nonmarket econo
mies and to identify existing, or new, finan
cial mechanisms or financial support to be 
provided by the Federal government that 
will enhance the ability of U.S. industry to 
participate in these markets. 'I'he Secretary 
is to report to the Appropriations Commit
tees of the House and Senate within six 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act on potential coal technology export mar
kets and the financing mechanisms and/or 
levels of Federal government support nec
essary to assist U.S. industry participation 
in these markets. In addition, the managers 
expect the Secretary to consider input from 
U.S. industry in order to assess the potential 
for U.S. industry participation in the devel
opment of clean coal technology projects in 
the developing countries and countries with 
economies in transition. 

3. That materials development research 
should be redirected and focused on antici
pating and solving high temperature mate
rials problems related to the more advanced 
fossil energy research and development pro
grams such as Combustion 2000, hot particu
late cleanup, and fuel cell activities. Mate
rials development should be focused through 
a single integrated materials program that 
emphasizes broad industry and laboratory 
participation. Institutions and university/in
dustry consortia with a foundation of back
ground knowledge and experience in product 
design issues for these technologies, such as 
Argonne National Lab, Pennsylvania State 
University, West Virginia University, and 
the Cooperative Research Partnership which 
concentrates on the non-fuel uses of coal to 
produce coal derived carbon materials, 
should be given priority consideration in 
broadening the participation base. 

4. In alternative fuels, the added funds 
above the budget may be used for either in-
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house research or characterization of 
beneficiated fuels. 

5. Including the $3,000,000 provided in this 
appropriation, the total amount appro
priated to date for the Illinois mild gasifi
cation facility is $9,430,000. 

6. The Oil Recovery Technology Partner
ship program should be expanded to include 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory. On this basis 
the Partnership activity would also contain 
$1 ,000,000 identified for the California Oil and 
Gas Alliance. The managers agree with the 
Senate report language on the operating 
processes of the Partnership, and these proc
esses should also be applied to the California 
work as well while assuring a minimum of 
$1,000,000 for California projects in fiscal year 
1994. 

7. Funds provided in advanced extraction 
and process technology for Gypsy field work 
by the University of Oklahoma should be for 
a specific well-defined scope of work within 
an overall program for the field involving 
significant non-Federal funding. 

8. The Department should plan to complete 
the Illinois-Michigan basin gas atlas in fu
ture years. 

9. Within funds provided for molten car
bonate fuel cells, no more than $1,000,000 is 
to be expended for work not related to stack 
development or demonstrations. The man
agers further agree that, if funds are pro
vided in fiscal year 1994 to the Department of 
Defense for fuel cell demonstrations or re
search activity as is contemplated in the 
House-passed Defense appropriations bill, the 
Department must coordinate its efforts with 
the Department of Defense so as to minimize 
duplication and coordinate efforts to assure 
a program which efficiently uses government 
funds, particularly with regard to expensive 
demonstration activity. 

10. Within the overall total for jointly 
sponsored research at UNDEERC, up to 
$500,000 may be used for studies of Alaskan 
energy service options, all of which must be 
matched on at least a 50-50 basis by non-Fed
eral sources. 

11. No funding is contemplated currently 
for a State-of-the-art version of the High 
Performance Power system in the research 
and development program. 

12. No reports beyond the one recently is
sued by the General Accounting Office and 
the one requested in the fiscal year 1993 Sen
ate report are required for the magneto
hydrodynamics (MHD) program. MHD funds 
that would have been used for the report 
specified by the Senate should be used to as
sist in program close-out activities. 

13. Requests for not more than $350,000 for 
follow-on funding for studies by the Univer
sity of Oklahoma on the use of liquefied nat
ural gas (LNG) as a fuel for the heavy truck
ing industry should be considered in the al
ternative fuels development activity in en
ergy conservation. 

Amendment No. 86: Deletes Senate pro
posed language concerning a procurement for 
a facility renovation at Morgantown Energy 
Technology Center (METC). The House had 
no similar provision. 

The managers have recommended an in
crease of $1,000,000 in Amendment No. 85 to 
initiate demolition and begin environmental 
remediation required for health and safety 
renovations at METC's Building 4. The man
agers expect the demolition and renovation 
to begin in fiscal year 1994, and also expect 
the Department to include the additional 
$3,300,000 required for this high priority 
health and safety project in its fiscal year 
1995 budget request. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

Amendment No. 87: Appropriates 
$690,375,000 for energy conservation instead 

of $702,825,000 as proposed by the House and 
$677,013,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
net increase above the amount proposed by 
the Senate consists of increases of $500,000 
for lighting applications at Lawrence Berke
ley Laboratory, and $1,000,000 from an un
specified Senate reduction, both in the light
ing and appliances activity in buildings; 
$1,000,000 for oil heating research in the heat
ing and cooling equipment activity in build
ings; $250,000 for advanced buildings in the 
residential sector, and $562,000 for retrofit 
technology research, both in the buildings 
system research activity; $1,000,000 for indus
trial waste utilization and conversion to con
tinue existing projects, and $500,000 in indus
trial waste minimization, both in industrial 
wastes; $500,000 in industrial cogeneration; 
$500,000 for continuous fiber ceramic compos
ites in industrial enabling materials; 
$2,000,000 for materials development in trans
portation; $500,000 for the Sandia Livermore 
Combustion Research Facility in the heat 
engine development activity in transpor
tation; $1,000,000 for integrated resource 
planning in the utility sector; and $8,593,000 
for low income weatherization grants; and 
decreases of $500,000 for metalcasting re
search in industrial materials processing; 
$500,000 for the ongoing PEM (proton ex
change membrane) fuel cell program; and 
$500,000 for the on-board hydrogen storage 
PEM fuel cell program, both in electric and 
hybrid propulsion development in transpor
tation; $250,000 for joint ventures in tech
nical and financial assistance; $1,793,000 for 
training and technical assistance in weather
ization; and $1,000,000 for demand-side man
agement grants in the State energy con
servation grant program. 

The managers agree that: 
1. The Department should encourage and 

cooperate with utilities and a nationwide 
utility consortium developing incentive pro- · 
grams for the development of high efficiency 
clothes washers similar to those programs 
previously developed for refrigerators. Sev
eral manufacturers are development such 
high efficiency products. 

2. The Department of Energy should take 
advantage of all opportunities to incorporate 
the best available technologies for energy ef
ficiency in any new or modified buildings, in
cluding those built by third parties and 
leased to the Department or its contractors. 
Particular emphasis should be placed on win
dows, lighting, sensors, heating and cooling 
systems, and automated energy management 
systems. The managers believe the Depart
ment should take every available oppor
tunity to showcase technologies that have 
been supported by the Energy Conservation 
appropriation over the past several years. 

3. No reductions in the industrial waste 
minimization program should be applied to 
the National Industrial Competitiveness 
through Energy, Environment, and Econom
ics (NICE 3) activity. 

4. Pursuant to authorizing legislation the 
metalcasting competitive research program 
is designed to raise the productivity of the 
metalcasting industry through research in 
materials and process technology. The dis
semination of information and education ac
tivities based on such research and other ad
vanced technologies on metalcasting should 
be extended to small and medium-sized cast
ing companies. Accordingly, the solicitation 
for fiscal year 1994 funds must be for propos
als which contain both research and dissemi
nation and education activities that enable 
the results to be transferred in a manner ac
cessible to these small and medium-sized 
metalcasting companies. 

5. To the extent possible the integrated re
source planning activity in the utility sector 
should include activities encouraging inno
vative State regulatory authority implemen
tation of demand-side management tech
niques including participation in proceedings 
by weatherization program subgrantees as 
authorized by section 112 of the Energy Pol
icy Act of 1992 (Public Law 102--486). 

6. Funding for joint venture activities in 
the technical and financial assistance area is 
not for the solicitation of project proposals. 
This amount will allow detailed planning 
and more precise definition of activities to 
be funded under future potential project so
licitations. No funding for such solicitation 
will be considered prior to presentation of 
more detailed program plans. . 

7. Distribution of the $3,000,000 originally 
provided in fiscal year 1992 for a weatheriza
tion incentive fund shall be as described in 
the Senate report. 

Amendment No. 88: Earmarks $254,025,000 
for energy conservation grant programs in
stead of $261,325,000 as proposed by the House 
and $248,225,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The earmark consists of $206,800,000 for the 
weatherization assistance program, 
$18,310,000 for the State energy conservation 
program, and $28,915,000 for the institutional 
conservation program. 

Amendment No. 89: Earmarks $206,800,000 
for the weatherization assistance program 
instead of $213,600,000 as proposed by the 
House and $200,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No . 90: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment that earmarks $18,310,000 for 
the State energy conservation program in
stead of $18,810,000 as proposed by the House 
and $19,310,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The managers on the part of the Senate will 
move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. The 
reduced earmark is based on actions agreed 
to in Amendment No. 87. 

Amendment No. 91 : Earmarks $19,366,000 
for steel and aluminum research as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $18,091,000 as pro
posed by the House. 

Amendment No . 92: Deletes Senate pro
posed language delineating items allowable 
for cost-sharing and providing for payback of 
government funds in steel and aluminum re
search, and specifying cost-sharing percent
ages and procedures for protection of propri
etary information for battery and hybrid ve
hicle research. The House had no similar pro
vision. 

The managers direct the Department of 
Energy to continue steel and aluminum re
search under the same guidelines that have 
been in place since he inception of the pro
gram, and not to implement any changes to 
cost-sharing criteria or payback require
ments without prior consultation with the 
appropriate Committees of Congress. 

SPR PETROLEUM ACCOUNT 

Amendment No. 93: Places an outlay ceil
ing of $75,580,000 on the use of funds from this 
account of oil acquisition in fiscal year 1994 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$79,580,000 as proposed by the House. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 94: Appropriates $86,553,000 
for the Energy Information Administration 
instead of $86,053,000 as proposed by the 
House, and $86,953,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. The increase of $500,000 over the House is 
to begin preparation for the collection of 
greenhouse gas data. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY 

Amendment No. 95: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which waives a thirty-day waiting period for 
a contract to conduct activities at the De
partment of Energy's research facilities at 
Bartlesville, OK. The House had no similar 
provision. 

REVISION OF AMOUNTS FOR DEPARTMENT OF 
ENERGY 

Amendment No. 96: Deletes a general re
duction of $49,764,000 for Fossil energy re
search and development and a general in
crease of $24,873,000 for Energy Conservation 
contained in the House bill, as proposed by 
the Senate. Amounts for fossil energy re
search and development are addressed in 
Amendment No. 85, and amounts for energy 
conservation are addressed in Amendment 
No. 87. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES---INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

Amendment No. 97: Appropriates 
$1,645,877,000 for Indian health services in
stead of $1,652,394,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,641,592,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The changes to the House position 
include increases in hospitals and clinics of 
$1,400,000 in new tribes funding for the Ca
tawba Tribe in South Carolina and $325,000 
for the Tulsa, Oklahoma operating unit, and 
an increase in alcohol and substance abuse of 
$135,000 to fund the Gila River regional youth 
treatment center at 75 percent of need, con
sistent with the other regional treatment 
centers. The increases are offset by decreases 
in hospitals and clinics of $50,000 for im
proved health services for the Shoalwater 
Bay Tribe of Washington, $50,000 for AIDS 
treatment and $5,977,000, which is transferred 
to the facilities account, to bring operating 
units to 60 percent of the level of need fund
ed. There are also decreases of $100,000 in 
mental heal th for the Bay Mills child sexual 
abuse treatment and prevention program, 
which leaves the funding for that program at 
the fiscal year 1993 level; $900,000 in commu
nity health representatives; $800,000 in direct 
operations; and $500,000 in contract support 
costs for new and expanded contracts funded 
through the Indian self-determination fund. 

The managers agree that: 
1. A total of $680,000 is to be made available 

for the Shoalwater Bay Tribe of Washington 
and should remain in the base for future 
budgets; 

2. IHS should continue to work with the 
Mississippi Choctaw Tribe to ensure suffi
cient funds are provided for the tuberculosis 
program; 

3. Funds allocated by the IHS to the Tulsa, 
Oklahoma clinic may be used for expanded 
lease space, consistent with the IHS lease 
priority system; 

4. A portion of the California share of the 
increase above the budget request for con
tract heal th services may be used for the 
California contract health demonstration 
project to the extent the tribes in that area 
agree to such a use. 

5. IHS should work with the Department of 
the Interior to review carefully contract sup
port cost requirements, and report to the 
Committees on the results of that review, in
cluding any suggested improvements to the 
current procedures for estimating these 
costs; and 

6. The IHS needs to work closely with the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs to develop a cost ef-

fective, integrated approach to dealing with 
child abuse in Indian country; the fiscal year 
1995 budget request for each agency should 
make this program a high priority. 

Amendment No. 98: Earmarks $7,500,000 for 
the self-determination fund instead of 
$8,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$7,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 

Amendment No. 99: Appropriates 
$296,982,000 for Indian health facilities in
stead of $296,997,000 as proposed by the House 
and $293,682,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The changes in the House-recommended 
level include increases of $300,000 in new and 
replacement hospitals for planning of the 
Winnebago hospital in Nebraska; $5,977,000 
which is transferred from the hospital and 
clinics account to bring operating units to 60 
percent of the level of need funded; and, in 
outpatient care facilities, $708,000 for plan
ning of the Second Mesa health center in Ar
izona and $500,000 each for site work at the 
Fort Belknap and White Earth health cen
ters in Montana. The increases are offset by 
decreases of $7,000,000 in maintenance and 
improvement, $500,000 in dental units, and 
$500,000 in injury prevention. 

The managers agree that: 
1. The $5,977 ,000 transferred from hospitals 

and clinics should be placed in a new budget 
subactivity titled: "Facilities/Space for In
crease in Level of Need Funded"; 

2. The $465,000 unobligated balance remain
ing from the Phoenix area regional youth 
treatment center project may be used for 
planning and construction of a satellite fa
cility at an alternate site in Nevada in keep
ing with the original agreement for servicing 
that area; and 

3. While there is no increase above the 
budget request for sanitation facilities, IHS 
should work with the tribes in the Navajo 
area and the Yukon-Kuskokwin region of 
Alaska to ensure the extraordinary needs in 
those areas are appropriately integrated in 
the sanitation deficiency priority system. 

The managers are aware of several poten
tial reprogramming needs within IHS, in
cluding funds to conduct feasibility studies 
and site surveys for projects awaiting place
ment in the facilities construction priority 
system, to purchase land for expansion of the 
Gallup Indian Medical Center, and to stand
ardize hospital and clinic designs. The man
agers support these efforts and are ready to 
approve reprogrammings for them to the ex
tent existing projects are completed at less 
than the originally estimated costs. The 
managers suggest that, in line with the Vice 
President's National Performance Review, 
IHS managers be empowered to make these 
funding realignments, with advance notifica
tion to the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations, and that the processing of 
these reprogrammings through the bureauc
racy be accomplished in a matter of days 
rather than over several months as has been 
the norm in the past. 

Amendment No. 100: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter proposed by said amend
ment amended as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $300,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. The 
amendment precludes the use of planning 
funds for the Winnebago Hospital in Ne
braska until a program justification docu-

ment has been approved. The House had no 
similar provision. The Senate had proposed 
$500,000 in planning funds and the managers 
have agreed to provide $300,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, INDIAN HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Amendment No. 101: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which allows the use of funds to renovate ex
isting buildings to meet additional space re
quirements. The House had no similar provi
sion. 

Amendment No. 102: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: : 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds previously or here
in made available to a tribe or tribal organiza
tion through a contract, grant or agreement au
thorized by Title I of the Indian Self-Determina
tion and Education Assistance Act of 1975 (88 
Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450) , may be deobligated 
and reobligated to a self-governance funding 
agreement under Title Ill of the Indian Self-De
termination and Education Assistance Act of 
1975 and thereafter shall remain available to the 
tribe or tribal organization without fiscal year 
limitation 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. The 
amendment deletes a House prov1s1on, 
stricken by the Senate, requiring approval of 
staffing reductions by the Committees on 
Appropriations and inserts a provision per
mitting the transfer of funds from existing 
tribal contracts to self-governance com
pacts. 

The managers stress that the necessary 
personnel resources must be made available 
to ensure that there are sufficient health 
professionals at each IHS hospital and out
patient facility. It is unrealistic to assume 
that IHS can provide needed staff with con
tract rather than in-house personnel. The 
managers expect the IHS to keep the Com
mittees fully informed of any proposed per
sonnel reductions or realignments following 
the established reprogramming procedures. 
Further, the managers enqourage both the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
and the Office of Management and Budget to 
exempt the increased staff needed for new 
and expanded IHS facilities from the base
line on which government-wide staffing re
ductions are assessed. The managers also 
note that the vast majority of IHS personnel 
in high-graded positions are physicians and 
believe any staffing reductions in the higher 
graded positions should not be applied to 
physician and health professional positions. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDU CA TION-0FFICE OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

INDIAN EDUCATION 

Amendment No. 103: Appropriates 
$83,500,000 for Indian education as proposed 
by the House instead of $83,405,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 
OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 

RELOCATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 104: Appropriates 
$26,936,000 for the Office of Navajo and Hopi 
Indian Relocation as proposed by the House 
instead of $28,436,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. Funding for housing improvements in 
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the Bennett Freeze area is addressed under 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Amendment 
No. 44. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 105: Appropriates 
$302,349,000 for salaries and expenses as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $302,083,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 106: Provides that 
$24,552,000 shall remain available until ex
pended as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$27,579,000 as proposed by the House. 

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS 
AND THE HUMANITIES 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 107: Appropriates 
$140,836,000 for grants and administration as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $137,228,450 
as proposed by the House. 

MATCHING GRANTS 

Amendment No. 108: Appropriates 
$29,392,000 for matching grants as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $28,634,000 as pro
posed by the House. 

Amendment No. 109: Earmarks $12,858,000 
for challenge grants as proposed by the Sen
ate instead of $13,187,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE lIUMANITIES 

The managers agree to the distribution of 
funds proposed by the House which includes 
$250,000 more for the National Heritage Pres
ervation Program than proposed by the Sen
ate. The Senate had included $250,000 more 
than the House for the U.S. Newspaper pro
gram. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 110: Deletes House lan
guage which prohibits continuation of the 
President 's Committee on the Arts and the 
Humanities as proposed by the Senate. 

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 111: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that funds appropriated to 
the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial 
Commission in fiscal year 1993 shall remain 
available until expended. The House had no 
similar provision. 

The managers also have provided 
$11,000,000 in the National Park Service con
struction account to continue construction 
of the memorial. 

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 112: Appropriates $4,289,000 
for public development as proposed by the 
House instead of $4,389,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 113: Deletes House pro

posed language stricken by the Senate which 
would have prohibited the use of funds in 
this Act for any sale of unprocessed timber 
to be exported by the purchaser from Federal 
lands in the State of Texas. 

Amendment No. 114: Deletes House-pro
posed provision establishing a monetary 
floor for payments from timber receipts to 
States for National Forests affected by deci
sions related to the Northern Spotted Owl, 
as proposed by the Senate. Such payments 

have been addressed in Public Law 103-66, 
the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. 

Amendment No. 115: Deletes House-pro
posed provision establishing a monetary 
floor for payments to Oregon and California 
land grant counties, based on timber re
ceipts, as proposed by the Senate. Such pay
ments have been addressed in Public Law 
103--66, the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. 

Amendment No. 116: Deletes House provi
sion, stricken by the Senate, which would 
have made the Speaker of the House a Re
gent of the Smithsonian Institution. 

Amendment No. 117: Restores House-pro
posed provision on compliance with the Buy 
American Act which was stricken by the 
Senate and changes the section number. 

Amendment No. 118: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter inserted by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 314 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment provides for timber sal
vage sales in the Pacific Northwest on For
est Service and Bureau of Land Management 
lands, subject to existing environmental and 
forest management laws, and changes the 
section number. 

Amendment No. 119: Deletes Senate provi
sion prohibiting the use of funds to initiate 
projects with total cost in excess of $500,000 
unless provided for in the budget justifica
tions or in the appropriations bill and/or re
ports. The managers remain concerned about 
the explosion of new proposals which carry 
significant outyear cost implications, but 
which have not gone through the budget re
view process. While many of these types of 
proposals may be well-intentioned, they 
must be considered in the context of the 
overall budget. Available discretionary dol
lars will become more and more constrained 
in the years ahead, and it is imperative that 
parties interested in the programs funded in 
the bill understand that requests for addi
tional funding will increasingly have to 
come at the expense of other projects in the 
budget, including base operational funds. At 
a time when many agencies are highlighting 
the constraints of the operational base, the 
managers believe it important that the link
age between these matters be recognized and 
understood. 

Amendment No. 120: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter inserted by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the Section number named in 
said amendment, insert: 315 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment limits funding for sales of 
giant sequoias pending completion of a man
agement implementation plan, and changes 
the section number. 

Amendment No. 121: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

Retain the matter inserted by said amend
ment, amended as follows: 

In lieu of the Section number named in 
said amendment, insert: 316 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment limits increases in govern
ment housing rental rates to no more than 10 
per cent of the rental rates which were in ef
fect on September 1, 1993. 

Amendment No. 122: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have 
amended the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 to provide a new 
definition of the term "rural community". 
The House had no similar provision. The lan
guage has been passed as a separate bill by 
both the House and the Senate, and it is not 
necessary to carry this provision in this Act. 

Amendment No. 123: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 
SEC. 317. GRAZING. 

Title IV of the Federal Land Policy and Man
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) is 
amended by adding the following new sections: 
"SEC. 405. GRAZING FEES. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary Of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
annually establish grazing fees. 

"(b) PHASE-IN.-The grazing fee for the graz
ing years 1994, 1995, and 1996 shall be as fol
lows: 

"(1) Grazing Fee for 1994=$2.39 per AUM 
"(2) Grazing Fee for 1995=$2.92 per AUM 
"(3) Grazing Fee for 1996=$3.45 per AUM 
"(c) CALCULATJON.-Beginning in the grazing 

year 1997, the grazing fee per AUM shall be 
equal to a $3.45 base value multiplied by the for
age value index computed annually from data 
supplied by the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service, in accordance with the following for
mula: 

"Grazing Fee per AUM=$3.45 Forage Value 
Index 

"(d) DEFJNITJONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

"(1) the term, 'Forage Value Index (FVI)' 
means the average estimate (weighted by AUMs) 
of the annual rental charge per AUM for pas
turing cattle on private rangelands in the 17 
contiguous Western States (Arizona, California, 
Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska , 
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon , 
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming) divided by $8.67 (average for the 
years 1990, 1991 , and 1992); and 

"(2) the term 'Animal Unit Month (AUM)' 
means the amount of forage necessary for the 
sustenance of 1 cow or its equivalent for a pe
riod of 1 month. 

"(e) INCREASES OR DECREASES.- Any annual 
increase or decrease in the grazing fee occurring 
after 1996 shall be limited to not more than 15 
percent of the fee in the previous year. 

"(f) LANDS AFFECTED.-Fees shall be charged 
for livestock grazing upon or crossing the public 
lands and other lands administered by the Bu
reau of Land Management and the National 
Forest System lands in the 17 contiguous West
ern States, excluding the National Forests in 
Texas, at a specified rate per animal unit 
month. 

"(g) GRAZING AFFECTED.-The full fee shall be 
charged for each paying animal unit which is 
defined as each animal 6 months of age or over 
at the time of entering the public lands, or Na
tional Forest System lands, for all weaned ani
mals regardless of age, and for such animals as 
will become 12 months of age during the author
ized period of use. No charge will be made for 
animals under 6 months of age at the time of en
tering the public lands, or National Forest Sys
tem lands, that are the natural progeny of ani
mals upon which fees are paid, provided they 
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will not become 12 months of age during the au
thorized period of use, or for progeny born dur
ing that period. 
"SEC. 406. RANGELAND REFORM. 

"(a) REGULAT/ONS.-The Secretary of the In
terior shall promulgate regulations to establish 
payment dates, late fee assessments, and service 
charges for the grazing fee established pursuant 
to section 405 of this Act and as provided for in 
section 4130.7-3 of title 43, Code of Federal Reg
ulations. 

"(b) EXECUTIVE ORDER.-Executive Order No. 
12548 (43 U.S.C. 1905 note) shall not apply to 
grazing fees established after the date of enact
ment of this section. 

"(c) PROPOSED DECISIONS AND APPEALS ON 
PERMITS OR LEASES.-The Secretary of the Inte
rior shall issue regulations providing for deci
sions and appeals of final decisions on grazing 
permits or leases. Such regulations shall provide 
the following: 

"(1) CHANGES IN LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES.- After consultation , reductions of 
permitted use or changes in livestock manage
ment practices necessary to protect rangeland 
ecosystem health shall be implemented through 
a documented agreement or by decision of the 
authorized officer. Determinations regarding the 
ecological health of ecosystems or the actions 
necessary to achieve healthy ecosystems shall be 
based on the standards and guidelines promul
gated pursuant to subsection (o), or monitoring, 
inventory , or other forage production data ac
ceptable to the authorized officer. 

"(2) OTHER CHANGES.-When the authorized 
officer determines that the soil, vegetation, or 
other resources on the public lands require pro
tection because of conditions such as drought, 
fire, flood, or insect infestation, or when contin
ued grazing use poses a significant risk of re
source damage from these factors, after con
sultation with, or a reasonable attempt to con
sult with affected permittees or lessees, other in
terested parties, and the State having lands or 
responsible for managing resources within the 
area, the authorized officer shall close allot
ments or portions of allotments to grazing by 
any kind of livestock, or modify authorized 
grazing use. Notices of closure and decisions re
quiring modification of authorized grazing use 
may be issued as final decisions effective upon 
issuance or on the date specified in the decision. 
Such decisions shall remain in effect pending 
the decision on appeal unless a stay is granted 
by the Office of Hearings and Appeals. 

"(d) WATER RIGHTS.-Subject to valid water 
rights existing on the date of enactment, no 
water rights shall be obtained for grazing-relat
ed actions on public lands except in the name of 
the United States. 

"(e) SUBLEASING.-A leasing surcharge shall 
be added by the Secretary of the Interior to the 
grazing fee billings for authorized leasing of 
base property to which public land grazing pref
erence is attached or authorized grazing of live
stock owned by persons other than the permittee 
or lessee. The surcharge shall be in addition to 
any other fees that may be charged for using 
public land forage. Surcharges shall be paid for 
grazing use calculated in accordance with the 
following: 

"(1) 20 percent of the grazing bill for the per
mitted grazing use that is attached to a leased 
base property by an approved trans[ er, or that 
was leased and attached to the base property of 
another party through an approved transfer. 

"(2) 50 percent of the grazing bill for pastur
ing livestock owned by persons other than the 
permittee or lessee under a grazing authoriza
tion. 

"(3) 70 percent of the grazing bill when base 
property is leased and a trans! er has been ap
proved and livestock owned by persons other 
than the permittee or lessee are pastured under 
a grazing authorization. 

"(f) UNAUTHORIZED GRAZING USE.
"(1) VJOLATIONS.-
"(A) Violation of section 4140.l(b)(l) of title 

43, Code of Federal Regulations, constitutes un
authorized grazing use. 

"(B) The authorized officer shall determine 
whether a violation is nonwillful, willful, or re
peated willful. 

"(C) Violators shall be liable in damages to 
the United States for the forage consumed by 
their livestock, for injury to public lands and 
other property of the United States caused by 
their unauthorized grazing use, and for ex
penses incurred in impoundment and disposal of 
their livestock, and may be subject to civil pen
alties or criminal sanction for such unlawful 
acts. 

"(2) NOTICE AND ORDER TO REMOVE.-
"( A) Whenever a violation has been deter

mined to be nonwillful and incidental, and the 
owner of the unauthorized livestock is known, 
the authorized officer shall notify the alleged vi
olator that a violation has been reported, that 
the violation must be corrected, and how it can 
be settled , based upon the discretion of the au
thorized officer. 

"(B) Whenever it appears that a violation ex
ists and the owner of the unauthorized livestock 
is known, written notice of unauthorized use 
and order to remove livestock by a specified date 
shall be served upon the alleged violator or the 
agent of record , or both, by certified mail or per
sonal delivery . The written notice shall also 
allow a specified time from receipt of notice for 
the alleged violator to show that there has been 
no violation or to make settlement under para
graph (3). 

"(C) When neither the owner of the unau
thorized livestock nor his agent is known, the 
authorized officer may proceed to impound the 
livestock under paragraph (3) . 

"(3) SETTLEMENT.-
"( A) The authorized officer shall determine 

whether the violation is nonwillful, willful, or 
repeated willful. Where violations are repeated 
willful, the authorized officer shall take action 
under section 4170.1-l(b) of title 43, Code of Fed
eral Regulations. The amount due for settlement 
shall include the value of forage consumed as 
determined under subparagraph (B). Settlement 
for willful and repeated willful violations shall 
also include the full value for all damages to the 
public lands and other property of the United 
States , and all reasonable expenses incurred by 
the United States in detecting, investigating, re
solving violations, and livestock impoundment 
costs. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
value off or age consumed shall be determined as 
follows: 

"(i) For nonwillful violations, the value of 
forage consumed as determined by the average 
monthly rate per AUM for pasturing livestock 
on privately owned land (excluding irrigated 
land) for the 17 Western States as published an
nually by the Department of Agriculture. The 
authorized officer may approve nonmonetary 
settlement of unauthorized use when the au
thorized officer determines that each of the fol
lowing conditions are met: 

''(I) Evidence shows that the unauthorized 
use occurred through no fault of the livestock 
operator. 

"(II) The forage use is insignificant. 
"(Ill) The public lands have not been dam

aged. 
"(IV) Nonmonetary settlement is in the best 

interests of the United States. 
"(ii) For willful violations, twice the value of 

forage consumed as determined in clause (i) of 
this paragraph. 

"(iii) For repeated willful violations, three 
times the value of the forage consumed as deter
mined in clause (i) of this paragraph. 

"(iv) Payment made under this paragraph 
does not relieve the alleged violator of any 
criminal liability under Federal or State law. 

"(v) Violators shall not be authorized to make 
grazing use on the public lands administered by 
the Bureau of Land Management until any 
amount found to be due the United States under 
this section has been paid. The authorized of fi
cer may take action under section 4160.1-2 of 
title 43, Code of Federal Regulations , to cancel 
or suspend grazing authorizations or to deny 
approval of applications for grazing use until 
such amounts have been paid. The proposed de
cision shall include a demand for payment. 

"(g) RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCILS.-
"(1) One or more resource advisory councils, 

as provided for in section 309, shall be estab
lished for the area within the jurisdiction of 
each Bureau of Land Management State Office 
to provide guidance on the management of pub
lic lands and resources. 

"(2) The Secretary or a designee of the Sec
retary shall appoint not less than 10 nor more 
than 15 members to serve on each resource advi
sory council. One appointee of each resource 
advisory council shall be an official elected to a 
position in State or local government serving the 
people of the area for which the council is es
tablished. 

"(3) A resource advisory council advises the 
Bureau of Land Management official to whom it 
reports regarding multiple use plans and pro
grams for public lands and resources within its 
area. 

"(4) A resource advisory council and its sub
committees shall meet at the call of the des
ignated Federal officer and elect their own offi
cers. The designated Federal officer shall attend 
all meetings of the council and its subcommit
tees. 

"(5) Administrative support for a resource ad
visory council and its subcommittees shall be 
provided by the office of the designated Federal 
officer. 

"(h) RANGE IMPROVEMENT FUND.-
"(1) With respect to public lands, in addition 

to range developments accomplished through 
other resources management funds, authorized 
range improvement may be secured through the 
use of the appropriated range improvement fund 
provided for by section 401 of this Act. One-half 
of the available funds shall be expended in the 
State and district from which they were derived. 
The remaining one-half of the fund shall be al
located, on a priority basis, by the Secretary or 
designee for on-the-ground ecosystem rehabilita
tion, protection and improvement. 

"(2) All appropriated funds for range improve
ment are to be used for cost-effective investment 
in improvements that benefit all rangeland re
sources, including reparian area rehabilitation, 
improvement , and protection, fish and wildlife 
habitat improvement, wild horse and burro 
habitat management facilities, vegetation im
provement and management, and livestock graz
ing management. The funds may be used for ac
tivities including the planning, design, layout, 
modification, and monitoring and evaluating 
the effectiveness of specific range improvement 
projects. 

" (3) During the planning of the range devel
opment or range improvement programs, author
ized officers shall consult affected permittees, 
lessees, and other interested parties. 

"(i) RANGE IMPROVEMENT OWNERSHIP.-
"(1) With respect to public lands, any permit

tee or lessee may apply for a range improvement 
permit to install, use, maintain, or modify range 
improvements that are needed to achieve man
agement objectives within his or her designated 
allotment. The permittee or lessee shall agree to 
provide full funding for construction, installa
tion, modification, or maintenance. Such range 
improvement permit may be issued at the discre
tion of the authorized officer. 
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"(2) The permittee or lesses may hold the title 

to all temporary range improvements authorized 
as livestock handling facilities such as corrals 
and dipping vats and temporary, readily remov
able improvements such as troughs for hauled 
water. The authorization for permanent water 
developments, such as spring developments, 
wells, reservoirs, stock tanks, and pipelines, 
shall be through cooperative range improvement 
agreements to protect the public interest for 
multiple use of rangeland ecosystems. The Unit
ed Stales shall assert its claims and exercise its 
rights to water developed on public lands to 
benefit the public lands and resources thereon. 

"(3) Where a permittee or lessee cannot make 
use of the forage available for livestock and an 
application for non use has been denied or the 
opportunity to make use of the available forage 
is requested by the authorized officer, the per
mittee or lessee "Shall cooperate with the tem
porary authorized use of forage by another op
erator, when it is authorized by the authorized 
officer fallowing consultation with the pref
erence permiltee or lessee . 

"(4) A permittee or lessee shall be reasonably 
compensated for the use and maintenance of im
provements and facilities by the operator who 
has an authorization for temporary grazing use. 

"(5) The authorized officer may mediate dis
putes about reasonable compensation and, f al
lowing consultation with the interested parties, 
make a determination concerning the fair and 
reasonable share of operation and maintenance 
expenses and compensation for use of improve
ments and facilities. 

"(6) Where a settlement cannot be reached, 
the authorized officer shall issue a temporary 
grazing authorization including appropriate 
terms and conditions and the requirement to 
compensate the preference permittee or lessee for 
the fair share of operation and maintenance as 
determined by the authorized officer under sub
part 4160 of title 43, Code of Federal Regula
tions. 

"(j) MANDATORY QUALIFICATIONS.-
"(1) Except as provided in sections 4110.1-1, 

4130.3, and 4130.4-3 of title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to qualify for a grazing permit or 
lease on the public lands an applicant must own 
or control land or water base property, and 
must be-

"( A) a citizen of the United States or have 
properly filed a valid declaration of intention to 
become a citizen or a valid petition for natu
ralization; 

"(B) a group or association authorized to con
duct business in the State in which the grazing 
use is sought, all members of which are qualified 
under subparagraph (A); or 

"(C) a corporation authorized to conduct 
business in the State in which the grazing use is 
sought. 

"(2) Any applicant who currently holds or 
has previously held a Federal grazing permit or 
lease, either directly or indirectly, must be deter
mined by the authorized officer to have a satis
factory record of performance. 

"(3) The applicant and any affiliate must at 
the time of permit or lease issuance be deter
mined by the authorized officer to be in substan
tial compliance with the terms and conditions of 
any Federal or State grazing permit or lease 
presently held and with the rules and regula
tions applicable to those permits and leases. The 
authorized officer may take into consideration 
circumstances beyond the control of the appli
cant or affiliate in determining whether the ap
plicant and affiliate, if any, are in compliance 
with existing permit or lease terms and condi
tions and applicable rules and regulations. 

"(4) Any applicant or affiliate who has had 
any Federal or State grazing permit or lease 
canceled for violation of the permit or lease 
within the 36 calendar months immediately pro-

ceeding the date of application shall be deemed 
to have an unsatisfactory performance record. 

"(5) In determining whether affiliation exists, 
the authorized officer shall consider all appro
priate factors, including, but not limited to, 
common ownership, common management, iden
tity of interests among family members, and con
tractual relationships. 

"(6) Applicants shall submit an application 
and any other information requested by the au
thorized officer in order to determine that all 
qualifications have been met. 

"(k) SUSPENDED NONUSE.-The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to remove references in 
existing regulations to long-term suspended 
non use. 

"(l) PROHIBITED ACTS.-The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations which would make vio
lations of the Wild Horse and Burro Act, En
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.), and other Federal or State laws concern
ing conservation, protection of natural or cul
tural resources, and protection of environmental 
quality prohibited acts. Upon the expiration of 
appeal or review periods fallowing a conviction 
for violation or an administrative finding of vio
lation of these laws the authorized officer may 
consider cancellation or suspension of permits 
and leases when the violation occurred on pub
lic land or is found to be related to authorized 

· grazing of public land . 
"(m) RANGE IMPRO VEMENTS.-Subject to valid 

rights existing on the date of enactment of this 
section, all rights to permanent improvements 
contained on or in public lands are vested in the 
United States. 

"(n) CONSERVATION NONUSE.-The Secretary 
shall promulgate regulations to authorize per
sons or entities owning or controlling base prop
erty which is capable of serving as a base for 
livestock use of public lands to apply for up to 
10 consecutive years of conservation use of a 
permit or lease , and up to 3 consecutive years of 
temporary nonuse. 

"(o) STANDARDS.-The Secretary of the Inte
rior shall develop standards and guidelines that 
establish minimum conditions for the protection 
of rangeland ecological health. These standards 
and guidelines shall be promulgated pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
and chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, to 
the extent each is applicable. Permits and leases 
shall incorporate applicable standards and 
guidelines to ensure the proper management of 
public rangelands. These standards and guide
lines shall provide for-

"(1) the restoration and protection of riparian 
values, such as healthy wildlife and fish habitat 
and diverse vegetation; 

"(2) compliance with the Clean Water Act (33 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); 

"(3) compliance with the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and 

"(4) restoration, maintenance, and improve
ment of ecosystem health, such as diversity, re
silience, and sustainability.". 
SEC. 318. USE OF FUNDS. 

Except as provided by this Act, none of the 
funds made available to the Secretary of the In
terior by this Act may be used to implement any 
grazing reform program, including a grazing fee 
increase, unless Congress has approved such 
program or fee increase. Nothing in this section 
shall prohibit the Secretary from promulgating 
regulations, modifying existing regulations, or 
taking other actions, as necessary, to implement 
the provisions of sections 405 and 406 of the Fed
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
as added by this Act. 
SEC. 319. REPEAL. 

Section 403 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1753) is re
pealed. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The original Senate amendment placed a 
moratorium on changes in grazing fees and 
changes in grazing management practices. 
The House had no similar provision. 

The amendment agreed to by the managers 
provides for the following: 

(1) Increases in grazing fees for public 
lands and National Forest System lands 
from the current level of $1.86 per animal 
unit month (AUM) to $2.39 per AUM in 1994; 
$2.92 per AUM in 1995; and $3.45 per AUM in 
1996. 

(2) After 1996 the grazing fee will be ad
justed by a Forage Value Index defined in 
the law, subject to a maximum increase or 
decrease of 15% each year. 

(3) grazing management reforms can only 
be implemented to the extent approved by 
Congress, including the following items: 

(a) range management decisions on per
mits or leases are effective on the date of is
suance, unless a stay is granted pending ac
tion on an appeal. 

(b) all water rights accrue to the United 
States, subject to valid water rights existing 
upon enactment . 

(c) the government will collect a surcharge 
of from 20 to 70 percent from permittees who 
sublease to third parties. 

(d) unauthorized use violations are subject 
to either monetary or nonmonetary pen
alties. 

(e) grazing advisory boards are replaced by 
resource advisory boards with broader rep
resentation. 

(f) the use of range improvement funds is 
expanded. 

(g) title to permanent range improvements 
accrues to the United States subject to valid 
rights existing upon enactment. 

(h) permittees who have had a Federal or 
State permit or lease cancelled for violations 
may not obtain another permit for 36 
months. 

(i) suspended non-use on allotments is de
leted as a concept. 

(j) willful violations of certain environ
mental laws may be cause for cancellation of 
permits or leases, after expiration of appeal 
or review periods, if they affect public lands 
or are related to grazing on public lands. 

(k) periods of non-use for conservation pur
poses are authorized. 

(1) national standards are to be developed 
through the normal regulatory process. 

Amendment No. 124: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert: 

SEC. 320. FOREST SERVICE SEPARATION PAY.
(a) In order to avoid or minimize the need for 
involuntary separations, effective for the period 
beginning upon the date of enactment of this 
Act through and including September 30, 1994, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, under such regula
tions and subject to such conditions as the Sec
retary of Agriculture may prescribe, shall have 
authority to offer separation pay to employees 
of the Forest Service to the same extent the Sec
retary of Defense is authorized to offer separa
tion pay to employees of a defense agency in 
section 5597 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) In the event that an authority is enacted 
to off er separation pay or a voluntary separa
tion incentive similar to such section 5597 of title 
5, United States Code, but applicable to employ
ees in the executive branch generally, the au
thority under subsection (a) shall terminate. 
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(c) Such payments may be made to employees 

who agree, during a continuous 90 day period 
designated by the agency head, beginning no 
earlier than the date of enactment of this Act 
and ending no later than September 30, 1994, to 
separate from service with the agency, whether 
by retirement or resignation. 

(d) An employee who has received a voluntary 
separation incentive under this section and ac
cepts employment with the Government of the 
United States within 2 years of the date of the 
separation on which payment of the incentive is 
based shall be required to repay the entire 
amount of the incentive to the agency that paid 
the incentive. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The amendment provides authority to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to offer separation 
pay to employees of the Forest Service, in 
order to minimize the need for involuntary 
separations. Under the President's Forest 
Plan in the Pacific Northwest, as well as for 
other reasons in other areas of the country, 
the Forest Service will have to reduce the 
number of its employees significantly during 
fiscal year 1994, and without this authority, 
a large portion of the 1994 budget could be re
quired for the costs of a Reduction-in-Force. 
With this authority, savings of $25,000,000 
could be achieved, compared to the cost of a 
RIF. The language also provides that this 
authority will terminate when government
wide authority is enacted into law. The lan
guage also provides for full repayment of any 
payment received under this authority if the 
employee receiving the payment is reem
ployed with the Government within two 
years of the separation date. 

Amendment No. 125: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 

SEC. 321. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to implement the Bureau of 
Land Management/United States Forest Service 
comprehensive strategy for Pacific salmon and 
steelhead habitat (PACFISH) or to impose in
terim guidelines for such strategy in the 
Tongass National Forest: Provided , That noth
ing in this section shall be construed to enlarge 
or diminish minimum timber no harvest buff er 
zones required by the Tongass Timber Reform 
Act or to enlarge or diminish site-specific man
agement prescriptions which increase no harvest 
fish stream buff er zones applied under the 
Tongass Land Management Plan and existing 
standards and guidelines of the Tongass Na
tional Forest. 

And on page 52, line 21 of the House en
grossed bill, H.R. 2520, strike " $150,000 on Oc
tober 1, 1993, $250,000,000" and insert 
"$125,000,000 on October 1, 1993, $275,000,000" 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment on 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The managers recognize that Alaska is the 
only State which has statutory minimum no 
harvest buffer zones on State, private, and 
Federal lands resulting from Federal and 
State laws. For this reason and because of 
the differences between the existing good 
condition of anadromous fish habitat in 
Alaska and other areas of the country, the 
managers have revised Senate proposed lan
guage to prohibit implementation of the 
PACFISH strategy in Alaska in 1994. The 
language also clarifies that this prohibition 
does not apply to any management prescrip
tions involving anadromous fish habitat 

under current standards and guidelines in 
the Tongass NF. 

The managers recognize that more studies 
are needed prior to making any decisions on 
implementing the strategy in Alaska. The 
Forest Service therefore should proceed with 
stream analyses and studies and review pro
cedures related to the PACFISH strategy in 
1994 in order to study the effectiveness of the 
current procedures. such as buffer strips, and 
to determine if any additional protection is 
needed. The Forest Service should provide an 
interim report on studies conducted to date 
to the Appropriations Committees by April 
1, 1994. Funding for such studies and analyses 
shall come from salvage funds identified pre
viously for that purpose and other programs 
such as soil, water and air, and research. 

The amendment also reduces the amounts 
of funds available for the fifth round of 
projects in the Department of Energy's clean 
coal technology account in fiscal year 1994 
by $25,000,000 to $125,000,000. The funds are to 
be made available in fiscal year 1995. 

APPLICATION OF GENERAL REDUCTIONS 

The level at which reductions shall be 
taken pursuant to the Deficit Reduction Act 
of 1985, if such reductions are required in fis
cal year 1994, is defined by the managers as 
follows: 

As provided for by section 256(1)(2) of Pub
lic Law 99-177, as amended, and for the pur
poses of a Presidential Order issued pursuant 
to section 254 of said Act, the term "pro
gram, project, and activity" for items under 
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub
committees on the Department of the Inte
rior and Related Agencies of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate is defined as 
(1) any item specifically identified in tables 
or written material set forth in the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or 
accompanying committee reports or the con
ference report and accompanying joint ex
planatory statement of the managers of the 
committee of conference; (2) any Govern
ment-owned or Government-operated facil
ity; and (3) management units, such as na
tional parks, national forests, fish hatch
eries, wildlife refuges, research uni ts, re
gional, State and other administrative units 
and the like, for which funds are provided in 
fiscal year 1994. 

The managers emphasize that any item for 
which a specific dollar amount is mentioned 
in an accompanying report, including all in
creases over the budget estimate approved 
by the Committees, shall be subject to a per
centage reduction no greater or less than the 
percentage reduction applied to all domestic 
discretionary accounts. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au
thority for the fiscal year 1994 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com
parisons to the fiscal year 1993 amount, the 
1994 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1994 follow: 

New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1993 ....... ........ ................. . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1994 .......... .... . . 

House bill, fiscal year 1994 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1994 
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1994 ................... . 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1993 ..... . 

$12,199,956,000 

13,617 ,688,000 
12,685,169,000 
13,346,699,000 

13,388,038,000 

+$1,188,082,000 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1994 ... .. . 

House bill, fiscal year 
1994 ······························ 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
1994 ···· · ························· 

SIDNEY R. YATES, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
NORMAN D. DICKS, 
TOM BEVILL, 

-229,650,000 

+702,869,000 

+41,339,000 

DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
RONALD D. COLEMAN, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
RALPH REGULA, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 
JIM KOLBE 

(except for amend
ments Nps. 16, 17, 
18, and 123), 

RON PACKARD 
(except for amend

ments Nos. 16, 17, 
18, and 123), 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
HARRY REID, 
PATTY MURRAY, 
DON NICKLES, 
TED STEVENS, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ACKERMAN (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT), for today, on account of 
personal business. 

Mr. CLEMENT (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of of
ficial business. 

Mr. ORTON (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT), for today, on account of offi
cial business. 

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today, on account of fam
ily obligations. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. LIVINGSTON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. BATEMAN, for 60 minutes each 
day, on October 20 and 21. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TALENT, for 60 minutes each day, 

on November 3, 10, 17, and 23. 
Mr. DORNAN, for 60 minutes each day, 

on November 17 and 23. 
Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. KANJORSKI) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. KOPETSKI, for 60 minutes, today. 
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Mr. THORNTON, for 60 minutes, on Oc

tober 20. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. LIVINGSTON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. COBLE. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. FAWELL. 
Mrs. BENTLEY in two instances. 
Mr. BAKER of California. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. KANJORSKI) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. MALONEY in two instances. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. BORSKI. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Ms. DELAURO in two instances. 
M.s. PELOSI. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. 
Mr. MFUME. 
Mr. KENNEDY. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 
Ms. SNOWE. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 537. An act for the relief of Tania Gil 
Compton; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

S. 760. An act for the relief of Leteane 
Monatsi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIG NED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills and joint res
olutions of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

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. 

H.R. 2493. An act making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 218. Joint resolution designating 
October 16, 1993, and October 16, 1994, each as 
World Food Day. 

H.J. Res. 265. Joint resolution to designate 
October 19, 1993, as "National Mammography 
Day." 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 92. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of October 1993 as "National Down 
Syndrome Awareness Month." 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 2 o'clock and 51 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Octo
ber 18, 1993, at 12 noon. 

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. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources, Senate Joint Resolution 
78. An act designating the beach at 53 de
grees 53'51 "N, 166 degrees 34'15"W to 53 degrees 
53'48"N, 166 degrees 34'21 "W on Hog Island, 
which lies in the Northeast Bay of Unalaska, 
AK, as "Arkansas Beach" in commemoration 
of the 206th regiment of the National Guard, 
who served during the Japanese attack on 
Dutch Harbor, Unalaska, on June 3 and 4, 
1942 (Rept. 103-294). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 276. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 2519) making ap
propriations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1994, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 103-295). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. HAMILTON: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. H.R. 3225. A bill to support the tran
sition to nonracial democracy in South Afri
ca; with an amendment (Rept. 103-296 Pt. 1). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAMILTON: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. H.R. 3000. A bill for reform in emerg
ing new democracies and support and help 
for improved partnership with Russia, 
Ukraine, and other new independent states 
of the former Soviet Union; with an amend
ment (Rept. 103-297 Pt. 1). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. YATES: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2520. A bill mak
ing appropriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 103-299). Ordered to be print
ed. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. MINETA: Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

H.R. 881. A bill to prohibit smoking in Fed
eral buildings; with an amendment; referred 
to the Committee on Government Operations 
for a period ending not later than November 
12, 1993, for consideration of such provisions 
of the bill and amendment as fall within the 
jurisdiction of the committee pursuant to 
clause l(j), rule X (Rept. 103-298, Pt. 1). Or
dered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as fallows: 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr. 
SPENCE): 

H.R. 3292. A bill to prohibit funding for the 
involvement of the United States Armed 
Forces in Somalia after January 31, 1994; 
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs , Rules, and Armed Services . 

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska~ Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. LEVY, Mr. MAN
TON, Mr. KING, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, 
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
LAZIO, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
HANSEN, and Mr. FISH): 

H.R. 3293. A bill to prohibit the imposition 
of additional charges or fees for attendance 
at the U.S. Military Academy, the U.S. 
Naval Academy, the U.S. Air Force Acad
emy, the U.S. Coast Guard Academy, and the 
U.S. Merchant Marine Academy; jointly, to 
the Committees on Armed Services and Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 3294. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to include services pro
vided at any Federally qualified health cen
ter by interns and residents in a medical 
residency training program of a hospital in 
determining the amount of payment to the 
hospital under the Medicare Program for the 
costs of graduate medical education if the 
hospital incurs any of the costs of providing 
the services, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committees on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BORSKI: 
H.R. 3295. A bill to improve the ability of 

the Federal Government to prepare for and 
respond to major disasters, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on Pub
lic Works and Transportation, Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs, and Armed Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
H.R. 3296. A bill to amend the National 

Housing Act to authorize the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development to insure 
mortgages given to secure loans that are 
made to refinance single-family homes hav
ing appraised values that are less than the 
outstanding principal obligations refinanced; 
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. MORELLA: 
H.R. 3297. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to extend the treatment cur
rently afforded to Federal judges under the 
Federal Employees Group Life Insurance 
Program to certain other judicial officials; 



24856 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 15, 1993 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Ms. WATERS 
R.R. 3298. A bill to amend title XII of the 

National Housing Act to establish a national 
property reinsurance program to ensue the 
availability and affordability of property in
surance in underserved areas; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. 

By Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas: 
H.J. Res. 278. Joint resolution designating 

the week of March 21 through 27, 1994, as 
" National Long-Term Care Administrators 
Week"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. CONDIT (for himself, Mr. ROB
ERTS, Mr. MORAN, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. POMBO, Mr. 
BARCA of Wisconsin, and Mr. GOOD
LING): 

H. Res. 277. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives respecting 
unfunded mandates; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. KASICH (for himself, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. FILNER, Mr. KINGS
TON, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr. LIPINSKI): 

H. Res. 278. Resolution amending the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to permit 
Members, in specified circumstances, to vote 
by secure electronic device from their dis
tricts; to the Committee on Rules. · 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
Mr. GILCHREST introduced a bill (R.R. 

3299) to clear certain impediments to the li
censing of a vessel for employment in the 
coastwise trade and fisheries of the United 
States; which was referred to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries·. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R.R. 323: Mr. LEVY. 
R.R. 401: Mr. GINGRICH. 
R .R. 493: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. 

BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. SKEEN, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut. 

R.R. 794: Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut , Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. INHOFE, and 
Mr. MACHTLEY. 

R.R. 796: Ms. SHEPHERD. 
R.R. 825: Mr. RANGEL. 
R.R. 830: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. McCRERY, Mr. 

REGULA, Mr. THOMAS of California, and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey. 

R .R. 1056: Mr. HUTTO, Mr. SHAW, Mr. AN
DREWS of New Jersey, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. MANTON, and Mr. RAVENEL. 

R.R. 1133: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. Goss, Ms. LONG, Mr. 
KLINK, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms. 
HARMAN, and Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 

R.R. 1322: Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. DEAL, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. HALL of Texas, and Mr. JEF
FERSON. 

R.R. 1424: Mr. WILSON. 
R.R. 1609: Mr. RUSH. 
.R.R. 1627: Mr. MURPHY. 
R .R. 1889: Mr. BISHOP. 
R.R. 1924: Mr. SANDERS. 
R.R. 1938: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
R.R. 1999: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 

GINGRICH, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
ORTON, Mr. cox, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, 
Mr. SPRATT' and Mr. BEREUTER. 

R.R. 2043: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. 
R.R. 2226: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
R.R. 2292: Mr. WASHINGTON and Mr. DEL

LUMS. 
R.R. 2308: Mr. RUSH, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 

DUNCAN, Mr. BOEHLERT, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 
R.R. 2415: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
R .R. 2447: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 

KOPETSKI, and Mr. REElD. 
R.R. 2727: Mr. CARDIN. 
R.R. 2884: Mr. GILLMOR and Ms. SNOWE. 
R.R. 2953: Mr. BLILEY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 

HERGER, Mr. Cox, and Mr. PORTMAN. 
R .R. 3024: Mr. PACKARD. 
R.R. 3030: Mr. SCHIFF. 
R.R. 3041: Mr. KLEIN. 
R.R. 3084: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
R.R. 3125: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
R.R. 3173: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. 

MCMILLAN. 
R.R. 3208: Mr. LAF ALCE. 
R.R. 3284: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SOLOMON, 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
LINDER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Ms. DUNN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. POR
TER, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro
lina, Mr. COBLE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SUNDQUIST, 
Mr. EWING, Mr. HOKE, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
H uFFINGTON, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. CALLAHAN, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. SCHAEFER, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 
and Mr. MCHUGH. 

H.J . Res. 113: Mr. SPENCE. 
H.J. Res. 145: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 

BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. SUNDQUIST, 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, and Mr. 
SCHIFF. 

H.J . Res. 205: Mr. FARR, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. 
KLECZKA. 

H.J. Res. 216: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. MACHTLEY, and Mr. POSHARD. 

H.J. Res. 242: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. CRAMER, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. JA
COBS. 

H.J. Res. 246: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. REED, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. SMITH of Iowa. 

H.J. Res. 256: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.J. Res. 268: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 

PASTOR, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. MARKEY, and Ms. 
KAPTUR. 

H.J. Res. 272: Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. HUTTO, Mrs. MORELLA, 
Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. PRICE of North Caro
lina, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. BOUCHER, 
Ms. BYRNE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. GORDON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. WALSH, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. HUGHES, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. NATCHER, 
Mr. FILNER, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. KLEIN, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. SWETT, Mr. SMITH of Or
egon, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr. THOMP
SON. 

H. Con. Res. 135: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. BARLOW, 
and Mr. FISH. 

H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. HOEKSTRA , Mr. COBLE, 
and Mr. WALSH. 

H. Res. 33: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H. Res. 237: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 

PORTMAN, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. TORKILDSEN, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska. 

H. Res. 239: Mr. PORTMAN. 
H. Res. 247: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. GUNDER

SON. 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXVII, the fol
lowing discharge petitions were filed: 

Petition 7, October 14, 1993, by Mr. PETER
SON of Minnesota on House Joint Resolution 
146 has been signed by the following Member: 
Collin C. Peterson. 

Petition 8, October 14, 1993, by Mr. PETER
SON of Minnesota on House Resolution 125 
has been signed by the following Member: 
Collin C. Peterson. 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti
tions: 

Petition 1 by Mr. SOLOMON on R.R. 493: 
Joe Skeen, Curt Weldon, Jan Meyers, Dan 
Burton, and Gary A. Franks. 

Petition 3 by Mr. McCOLLUM on House 
Joint Resolution 38: Gary A. Franks. 

Petition 4 by Mr. HOEKSTRA on House 
Joint Resolution 9: Joe Skeen, Doug Bereu
ter, Bill Barrett, David A. Levy, Peter T. 
King, Jan Meyers, and Ike Skelton. 

Petition 5 by Mr. STEARNS on House Res
olution 156: Michael N. Castle, Gary A. 
Franks, and Stephen Horn. 

Petition 6 by Mr. SENSENBRENNER on 
R.R. 1025: George J. Hochbrueckner, Con
stance A. Morella, Peter G. Torkildsen, and 
Stephen Horn. 
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