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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable PATTY MUR
RAY, a Senator from the State of Wash
ington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will come to order. 

Today's prayer will be offered by a 
guest chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Al
bert Giles, Jr., Asbury United Meth
odist Church, Brandywine, MD. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Dr. Albert Giles, Jr., 

Asbury United Methodist Church, 
Brandywine, MD, offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, we thank You for our 

beloved land You gave to us to use and 
enjoy. You gave us a new humanity 
with power of freedom. Free to live, 
free to serve, and free to enjoy and love 
one another through the power of Your 
divine love. You have blessed our Na
tion with great wealth, and good har
vest from our farmland. Our streams, 
rivers, and lakes were clean, and we 
were able to eat, drink, and enjoy fresh 
air and good health. But we have 
strayed like lost sheep, and our 
streams, rivers, and lakes are polluted, 
and we suffer from diseases, sickness, 
and even death. 

Our cities are not only polluted with 
stale air, but with poverty, violence, 
and diseases, which led to death and 
destruction. The true power of God's 
love must prevail over polluted cities. 
For it was written long ago: Except the 
Lord keep the city, the watchman 
waketh but in vain. (Psalm 127:1) 

Remove 0 God, the elements from 
our land, that breed bitterness and vio
lence among our young people. Sur
round them with Your love, that they 
may be led out of the darkness of self
ishness and into the glorious sunlight 
of sisterhood and brotherhood, where 
they will be heal thy, and bring up a 
generation free from poverty, illit
eracy, violence, and preventable dis
eases. 

In the name of Him who is the Cre
ator and Sustainer of the land. Amen. 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 13, 1993) 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The bill clerk read the following let
ter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

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

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable PATTY MURRAY, a 
Senator from the State of Washington, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. MURRAY thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

evening, as we make a renewed effort 
to complete action on this bill as soon 
as possible. In addition, we will be tak
ing up appropriations bills conference 
repo~ts as they become available from 
the House of Representatives, and 
votes are expected on one or more of 
those conference reports today. 

So, Senators should be aware that 
votes will occur throughout the day, 
beginning this morning, and could 
occur at any time. Senators are on no
tice to be able to come to the floor 
within 20 minutes to cast their votes. 

Mr. President, I see the distinguished 
manager is present, the Senator from 
Hawaii, and Senator BRADLEY is here 
to offer his amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

pore. The majority leader is recog- DEPARTMENT OF DEllENSE 
nized. APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
pursuant to an agreement reached late The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
last evening and printed at page 3 of pore. Under the previous order, the 
the calendar today, the Senate will Senate will now resume consideration 
proceed this morning to consider an of H.R. 3116, which the clerk will re
amendment by Senator BRADLEY-in port. 
just a moment, he will be here to offer The bill clerk read as follows: 
that amendment-under a 1-hour time A bill (H.R. 3116) making appropriations 
limitation. It is expected there will be for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
a vote on or in relation to the Bradley year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
amendment within the next hour. That purposes. 
will be followed by an amendment by The Senate resumed consideration of 
Senators McCAIN and BINGAMAN, under · the bill. 
a 1-hour time limitation, and it is ex
pected that there will be a vote on 
that. So there should be two votes this 
morning with respect to those amend
ments. 

Thereafter, the managers have ad
vised that they intend to proceed as 
promptly as possible on the remaining 
amendments, and they are listed at 
pages 2 and 3 of the calendar this morn
ing. 

It is likely that the Senate will have 
to remain in session throughout the 

AMENDMENT NO. 1070 

(Purpose: To delete the funding for the ac
quisition of tactical transport aircraft for 
support of Army and Air National Guard 
missions) 
Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD

LEY] proposes an amendment numbered 1070. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 34, line 13, strike out " $785,000,000" 

a nd insert in lieu thereof " $635,000,000" . 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, 
this amendment represents one more 
attempt on my part to cut lower prior
i ty, unnecessary public spending. Dur
ing the consideration of the budget 
bill , we had a lot of speeches about cut
ting spending, and I have tried, pursu
ant to several principles, to offer the 
Senate the opportunity to do so in a se
r ies of appropriations bills. This is an
other example of that effort. 

This amendment would cut $150 mil
lion in funding for tactical transport 
aircraft for the Army National Guard. 
This money has not been requested by 
the administration. Not only is the 
spending unrequested, it is intended for 
unspecified procurement. No equip
ment types or quantities are identified 
with this $150 million. 

The committee report simply asks 
the National Guard to submit a plan 
identifying the mix of aircraft. to be ac
quired by January 15, 1994, with the 
money appropriated in the meantime. 
In other words, we give the money to 
the National Guard and they tell us 
later how they are going to spend the 
money. 

In today's tough fiscal climate, we 
need to allocate limited taxpayer fund
ing to where it is most needed. This is 
clearly not an example of high priority 
spending. Again, this spending does not 
appear in the President's budget. The 
administration supports striking these 
funds. The House did not include these 
funds. 

I believe that eliminating this money 
is the right course of action for a num
ber of reasons. 

First, it is a fact t he fut ure r ole and 
size of t he National Guard is under ac
tive review t oday. While it is clear that 
President Clinton, as a former Gov
ernor, values t he Guard and its capa
bilities, a major restructuring of the 
Guard is in the works. Although the 
cuts in force will not be as drastic as 
they have been proposed earlier, it is 
probable that the Army Guard will 
drop another 10 percent by 1996. Addi
tionally, it is possible that the Bottom
Up Review may lead to the consolida
tion of the Guard's current 10 divisions 
into 5 divisions of enhanced capabili
ties. With such changes forthcoming, it 
makes no sense to approve a vague or 
unspecified appropriation of this mag
nitude, $150 million, with no statement 
as to how it will be spent. 

The second point is the Army active 
forces are rapidly downsizing from 
750,000 men and women in 1990, to 
540,000 men and women in 1994. The Air 
Force is likewise being consolidated. 
With this consolidation and shrinking 

of force, this will free up vast amounts 
of material for use by the Guard 
troops. It is unwise to make such a 
large appropriation, $150 million, un
less we are absolutely clear that these 
needs cannot be met out of the existing 
inventory of equipment. Since we do 
not know what the Army Guard wants, 
it is impossible to say whether it will 
need whatever this money is to be 
spent for or that it cannot get it out of 
the surplus that will be available from 
the downsizing of the Army and Air 
Force. 

The third point is that the Senate ap
propriations bill includes $250 million 
that is authorized, but not requested, 
for purchase of 8 tactical airlift air
craft by the Air National Guard. This 
amendment does not challenge that 
spending. Whatever new airlift needs 
there are in the National Guard should 
be helped by this addition of $250 mil
lion for the Air National Guard for tac
tical airlift aircraft. So if we are al
ready spending $250 million in this for 
the Air National Guard, why do we 
need $150 million for the Army Na
tional Guard? 

I note, further, that the Army and 
Army Reserve do not own the type of 
planes likely to be purchased with this 
funding. They do not need them. These 
forces, the Army and the Army Re
serve, traditionally rely on the Air 
Force to transport and to supplement 
their helicopter capabilities. The much 
smaller Army Guard, on the other 
hand, already owns or has ordered 
about 40 to 50 of these transport air
craft. Given the presence already of a 
1,700-plane Air National Guard and the 
further expansion of the. Air National 
Guard allowed by this $250 million ap
propriation, I have to question the 
need for another $150 million for the 
Army National Guard. 

Last, Madam President, if the Na
tional Guard is not expect ed t o tell us 
prior t o J anuary 1994 how t hey intend 
t o allocat e this money-how they are 
going t o spend it-I would respect fully 
suggest that they wait 1 or 2 months 
and include that information in the fis
cal year 1995 budget submission. Then, 
given a proper explanation, the appro
priate committees can take an in
formed look at these needs. 

Madam President, it is time to stop 
buying unneeded and unwarranted 
equipment. If funding is not requested, 
it is incumbent on the spending spon
sors to make a solid claim as to need 
and purpose. Such a claim has never 
been made for this $150 million in 
funds. 

The public is increasingly concerned 
about the use of congressional ear
marks to steer Federal dollars to paro
chial projects. The Senate committee 
has strongly tried to reject earmarks, 
and they are to be commended for their 
efforts. This appropriation is, in a 
sense, the opposite of an earmark. Its 
purposes are identified by only the 

vaguest phrases-"tactical transport 
aircraft." But the ambiguity in the 
language makes it impossible to assess 
the value of the equipment to be ac
quired. Like the earmark, there is no 
objective statement of need to justify 
this $150 million of taxpayer money 
going to the Army National Guard. 

We do not have $150 million to spend 
as Congress sees fit or as the Guard 
sees fit. This money must go to the 
highest priority needs, and those may 
be elsewhere. Certainly, the President 
and the Department of Defense believe 
that priority funding should be for 
other purposes. The President and the 
Department of Defense say this money 
should not be spent for these purposes. 
To quote the statement of administra
tion policy, "These are not high prior
ity items." Like the earmark, this lan
guage represents bad public policy. 

I urge the Senate to support this 
amendment. It makes sense in terms of 
maintaining an effective military 
force, and it makes sense in terms of 
protecting the taxpayers' hard earned 
dollars. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
rise to speak against the amendment. 

First, I believe the record should be 
made clear that this was authorized by 
the Armed Services Committee and by 
the U.S. Senate. In fact, the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, the 
Senator from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD, 
and the ranking member, Mr. HAT
FIELD, together with Senator STEVENS, 
and the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Defense appropriations, issued a 
joint letter to the Armed Services 
Committee requesting authorization 
for these amounts. 

Second, it has been suggested by the 
author of this amendment that these 
aircraft are not needed, that this is a 
waste of money, and that it was notre
quest ed. 

It has not been r equested because i t 
has been t he practice for t oo long t o 
give left overs to t he National Guard. 
Yes, leftovers. We have been providing 
command a ircraft t o the National 
Guard, leftovers. We have been provid
ing transport aircraft to the National 
Guard, leftovers. 

Yet , Madam President, we call upon 
our men and women in the Air and 
Army National Guard to place them
selves in harm's way. They were in 
Desert Storm. They are in Somalia. 
And who knows they may be in Bosnia. 
But yet we are saying give them left
overs. 

So we took it upon ourselves to call 
upon the Department of Defense and 
the Armed · Services Committee to 
come forth with equipment. But in 
order to comply with the wishes of 
some of the Members of this body, we 
did not identify the aircraft. We pro
vided a generic definition because so 
many Members have been complaining 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25425 
about earmarking. But everyone knew 
what we had in mind. The Armed Serv
ices Committee knew exactly, if one 
should follow the debate on the floor of 
the authorization. We wanted to pur
chase C-23's. These are small tactical 
lift aircraft, cargo planes, that can 
carry troops, short runway, fast take
off. 

Why should we saddle our men and 
women in the old DC-3's? The inven
tory of the Army Air National Guard 
still include DC-3's, DC-3's that were in 
operation in World War II. 

And yet we expect our men and 
women in the Guard to, God forbid, 
serve us in World War III with World 
War II equipment. 

We also knew that the National 
Guard, the Army and Air, wanted the 
C-212. They also needed replacement 
aircraft for medical evacuation. Are we 
to tell those men and women who are 
injured that they will have to do it the 
old way, carried on stretchers, picked 
up by helicopters, and wait hours and 
hours before shipped off to a hospital? 

If we expect our men and women in 
the National Guard and the Air Na
tional Guard to stand in harm's way 
for us, the least we can do is to provide 
them with good equipment. And this 
amendment provides that. 

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

pore. Who yields time? 
Mr. INOUYE. I yield whatever time 

the Senator from Alaska requires. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Thank you, Madam 

President. 
I am very strongly opposed to this 

Bradley amendment. 
Sometime later today, the managers 

of this bill are going to be attacked be
cause we earmarked specific i terns in 
this bill in other amendments. Now the 
Senator from New Jersey attacks us 
because we have not earmarked, know
ing, as the Senator from Hawaii has in
dicated, that we have a staggering 
backlog of demand for replacement of 
aircraft for the Air National Guard and 
for the Army Guard. And I would point 
out to the Senator from New Jersey 
the $150 million is for both. 

We went, as the Senator from Hawaii 
says, together with the chairman and 
ranking member of the full committee, 
to the Armed Services Committee and 
said, " Authorize us at least some 
money this year to start that replace
ment." 

We all know about problems through
out the Guard. Let me tell the Senator 
from New Jersey about the Alaska sit
uation. 

We are currently operating twin-en
gine Otter aircraft. They are the only 
planes that we have that can meet the 
needs of remote locations in Alaska in 
the wintertime, using skis for takeoff 
and landing on unprepared, ice run
ways that are in use during the maneu-

ver period when the Guard brings Na
tional Guard units from all over the 
Nation to Alaska to experience winter 
training. Units operate out on the tun
dra, out in areas without runways, and 
ice runways are prepared for evacu
ations. 

The Otter is over 20 years old-a 
great airplane, the UV-18-and it must 
be replaced. We have not said which 
aircraft will replace the Otter or even 
that the Otter must be replaced from 
this money. I certainly hope it will be. 
But the need is there. 

In the past 2 years, the National 
Guard has been called into service in 
four domestic crises: Hurricane An
drew, Hurricane Iniki, the Midwest 
floods, and civil disturbances in Los 
Angeles. In each instance, both the 
Army and Air Guard have flown sub
stantial numbers of missions. The need 
is there to replace aircraft that have 
been overused in those emergency air
lift needs associated with those emer
gencies. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
following my remarks the emergency 
missions flown by the Army and Air 
National Guard during those recent do
mestic major emergencies. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

urge the Senate to reject this amend
ment. I do so on two bases: First, this 
is the minimum amount necessary to 
replace aged aircraft that are currently 
operated by the Air and Army Guard. 
It does not meet their total needs at 
all. It is a beginning. As the Senator 
from Hawaii says, it is a beginning of 
replacing those aged aircraft with new 
aircraft so that the Guard is trained in 
modern, up-to-date aircraft, and their 
readiness and their capability to re
spond to emergencies at the call of the 
Governors or at the call of the national 
authorities is improved. 

I can think of no time in the history 
of the Guard when their needs have 
been greater. 

Madam President, my last reason is 
this: As we downsize the standing 
Army and the standing Air Force, the 
Active Duty Army and Air Force, we 
must improve the capability of our Re
serve and National Guard Forces. They 
will be called on more and more, as the 
Senator from Hawaii says so suc
cinctly, to be placed in harm's way be
cause of the involvement of this coun
try more and more in overseas emer
gencies. 

I really think, if anything, we should 
be attacked for having requested so lit
tle, really, in view of the fact that the 
need is so great for the National Guard. 

If I may, before I finish my time, I 
would like to have printed in the 
RECORD the provision on page 230 of the 
committee's report, where we explain 

the reason for this item, the National 
Guard aircraft. It is a very short para
graph. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

National Guard aircra[t.-The Committee 
recommends $150,000,000 for the acquisition 
of tacttcal transport aircraft to support 
Army and Air National Guard missions. The 
Committee expects the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau to submit a plan identifying 
the specific type and quantity of aircraft to 
be purchased with these funds and the spe
cific missions to be supported by these assets 
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations and Armed Services not later 
than January 15, 1994. The Committee ex
pects the Chief of the National Guard Bureau 
to prioritize procurement of aircraft to sup
port cargo, medical evacuation, and emer
gency support missions. 

EXHIBIT 1 

Emergency Missions flown by Army and 
Air National Guard during recent Major Do
mestic Emergencies: 

Army Air 

Hurricane Andrew 1,000 519 
Hurriance lniki .. 1,000 812 
Midwest floods .. 2,000 44 
Civil disturbances . 100 80 

Total .. 4,100 1,455 

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

pore. The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, in 

reading the paragraph that the distin
guished Senator from Alaska refers to 
on page 230 of the report, I see no ref
erence to C-212's or C-23's. I see only a 
reference to tactical transport aircraft. 

I have asked any number of people in 
the Department: What does "tactical 
transport aircraft" mean? I understand 
what tactical airlift aircraft means, 
but "tactical transport aircraft?" I do 
not understand what that means. 

The distinguished Senator from Ha
waii and the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska have confirmed on the 
floor today that the aircraft they are 
talking about are the C- 212's and the 
C-23's. 

Is that a correct assessment? Could 
either the distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii or the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska confirm, are those the two 
aircraft that will be procured with this 
$150 million? 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
would say to the Senator from New 
Jersey in response, we have not limited 
it to those. We have left the discretion 
to the Guard Bureau to find those pri
orities which must be built first. We 
are quite hopeful that they will look to 
the needs that both the Senator from 
Hawaii and I have mentioned in terms 
of the C-212 and the C-23. 

But there is no restriction in terms 
of this except that it is the tactical air
craft we are talking about. And we are 
not talking about jet aircraft; we are 
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not talking executive jets. We are talk
ing about the needs of the individual 
Guard units that must be met on a pri
ority basis and the priority will be set 
by the Guard Bureau itself. 

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

pore. The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the 

sum that was involved in this procure
ment was not plucked out of the sky. It 
was the result of intensive discussion 
we have had with Air National Guard 
officials and Army National Guard offi
cials. And we very deliberately made it 
generic, without identifying. Further
more, it is understood that if the Na
tional Guard desires not to spend the 
money, that is up to them. 

But before I yield the floor, I would 
like to clarify one matter that the Sen
ator from New Jersey brought up. He 
indicated that the National Guard was 
being downgraded or downsized and re
duced. A reading of the report would 
clearly indicate that the Air National 
Guard will be increased by 2,060, not 
decreased, because new missions are 
being assigned to them, new activities 
have been assigned to them. The De
fense Department recognizes this. So in 
its Bottom-Up Review, all of its re
views, they have decided to increase 
the number of the Air National Guard. 
Whereas all the other units have been 
decreased, the Air National Guard has 
been increased. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will 
yield just one moment there? 

I urge the Sen a tor from New Jersey 
to read the last sentence in the para
graph I put in the RECORD. It states: 

The committee expects the Chief of the Na
tional Guard Bureau to prioritize procure
ment of aircraft to support cargo, medical 
evacuation, and emergency support missions. 

Those are the main shortages in the 
Guard, in our opinion. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

Mathews). The Senator from New Jer
sey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
think this has been a very instructive 
exchange. Essentially what the distin
guished Senator from Hawaii and the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska 
confirm is that the money for these 
planes in this appropriation shall be 
used for the C-212's or the C-23's, or 
any other aircraft that the Army Na
tional Guard wants-not the Air Na
tional Guard, the Army National 
Guard. This is money for the Army Na
tional Guard, not the Air National 
Guard. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? The 
Senator has repeated that. This is for 
the Guard Bureau. There are both 
Army and Air needs. The Guard Bureau 
will make that decision. There is no 
such limit in our provision of this 
amount of money. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the distin
guished Senator for that clarification, 
as well. 

At the moment, the Air Guard has an 
inventory of 1,750 planes. To the point 
that this was really a need to modern
ize, they have, since 1980, acquired 100 
new C- 130's. In fact, two-thirds of the 
inventory is modern. 

So the argument that they have been 
getting the leftovers is not backed up 
by the fact that since 1980, they have 
gotten 100 C- 130's, and that two-thirds 
of the inventory is modernized, and 
that the Air Guard already has 1,750 
planes. 

So I think this has been a very help
ful exchange because there is now some 
clarity. It is clearly the intention of 
the appropriators that the money go to 
the C-212's. The distinguished Senator 
from Alaska points out, rightly, that 
there is a need for the C- 212's in Alaska 
to replace the De Havilland planes. But 
to meet the needs of Alaska would cost 
about $30 million. This is an appropria
tion for $150 million. 

The question then arises, where does 
the rest of the money go? It goes for 
procurement of C-23's, and other pur
poses and other planes that are not de
termined by anyone until the Guard 
decides how they will spend it. In other 
words we are giving them money and 
saying: Spend it the way you want. 

There is a little more clarity now in 
that it is specified they will buy C- 23's 
and C-212's. So let us address those pur
chases. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues what the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, former Chairman Colin 
Powell, said about these types of 
planes. 

The current inventory built to support a 
global war exceeds what is required for our 
regionally oriented strategy. The current ex
cess is compounded by the fact that Congress 
continues to require the services to purchase 
aircraft neither requested or needed. In the 
last 2 years alone, Congress added on funds 
to the defense appropriations for some 15 C-
12's, some 4 C-120"s, some 10 C-21 , 10 C-23's, 19 
C-26's, and 12 P-180's , not requested by DOD. 

It should be noted that this funding 
was not requested by DOD. DOD has 
not said we need more C-23 's . Here is 
General Powell saying specifically: 
You have given us 10 more than we 
needed; we do not want them. This pro
posal would give another 10. This is 
really not a question about the Na
tional Guard. This is a question about 
the appropriations process. Should we 
appropriate blindly or should we re
quire the money to be appropriated for 
specific purposes? But it goes to the 
question of the C-23. 

We say, what is at work here? Why 
are we spending $150 million, $30 mil
lion of which would have taken care of 
the problem of the C-12's in Alaska? 
Why are we spending the $150 million? 

I suggest there is another effort 
going on here. I think it is important 
to recognize who produced the C-23's. 
The C-23 Sherpa is made by a Northern 
Ireland company, a Protestant com
pany, called Shorts. They have a ter-

rible history of discrimination against 
Catholic workers. 

I view this effort as a way to get 
money to the Shorts Co. without men
tioning that the money is actually 
going to the Shorts Co. They have dis
continued their line of production. So 
they are not going to be producing 
this. These planes will be refurbished. 
It will be refurbished in a State in the 
United States, and Shorts will be the 
maintenance contractor. 

This is, in fact, what is happening 
with this amendment. The distin
guished Sen a tor from Alaska has 
pointed out a very good reason why we 
should spend the money. We should 
spend the money for some C-212's, cost
ing $30 million, in Alaska. We should 
not spend $100 million-plus for C-23's 
that are aimed at getting the money to 
the company that, if its name was 
mentioned, they would receive no 
money because of their record of dis
crimination against Irish Catholics, 
Catholics in Northern Ireland. 

Why are we insinuating ourselves 
into that debate on the side of the 
Protestants in Northern Ireland? That 
is a question that has not been an
swered. It is a question that I believe 
cannot be answered. It is a reason to 
reject this amendment on its face. 

But the other reason is these are tax
payer dollars. These are wasted dollars. 
The planes are not needed. Colin Pow
ell has said: You have given us 10 
planes more than we wanted last year. 
Why do we want another 10 this year? 
You should not spend the money this 
way. 

Citizens Against Government Waste, 
in a letter on behalf of the 550,000 mem
bers of the Council for Citizens Against 
Government Waste, write in support of 
the amendment to strike the $150 mil
lion for the Army National Guard. It is 
a waste of money. 

I hope the Senate would reconsider 
this money and reject it. It is not need
ed. There is $250 million in this appro
priation for tactical airlift for the Air 
National Guard already-$250 million. 

We do not need another $150 million 
that, up until this moment on the 
floor, was for unspecified purposes. Fi
nally, on the floor, it is confirmed that 
is for C-212's and for C-23's . The C-212's 
would cost about $30 million. The C-
23's would cost significantly more than 
$100 million, and the money would go 
to the Shorts Co., which is one of the 
major Protestant firms in Northern 
Ireland that discriminate against 
Catholic citizens. 

So, Mr. President, I think that on the 
face of this, it makes very good sense 
to reject the $150 million and support 
this amendment; save the taxpayers of 
America $150 million and pull the 
United States out of a potentially em
barrassing position behind the efforts 
of a company which has had a record of 
rather gross insensitivity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is 

the time situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Hawaii has 17 minutes 20 sec
onds remaining. The Sen a tor from New 
Jersey has 81/2 minutes. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, the record should 

show that in the past 10 years, the De
partment of Defense has requested 
funds for new aircraft for the National 
Guard once. In the past 10 years, only 
once did they make a request. Because 
whether we like it or not, whether we 
want to admit it or not, it has been the 
official policy of the Department of De
fense to give leftovers to the Army and 
Air National Guard. If it were not for 
the Congress of the United States, that 
is all they would have - leftovers. 

Yet, as I have said, as the Senator 
from Alaska has indicated, we expect 
these men and women to put on the 
uniform of the United States and stand 
in harm's way in our behalf. That is 
the issue. 

Yes, they do have 100 new C-130's, but 
keep in mind that there are 50 States 
with National Guards, with Air Na
tional Guards. All of these units need 
some sort of transport. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has used 1 minute. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee for giv
ing me the opportunity to address this 
very important amendment. The 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Jersey would eliminate fund
ing for tactical transport aircraft for 
the Army National Guard. I speak both 
as a former Governor who commanded 
a National Guard unit and as cochair
man of the National Guard Caucus. We 
feel that this provision of funds for tac
tical aircraft is vitally important. It 
will enable the Guard to fulfill several 
extremely important roles. 

First, these aircraft will be used to 
support important logistical needs of 
the Guard-moving troops and equip
ment for training and intertheater mis
sions. These are missions where it 
would not be economical to use a larg
er aircraft, such as the C-130. The Sen
ator from New Jersey pointed out there 
is money for C- 130's. You have different 
missions. The Army needs the smaller 
aircraft for moving troops and equip
ment within the battle area. That is 
why these airplanes are needed. We are 
talking about using money for smaller 
aircraft. They could be the C-23's or 
other aircraft. 

Second, this money will go to pur
chase aircraft for the critical 
aeromedical role where we now have an 
existing shortfall. These planes can be 
used to move injured men and women 
from the front back to get medical care 

quickly. They were not to be used to 
take troops from the battlegrounds in 
the gulf to Germany, but to get them 
to decent hospitals. We found in the 
gulf that we did not have adequate air
craft to fulfill this mission. 

Third, these aircraft will allow the 
Guard to fulfill its important missions 
in State roles as well, to respond to 
natural disasters like hurricanes, tor
nadoes, earthquakes and, as we have 
experienced in the Midwest, floods. As 
one who as Governor had to respond to 
floods and tornadoes, I can tell you 
that it is a critical role. You have to 
get personnel, you have to get equip
ment to the area where the disaster 
has struck. I can assure you that when 
we have all the roads and the bridges 
knocked out and we need to move per
sonnel and equipment and materiel 
around the State, we have to move 
them by air. These airplanes will en
able us to fulfill those missions, vi tally 
important missions. 

The Senator from New Jersey has 
raised two major points in opposition 
to the funding. First, he says the 
money is not earmarked. I just do not 
think that is a valid argument. Later 
on, there will be other amendments at
tacking this bill because particular 
earmarks are included. In this area, 
the need is so great and the available 
dollars are so limited, the committee 
believed it was important to leave it to 
the discretion of the Chief of the Na
tional Guard to determine where the 
need is greatest. We are giving the 
Guard some opportunity to make the 
selection of the areas where those air
craft would be needed. The fact we do 
not specify types of aircraft or where it 
should go does not mean that we do not 
recognize their broad needs. We leave 
that to the experts, the professionals, 
people with whom we met last night 
who have served this country well and 
led the Guard with great vision. 

Frankly, the fact that we do not 
specify the types of aircraft to be uti
lized fully answers the Senator's con
tention that he does not like a particu
lar manufacture of aircraft. That deci
sion will be left to the people who have 
the r:esponsi bili ty to see that they ac
quire aircraft where they are needed 
and that the aircraft that are acquired 
are the ones best suited to do the job. 

Second, the Senator argues that the 
administration did not request the 
money. There is a simple answer for 
that. The distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii has already given it, but I will 
tell you once again that regardless of 
the administration in power, whichever 
party, the Guard continues to be treat
ed as a poor cousin. They get the left
over equipment; they get the used 
equipment; they get whatever is left 
after taking care of the active force, 
and that is simply no longer accept
able. 

As we are downsizing the force, we 
are putting more responsibility on the 

Reserve units and particularly on the 
Guard. We have to give them the equip
ment that they need to perform those 
missions. We need to ensure that they 
have the weapons and the equipment to 
do their jobs properly. If we deny them 
those aircraft, we will limit their abil
ity to do the job. 

I believe the cuts the President has 
proposed in the Defense budget go too 
far. He cuts the Guard too much. It 
goes for the active force. We cannot 
allow the cuts to force us into giving 
our Guard troops less than adequate 
equipment and weapons. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Alaska any time 
that he requires. 

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will 
use 1 more minute to address my friend 
from New Jersey and tell him this. 
Over 20 years ago, the Appropriations 
Committee of the Senate went to Alas
ka, at my request, when Senator 
McClellan was the chairman. We trav
eled throughout the State for more 
than 12 weeks, and we used the Otters 
that are still in service. As a matter of 
fact, those Otters-most of them-were 
built before the pilots that are flying 
them now were born. 

It is high time we recognized the 
safety problems involved in continued 
intensive use of those Otters, particu
larly in the wintertime when the ma
neuvers go on at temperatures of 30, 40, 
50, 60 degrees below zero. 

Those Otters have performed mar
velously. I wish we had another genera
tion of Otters, but we do not. They 
must be replaced. We have not at
tempted to dictate what plane replaces 
them, but there is no question that 
they need replacement in the interest 
of safety of those people who travel in 
the wintertime on emergency missions, 
cargo missions, logistical movements 
of troops during the maneuvers in the 
very cold weather in my State. 

I think any attempt to delete these 
funds now will be a serious setback for 
the training that goes on in my State 
in the deep of winter. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, for the 
past 2 days, this body has spent much 
time discussing the Constitution of the 
United States. We have had many 
speeches made on the authority of the 
President, the power of the President 
as set forth in the Constitution. The 
intent of our Founding Fathers has 
been invoked many times. 

I would like to point out that the 
Constitution makes no mention of 
funds being appropriated in response to 
a request from the President of the 
United States. Nowhere does it say 
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that the only time we can appropriate 
funds for military purposes must be in 
response to a request from a President. 
In fact, the Constitution says, in arti
cle I, section 8, very precisely, the Con
gress shall have the power, first, to 
raise and support armies; second, to 
provide and maintain a Navy. It does 
not say the President shall have the 
power to raise and support armies or to 
provide and maintain a Navy. It is the 
Congress, the 100 of us and 435 on the 
other side of this building. It is our re
sponsibility, our constitutional obliga
tion. 

I do not believe, Mr. President, and I 
hope the Senator from New Jersey does 
not believe, that the Congress should 
be limited by any administration, this 
or any other, in the exercise of its con
stitutional powers. 

Yes, Mr. President, we are empow
ered and required by the Constitution 
to appropriate funds for purposes we 
deem proper. The fact that this admin
istration or the prior administration 
did not request funds does not mean 
that they are not required. 

What is involved here is a very im
portant constitutional issue, and I 
think all of us should bear in mind that 
the Congress shall have the power to 
raise and support armies and to provide 
and maintain the Navy. It is also the 
responsibility of the Congress and au
thority and power to declare war. 

Our Founding Fathers, we all agree, 
were not only dedicated and commit
ted, but they were wise. I think their 
collective wisdom has proven itself 
time and time again. I do not wish, by 
this amendment, to change that provi
sion in the Constitution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey has 8 minutes, 50 
seconds; the Senator from Hawaii has 4 
minutes, 40 seconds. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator from 
Hawaii has how much? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes, forty seconds. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
should like to salute the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii for his analysis of 
the Constitution. I certainly do not 
question the right of Congress to ap
propriate money for whatever purpose 
to fulfill its constitutional responsibil
ities. I am only questioning the wisdom 
of appropriating this money, $150 mil
lion. It has not been requested by the 
administration. It is for unspecified 
purposes, at least until this debate, in 
this budgetary circumstance. 

I am simply saying that $150 million 
given to the Guard to spend the way it 
chooses to spend is not a wise taxpayer 
investment. When I am told in this 
Chamber that the money will be spent 
for C-212's because the planes they will 
replace are 20 years old, I think, well, 

the B-52 is 40 years old. It is still fly
ing. Do we need new planes in Alaska 
every 20 years but the B-52, which was 
central to our strategic security, we 
can keep going for 40 years? 

But even with that said, if we met 
the need of the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska for C-212's, that is $30 mil
lion out of $150 million. There is still 
$120 million remaining. That goes to 
the purchase of C-23's, which again is 
really a back-door way of helping a 
company in Northern Ireland that has 
had a record of discrimination against 
Catholic citizens of Northern Ireland. 
Now, that company could improve its 
record. I hope it will improve its 
record. But that is the reality out 
there. 

There has not been any official state
ment of justification for these aircraft, 
no official statement of justification. 
Who has said we need these aircraft? 
The DOD has not done any objective 
study on the need for these aircraft. To 
the contrary, last year's DOD author
ization law included a requirement 
that there be a report on the need for 
additional aircraft for the Guard. 

Do you know what, Mr. President? 
The report was never done. So the Con
gress passes a law saying, Guard, if you 
are going to request more, you have to 
do a report to justify it. You have to 
have a report. They do not do the re
port. 

This year coming back is another re
quest of $150 million on top of the $250 
miliion that is in this bill for tactical 
airlift capability for the Air National 
Guard. So this year, in this budget, 
there is $400 million for tactical airlift. 
At a time when the Air Force is 
shrinking, the Army is shrinking, 
there will be surplus planes, not old 
planes, not useless planes, not giving 
planes to people because they are worn 
out, but making planes available be
cause the personnel is not there to use 
the full inventory as when we had a 
much bigger military establishment. 

So instead of taking those perfectly 
good planes and using them, not old 
planes but perfectly good planes, we 
are appropriating $400 million more for 
tactical airlift. I am not objecting to 
the $250 million. I am objecting to this 
$150 million which, until this debate, 
was unspecified, its purpose unknown. 
And since it has been specified, C-212)s 
and C-23's in particular, I think it is 
even more imperative that we reject 
this $150 million. 

We do not have the money to spend 
in this way. It will not further our na
tional security interests, and it should 
be rejected. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, what is 
the time picture? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
remaining to the Senator from New 
Jersey, 3 minutes, 53 seconds; the Sen
ator from Hawaii, 4 minutes, 40 sec
onds. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
suggest the absence of a quorum. How-

ever, at the same time I ask unanimous 
consent that the time for this call not 
be taken out of the allotted time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, we do 
not have any requests on our side. We 
are prepared to yield the remainder of 
our time. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it is a 

joint motion by myself and Senator 
STEVENS to lay on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] and the Sen a tor from Alaska 
[Mr. STEVENS] to lay on the table the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are ther€ 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 80, 
nays 20, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bid en 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 319 Leg.] 
YEA8-80 

Duren berger McCain 
Ex on McConnell 
Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Moynihan 
Glenn Murkowski 
Gorton Murray 
Graham Nunn 
Gramm Packwood 
Grassley Pell 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Pryor 
Heflin Reid 
Helms Riegle 
Hollings Rockefeller 
Hutchison Roth 
Inouye Sarbanes 
Jeffords Sasser 
Johnston Shelby 
Kassebaum Simpson 
Kempthorne Specter 
Kennedy Stevens 
Kerry Thurmond 
Leahy Wallop 
Lieberman Warner 
Lott Wells tone 
Mack Wofford 
Mathews 
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Bradley 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Danforth 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Gregg 

Harkin 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Lauten berg 
Levin 
Lugar · 
Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Nickles 
Robb 
Simon 
Smith 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1070) was agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, on roll

call vote 319 I voted "no." It was my 
intention to vote "yea." Therefore I 
ask unanimous consent I be permitted 
to change my vote. It will in no way 
change the outcome and has been 
checked on both sides with the leader
ship. 

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

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona and the Senator from New 
Mexico are recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1071 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 
for himself, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
THURMOND, and Mr. SMITH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1071. 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 8142. No provision of this Act concern
ing programs, projects, or activities involv-

ing community adjustment assistance, re
search or development at colleges or univer
sities, strategic environmental research, or 
environmental restoration may be construed 
as requiring a contract to be awarded, or as 
requiring a grant to be made, to a specific 
non-Federal Government entity for a new 
program, project, or activity: Provided, That 
it is the policy of Congress that contracts 
and grants for programs, projects, and ac
tivities funded by the Department of Defense 
should be awarded through merit-based se
lection procedures. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a member of 
my staff, Mr. Mark Guadagnini, who 
has been involved in this issue, be al
lowed floor privileges. 

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment, in my view, is a first step 
toward fiscal responsibility. 

My amendment does not attempt to 
address the problem of unauthorized 
appropriations, nor does it attempt to 
control every instance of funds ear
marked for congressional interest pro
grams. 

Instead, this amendment takes aim 
only at the dollars earmarked for spe
cific nongovernmental institutions and 
organizations in four areas: community 
adjustment assistance, strategic envi
ronmental research, environmental 
restoration, and research at colleges 
and universities, including medical 
schools. 

As I have said, this amendment is a 
beginning, but it would effectively 
eliminate approximately $316 million 
in earmarks for special interest 
projects that are contained in the 
House-passed bill. 

First of all, I thank my colleague 
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, 
who has been a leader in this effort for 
many years. Frankly, it is an idea that 
Senator BINGAMAN has pursued for a 
long time. He is as keenly aware as I 

am that our defense dollars cannot be 
spent on nondefense areas and espe
cially earmarked in ways that are 
without competition. If we are going to 
spend our tax dollars, we are going to 
have to put them in the most competi
tive and most meritorious areas. 

On Monday of this week, I addressed 
the Senate at length and in detail con
cerning serious problems in the con
gressional budget review process which 
result in the appropriation of funds for 
programs and projects which were not 
requested or authorized, and which 
allow the Congress to earmark scarce 
dollars for special interest projects. 

The CRS prepared a comprehensive 
report of congressional add-ons and 
earmarks for fiscal years 1990-93 which 
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of October 18 for the information of my 
colleagues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent, at this time, to have printed in 
the RECORD a supplemental CRS report 
listing all the earmarks in the past 4 
years of defense appropriations bills. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
EARMARKS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1993 DEFENSE 

BUDGET 

$166.45 million for non-specific research ac
tivities "of major importance to the Depart
ment of Defense" , at specific universities in 
TX, MD, PA, WA, MA, CO, LA, IL, CA, MN, 
FL, MI, CT, OH, RI, WI, IA , AZ. 

$7 million for environmental cleanup at 
National Presto Industries in Eau Claire , 
Wisconsin 

$500,000 for Hawaiian Volcano Observatory 
to monitor volcanic activity affecting the 
Army's Pohakuloa Training Area. 

$5 million to establish an electric vehicle 
technology demonstration site in Hawaii, 
and $2.5 million for a similar demonstration 
program in Sacramento, California. 

$4.5 million for a visitors center at the 
Naval Academy. 

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1990 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
O&M, Army . 

O&M, Navy .... 

PROCUREMENT 
Weapons proc, Navy 

Shpbldg & conv, Navy 

Amount Description 

$250,000 Shall be available for the 1990 Memorial Day Celebration. 
3,500,000 Shall be available for a grant to the Monterey Institute of International Studies. 

46,000,000 Shall be available only for procurement for the Extended Cold Weather Clothing System (ECWCS) and intermediate cold-wet weather boots, unless 46,000,000 
dollars of ECWCS and the intermediate cold-wet weather boots are procured by the Army Stock Fund during fiscal year 1990. 

NA Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to restore and maintain the facilities. activities and personnel levels, in
cluding specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Complex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal year 1984 lev
els. 

2,000,000 Shall be available for a grant to the National Museum of Naval Aviation at Pensacola, Florida. 

1.443,165,000 Ballistic Missile Programs. 
2,831,852,000 Other Missile Programs. 

438,642,000 Mark-48 ADCAP Torpedo. 
271.130,000 Mark-50 Torpedo. 

1,799,000 Sea Lance. 
12.983,000 ASW Targets. 
9,282,000 ASROC. 
9,653,000 Modification of Torpedoes. 

39,002,000 Torpedo Support Programs. 
24,205,000 ASW Range Support. 

168,838,000 Other Weapons. 
111,341,000 Spares and Repair Parts. 
30,420.000 Installation of Modernization Equipment. 

1,132,800.000 TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program. 
70,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transfer from 'TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program, 198711991'. 
10,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transfer from 'TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program, 1988/92'. 
20,000,000 Dollars shall be derived by transfer from 'TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program, 1989/93'. 

753,300,000 SSN-688 attack submarine program. 
614.800.000 SSN-21 attack submarine program. 
630,300,000 Aircraft carrier service life extension program. 

1,422,100,000 Enterprise refueling/modernization program. 
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PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1990 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION-Continued 

Defense Production Act Purchases . 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION 
RDT&E, Navy 

RDT&E. Air Force . 

RDT&E, Defense Agencies . 

Chern Agents and Mun Destr, Defense . 
M. and C. Pepper Found . _ 

Sec. 9035 .... 

Sec. 9043 . 

Sec. 9045 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 9047 .......... _ ........................ .................. .. 
Sec. 9061 .......................... . 

Sec. 9065 

Sec. 9066 .. 

sec. 9074 ... 

Sec. 9075 

Sec. 9082 .... _ 
Sec. 9084 

Sec. 9088 _ 

Sec. 9096 

Sec. 9099 .. 

Sec. 9103 ... 

Sec. 9105 

Sec. 9106 . 
Sec. 9107 .. 

Sec. 9108 .... 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 102 
Sec. 103 ... 

Amount Description 

3,500,000,000 DOG-51 destroyer program. 
35,000,000 LHD- 1 amphibious assault ship program. 

229,300,000 LSD-41 dock landing ship cargo variant program. 
341 ,500,000 MCM mine countermeasures program. 
197,600,000 MHC coastal mine hunter program. 
35,700.000 AD conversion program. 

155,800,000 l-AGOS surveillance ship program. 
356,400,000 AOE combat support ship program. 
273,300,000 LCAC landing craft air cush ion program. 
278,100,000 Oceanographic ship program. 
220,000,000 Moored training ship demonstration program. 
600,000,000 Sealift ship program. 
368,900,000 For craft, outfitting, post delivery, and ship special support equipment. 
329,000,000 Coast Guard icebreaker ship program. 
84,000,000 Coast Guard patrol boat program. 
6,000,000 That the Secretary of Defense shall transfer this amount appropriated under the heading 'Defense Production Act Purchases' (102 Stat. 2270-1 2, Public Law 

100-463) for a demonstration project to develop a reliable source of titanium ore from ilemenite to appropriations available to the Secretary of the Interior, 
in order for the United States Bureau of Mines to carry out such demonstration project, known as the Soledad Canyon Demonstration Project in Los Angeles 
County, California . 

22.000,000 Of funds appropriated in Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. Navy for fiscal year 1989, shall be transferred to Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Defense Agencies for fiscal year 1990 for the Tactical Airborne Laser Communications program, to be merged with. and to be available for. the 
same purposes and the same time period as the appropriation to which transferred . 

3,000,000 Shall be made available, as a grant. to the Center for research and development programs at the National Center for Physical Acoustics, centering on ocean 
acoustics as it applies to advanced anti-submarine warfare acoustics issues with focus on ocean bottom acoustics-seismic coupling, sea-surface and bot
tom scattering, oceanic ambient noise, underwater sound propagation and other such projects as may be agreed upon. 

5DO.OOO Of grant to Nat'l Ctr. for Phys. Acoustics may be used to provide such special equipment as required. 
IOO,OOO,DOO Of amounts appropriated for research, development, test and evaluation for the Air Force for fiscal year 1989 that remain ava ilable for obligation to carry out 

research, development, test, and evaluation in connection with the Small ICBM program shall be obligated by Secretary of the Air Force. 
50,000,000 Of amounts appropriated for research, development test, and evaluation for the Air Force for fiscal year 1989 from the B-IB program that remain available for 

obligation only to carry out research. development, test, and evaluation to provide cruise missile capability on the B-IB aircraft shall be obligated .. 
18,000,0DO May be available for a facility to enable collaborative research and training for Department of Defense military medical personnel in trauma care. head, neck, 

and spinal injury, paralysis, and neuro-degenerative diseases. 
52,000,000 Of the amount herein provided for the Strategic Defense Initiative shall be available only for the Arrow missile program. 
6,100,0DO Shall be available only for cryofracture. 

10,000,000 For payment to the Mildred and Claude Pepper Foundation, a direct and unrestricted grant. including any interest or earnings therefrom. to support the pur-
poses of the Foundation. 

NA Funds appropriated in this Act shall be available for the payment of not more than 75 percent of the charges of a postsecondary educational institution for 
the tuition or expenses of an officer in the Ready Reserve of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve for education or training during his off-duty periods. 

NA The Secretary of the Navy may use funds appropriated to charter ships to be used as auxiliary minesweepers providing that the owner agrees that these ships 
may be activated as Navy Reserve ships with Navy Reserve crews used in training exercises conducted in accordance with law and policies governing Naval 
Reserve forces. 

NA Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Waterways Experiment Station, including the continued availability of the supercomputer capability and the planned upgrade of this capability. 

12,000,000 (a) Of the funds appropriated to the Army, shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS) 
NA The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary to assure that a minimum of 50 percent of the polyacrylonitrile (PAN) carbon fiber requirement 

be procured from domestic sources by 1992. 
NA Funds available in this Act may be used to provide transportation for the next-of-kin of individuals who have been prisoners of war or missing in action from 

the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 
14.700,000 (a) Within the funds made available to the Air Force under title II of this Act. the Air Force shall use such funds as necessary, but not to exceed this amount 

to execute the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous waste contamination in accordance with the Record of Decision on Landfill No. 26 at Hamilton Air Force 
Base, in Novato, in the State of California_ 

4,500,000 In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided in subsection (b)(3) of this section, the pur-
chasers' deposit of this amount shall be returned by the General Services Administration and any funds eligible for reimbursement under subsection (b)(3) 
shall come from the funds made available to the Department of Defense by this Act . 

100,000,000 Provided for Sh ipbuilding and Conversion, Navy under the appropriation 'Special Operations Forces Fund ' contained in the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Act. 1989 (Public Law 100-463) shall remain available for obligation until September 30, 1990. 

200,000 Effective for only fiscal year 1990, whenever the Secretary of the Army captures and removes wild horses and burros from White Sands Missile Range, the 
Secretary may transfer such horses and burros to the Secretary of the Interior as excess animals: Provided, That the cost of processing such animals in
curred by the Department of the Interior shall be reimbursed by the Secretary of the Army, not to exceed 20D.DOD dollars. 

6,700,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol. 
NA Funds available in this Act shall be available to the Department of Defense to grant civilian employees participating in productivity-based incentive award 

programs paid administrative time off in lieu of cash payment as compensation for increased productivity. 
3,DOD,DOO Of the funds made available in this Act for military personnel appropriations shall be available for the payment of bonuses to officers of the Army Nurse 

Corps, the Navy Nurse Corps and officers designated as Air Force nurses. 
10,500,000 Of the amounts available to the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1990 shall be available for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate Fellow-

ships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in fields of pri
mary concern and interest to the Department. Not less than 50 per centum of the funds necessary to carry out this section shall be derived from the 
amounts available for the University Research Initiatives Program in 'Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies ', and the balance nec
essary shall be derived from amounts available for Defense Research Sciences under title IV of this Act. 

2,500,000 Of the funds appropriated by this Act, no more 2,500,000 dollars shall be available for the health care demonstration project regarding chiropractic care re-
quired by section 632(b) of the Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1985, Public Law 98- 525. 

8,000,000 Of'the funds made available by this Act in title Ill, Procurement, drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title Ill, shall be available for incentive 
payments authorized by section 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. Sec. 1544. 

5,000,000 The Secretary of the Air Force shall transfer not less than this amount from funds available to the Air Force for research, development, test and evaluation for 
fiscal year 1990 to the Army for the sole purpose of funding highest priority security improvements at the Kwajalein Test Range. 

2,500,000 Shall be provided by the Army for the same purpose from funds available to the Army for research, development, test and evaluation for fiscal year 1990. 
Funds made available by the Secretary of the Army for such purpose may not be made available from funds otherwise available for the United States Army 
Kwajalein Atoll Command. 

1,000,000 Shall be made available for maintenance and repair of equipment and facilities and for tooling at the government owned William Langer Jewel Bearing Plant. 
NA Funds available to the Department of Defense during the current fiscal year may be transferred to applicable appropriations or otherwise made available for 

obligation by the Secretary of Defense to repair or replace real property, facilities, equipment, and other Department of Defense assets damaged by hurri
cane Hugo in September 1989. 

20,000,000 Up to this amount of funds available to the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1990 may be transferred to. and consolidated with. funds made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act and may be used for any of the purposes for which such funds may be used: Pro
vided, That funds transferred pursuant to this section shall be made available only for Jordan to mainta in previously purchased United States-origin de
fense articles: Provided further, That funds transferred pursuant to this section shall be available to Jordan on a grant basis notwithstanding any require
ment for repayment. 

NA Funds herein appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
NA Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transpor-

tation, for the construction of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as 
important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1991 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
O&M, Army ... 

Amount 

273.000 Shall be available only for the 1991 Capitol Fourth Project. 

Description 
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O&M. Navy ............ .................... .. 

O&M. Defense Agencies ... 

PROCUREMENT 
Weapons procurement. Navy .... 

Shpbldg & Conv, Navy . 

Other Proc. Navy ....... . 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION 
RDT&E , Army . . . .......................... .. 
RDT&E, Navy .. . ........................ .. 

RDT&E, Air force ....... . 

RDT&E. Defense Agencies ........ . 

Drug In! & CNTR-DRG Act, Del 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 8003 

Amount Description 

NA funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to restore and maintain the facilities, activities and personnel levels, in
cluding specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels, at the Memphis Naval Complex, Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal year 1984 lev
els. 

2,000,000 Shall be available only for a grant to the CaboUDedalo Museum foundation. 
15,000,000 Shall be made available only for the upgrade of port facilities in Israel in support of United States naval forces . 

200.000,000 Shall be available until September 30, 1993, only to the Department of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment to assist State and local governments signifi-
cantly impacted by reductions in defense industry employment or reductions in the number of Department of Defense military and civilian personnel resid
ing in ·such States and communities. 

10,000,000 Shall only be available during the current fiscal year for carrying to the purpose of section 306 of Public Law 101-189. 
886,000 Of the funds for PL 101-189 shall be available only for the Killeen. Texas, Independent School District. 
167,000 Of the funds for PL 101-189 shall be available only for the Copperas Cove, Texas, Independent School District. 
912,000 Shall be available only for transfer to the Library of Congress. 

69,500.000 Of the funds appropriated for the Special Operations Command shall be transferred to the Operation and Maintenance appropriations of the Reserve compo
nents for execution. 

4,000,000 Shall be available only for the establishment of the Japanese American Museum as a component of the Japanese American Cultural Center in Ontario, Oregon. 

1,540.001 ,000 
2,935,256.000 

350,291,000 
328.266,000 

26,409,000 
20,156,000 
11.740,000 
16,096,000 
88,360,000 

202,146,000 
306,450,000 

1,331 ,201,000 
1,783,000,000 

405.000,000 

3,113,003,000 
959,800,000 
240,000,000 
204,000,000 
398,200,000 
267,900,000 

43,100,000 
900,000,000 

30,000,000 
409,800,000 

5,800,000 
100,000,000 
23,000.000 

160,000.000 
42,000,000 

5,480,000 
1,000.000 

250,000 
24,000,000 

10,000,000 

71 ,000.000 

15,000.000 
NA 

6,000,000 
8.900,000 

30,000.000 
3,000,000 

191 ,062,000 
2,000,000 

25,000,000 

103,000,000 
45,400,000 
42,000,000 
5,000,000 
5,000,000 
7,000,000 

10,000,000 

10,000,000 

6,000,000 

15,000,000 
10,000,000 

3,500,000 

18.000,000 

10.000,000 

50,000,000 
1,000,000 

52,000,000 
28,000,000 

123,000,000 

Ballistic Missile Programs. 
Other Missile Programs. 
Mark-48 ADCAP Torpedo. 
Mark-50 Torpedo. 
ASW Targets. 
AS ROC. 
Modification of Torpedoes. 
Quickstrike mine. 
Support Equipment and Logistics Support. 
Other Weapons. 
Other Ordnance. 
TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine program. 
SSN- 21 attack submarine program. 
Aircraft carrier service life extension program Provided, That these funds are available only for advance procurement of material and other efforts associated 

with the industrial ava ilabil ity of the U.S.S. KENNEDY at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard leading to the extension of the service life of the carrier. 
DOG-51 destroyer program. 
LHD-1 amphibious assault sh ip program. 
LSD-41 dock landing ship cargo variant program. 
MHC coastal mine hunter program. 
AOE combat support ship program. 
LCAC landing craft air cushion program. 
Oceanographic ship program. 
Sealift ship program. 
Shall be available only for the purchase of one existing petroleum product tanker. 
for craft, outfitting, and post delivery. 
for first destination transportation. 
for the DOG-51 destroyer program in addition to funds provided heretofore in th is paragraph. 
Shall be available only to procure thirty Advanced Video Processor un its and associated display heads. 
Shall be for the procurement of sonobuoys. 
Shall be available only to procure fifty-three Advanced Video Processor units and associated display heads. 

Is available only for the Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstrator flight test program utilizing the Vectored Thrust Dueled Propeller. 
Shall be made available, as a grant, to the Mississippi Resource Development Corporation. for continued research and development programs at the National 

Center for Physical Acoustics, centering on ocean acoustics as it applies to advanced ant i-submarine warfare acoustics issues with focus on ocean bottom 
acoustics-sesmic coupling, sea-surface and bottom scattering, oceanic ambient noise, underwater sound propagation, bubble related ambient noise, 
acoustically active surfaces. machinery noise, propagation physics, solid state acoustics, electrorheological fluids. transducer development, ultrasonic sen
sors, and other such projects as may be agreed upon. 

Of the Irani to Miss. Res. Dev. Corp. may be used to provide such special equipment as may· be required for particular projects. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available to Competitive Technologies Incorporated for efforts associated with advanced shipbuild

ing design, materials, and manufacturing technologies. 
Of the funds appropriated to the Navy in fiscal year 1990 for Research. Development. Test and Evaluation is available only for the Skipper Missile Enhance

ment Program. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph is available only to continue development and testing of the Sea Lance weapon system, to produce a technical 

data package, and to pursue technology and production engineering improvements. 
Shall be obligated for a fast Sealift Technologies Development Program within 90 days after enactment of th is Act. 
The Secretary of the Navy shall award contracts or grants to the following universities in the amounts spec ified , to be provided from funds ava ilable under 

this heading for the Navy Defense Research Sciences and Industrial Preparedness programs. 
University of Hawaii at Manoa. 
University of Utah. 
Is available only for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences. 
Of the funds appropriated in th is paragraph is available only for continuing the research program on development of coal based high thermal stabil ity and 

endothermic jet fueis, including exploratory studies on direct conversion of coal to thermally stable jet fuels. 
Shall be available for the Special Operations Command. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph is available only for miniature diagnostic proton accelerator research. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be available only for the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency Initiative in Concurrent Engineering 

(DICE). 
Is available only for the Extended Range Interceptor (ERINT) missile. 
Is available only for the Patriot system. 
Is available only for the joint research and development of the advanced development program for the Arrow antitactical ballistic missile program. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph is available only to establish a coal utilization center. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph is available only to establish a materials research center. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph is available only to establish an Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR) in the De

partment of Defense. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to establish an Institute for Advanced Science and Technology at an institu

tion of higher education which meets the criteria specified in section 243 of the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1991. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only for facilities and equipment supporting the Center for Technology and 

Applied Research at the University of Scranton. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to the Advanced Manufacturing Institute at the Stevens Institute of Tech 

nology. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to the Liberty Science Center. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to Drake University for a facility under the College of Pharmacy and Health 

Sciences. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to Loyola College to complete the Center for Advanced Information and Re

source Management Studies. 
Of funds appropriated for fiscal year 1991 under the heading "Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies," shall be obligated within 90 

days after enactment of th is Act for a facility to enable collaborative research and training for Department of Defense military medical personnel in trauma 
care, head. neck, and spinal injury, paralysis, and neuro-degenerative diseases. 

Of funds provided under this heading which are available for the Defense Research Sciences Program in addition to the funds previously appropriated to the 
National Defense Stockpile Transaction fund , notwithstanding the provisions of section 9 of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 
98h), is appropriated to the fund to remain available until expended, for a grant to the South Carolina Research Authority pursuant to the purposes of sec
tions 2 and 8 of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a; 50 U.S.C. 98g) to construct, equip, and operate a prototype 
ferrochromium strategic materials processing facility. 

Shall be available only for non-reimbursable support of Federal, State and local government agencies having counter-drug programs. 
Shall be available only for the Civil Air Patrol. 
Shall be available only for drug interdiction equipment for the reserve components. 
Shall be available only for operation and maintenance expenses for the southwest border land-based aerostat drug surveillance program. 
Shall be available only for the National Foreign Intelligence Program. 

NA funds appropriated under this Act for the Department of Defense shall be made available for the Overseas Workload Program. 
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Sec. 8021 .... 

Sec. 8025 ............................ . 

Sec. 8032 ..... 

Sec. 8034 ........ ........... ........... . 

Sec. 8037 
Sec. 8046 

Sec. 8047 

Sec. 8048 

Sec. 8051 . 

Sec. 8052 

Sec. 8056 

Sec. 8071 

Sec. 8073 ........................... . 

Sec. 8077 .. 

Sec. 8089 ....................... . 

Sec. 8095 

Sec. 8099. (a) ....................................... . 

Sec. 8101 ... . 

Sec. 8104 ... . 

Sec. 8108 . 

Abstract: Sec. 8110 

Sec. 8112 
Sec. 8113 .. 

Sec. 8115 ..... 

Sec. 8116 .................................. . 
Sec. 8118 ................................. . 

Sec. 8120 

Sec. 8121 

Sec. 8127 .. ....................... . 
Sec. 8128 .... ... ............ .. ......... . 

Sec. 8130 

Sec. 8134 

Sec. 8137 ............ .. 

Sec. 8138 ...... . 

Sec. 8139 .... . 

Amount Description 

NA Within the funds appropriated for the operation and maintenance of the Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated pursuant to section 401 of title 10, 
United States Code. for humanitarian and civic assistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, United States Code. Such funds may also be obligated for 
humanitarian and civic assistance costs incidental to authorized operations and pursuant to authority granted in section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code, and these obligations shall be reported to Congress on September 30 of each year. 

15,000.000 Of the funds appropriated under this Act to the Department of Defense not to exceed this amount shall be made available to the Office of Humanitarian As
sistance for immediate emergency airlift assistance. 

NA Funds appropriated in this Act shall be available for the payment of not more than 75 percent of the charges of a postsecondary educational institution for 
the tuition or expenses of an officer in the Ready Reserve of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve for education or training during his off-duty periods, 
except that no part of the charges may be paid unless the officer agrees to remain a member of the Ready Reserve for at least four years after completion 
of such training or education. 

NA Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Navy may use funds appropriated to charter ships to be used as auxiliary minesweepers pro
viding that the owner agrees that these ships may be activated as Navy Reserve ships with Navy Reserve crews used in training exercises conducted in ac
cordance with law and policies governing Naval Reserve forces. 

NA Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi
neer's Waterways Experiment Station. including the continued availability of the supercomputer capability: Provided, That none of the funds in this Act may 
be used to purchase any supercomputer which is not manufactured in the United States. 

46,904,000 Of the funds appropriated to the Army, shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS). 
NA The designs of the Army LH helicopter, the Navy Advanced Tactical Aircraft, the Air Force Advanced Tactical Fighter, and any variants of these aircraft, must 

incorporate Joint Integrated Avionics Working Group standard avionics specifications no later than 1998. 
300,000,000 Of the funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be transferred to the Un ited States Coast·Guard. 
295,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 8047 shall be transferred to Operating Expenses. 

5,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 8047 shall be transferred to 'Acquisition, Construction, and Improvement' for Coast Guard family housing. 
NA The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary to assure that a minimum of 50 percent of the polyacrylonitrile (PAN) carbon fiber requirement 

be procured from domestic sources by 1992. 
NA Funds available in this Act may be used to provide transportation for the next-of-kin of individuals who have been prisoners of war or missing in action from 

the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 
17,000,000 (a) Within the funds made available to the Air Force under title II of this Act, the Air Force shall use such funds as necessary, but not to exceed this amount, 

to execute the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous waste contamination affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base, in Novato. in the State of Cali
fornia . 

4,500,000 In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withd raw from the sale as provided in the Agreement, dated September 25, 1990, 
between the Department of Defense, the General Services Administration, and the purchaser. the purchaser's deposit of this amount shall be returned by 
the General Services Administration and funds eligible for reimbursement under the Agreement and Modification shall come from the funds made available 
to the Department of Defense by this Act. 

NA The Air Force shall be reimbursed for expenditures in excess of $15,000,000 in connection with the total clean-up of uncontrolled hazardous waste contamina
tion on the aforementioned Sale Parcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel. 

NA (a) Indemnification.-(!) The United States Air Force shall, except as provided in paragraph (2), hold harmless, defend, and indemnify in full (A) the State of 
New Hampshire; (B) any political subdivision of the State; and (C) the lenders, officers, agents and employees of the State or political subdivision of the 
State. from and against all suits, claims, demands or actions. liabilities, judgments, costs and attorney's fees arising out of, or in any manner predicated 
upon releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances, or pollutants or contaminants resulting from Department of Defense activities at Pease Air 
Force Base in New Hampshire. 

20,000,000 Shall be available for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate Fellowships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to 
United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in fields of primary concern and interest to the Department. 

4,000,000 Not more than this amount shall be available for the health care demonstration project regarding chiropractic care required by section 632(b) of the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1985, Public Law 98-525. 

8,000,000 Of the funds made available by this Act in title Ill, Procurement. drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title Ill, shall be available for incentive 
payments authorized by section 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. 1544. 

30,000,000 Shall be transferred to the Department of Energy solely for the final decontamination and decommissioning of the Nuclear Fuel Facility, Apollo, Pennsylvania , 
by January 1993, to meet the National Regulatory Commission's limits for unrestricted use. 

NA Using funds available in the National Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund, the President shall acquire over a period of ten years from current domestic sources 
not less than thirty-six million pounds of depleted uranium to be held in the National Defense Stockpile. 

5,000,000 Not to exceed this amount shall be made available only for a project for the design and construction of a parliament building in the Solomon Islands, such 
project to be carried out so as to be completed not later than November 1993. Funds for such project shall be identified and made available to the Sec
retary of the Navy not later than 60 days after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

5,000,000 To remain available until expended, shall be made available to the Secretary of the Army no later than sixty days after enactment of this Act. to be used by 
the Chief of Engineers only for the repair, improvement, and construction of port facilities and harbor improvements, including dredging, at the islands of 
Ofu and Ta 'u in the Territory of American Samoa. 

200,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1989 under the heading, "Aircraft Procurement, Navy", shall be made available to the Department of the Navy for ob
ligation for the V-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft program. 

NA Th is section establishes the National Commission on Defense and National Security. If funds are not otherwise ava ilable for the necessary expenses of the 
Commission for fiscal year 1991, the Secretary of Defense shall make available to the Commission, from funds available to the Secretary for the fiscal year 
concerned, such funds as the Commission requires. When funds are specifically appropriated for the expenses of the Commission, the Commission shall re
imburse the Secretary from such funds for any funds provided to it under the preceding sentence. 

1,000,000,000 Is appropriated for the modernization and expansion of automated data processing systems: Provided , That the Secretary of Defense shall, upon determining 
that such funds are necessary and further the objectives of the Corporate Information Management Initiative, transfer such amounts as necessary to the 
appropriate operation and maintenance appropriations provided in title II of this Act to be merged with and to be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations to which transferred. 

NA (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, funds made available to the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1991 and thereafter, shall be used to estab
lish and maintain as part of the wartime energy reserve of the United States, a stockpile in Israel for petroleum fuels of military utility equal to 4,500,000 
barrels. 

7,475,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol. 
NA Funds made available under this Act to the Air Force for 'Operation and Maintenance' may be used to operate the United States Air Force education and train

ing facility known as the Inter-American Air Forces Academy for the purposes of providing military education and training only to military personnel who are 
nationals of Central, South American and Caribbean countries: Provided, That only the fixed costs of operation and maintaining the Inter-American Air 
Forces Academy may be paid from funds available for operation and maintenance of the Air Force without reimbursement pursuant to section 37 of the 
Arms Export Control Act or section 632 of the Foreign Assistance Act or any other provision of law. 

NA (a) Funds shall be made available to the Secretary of Defense for the study of: (1) Israeli aerospace and avionics technology and their potential application to 
ATF, NATF, CAS and LH aircraft programs, as well as other anticipated aircraft programs; (2) Potential areas of joint United States-Israel collaboration in 
technology research and development projects including, but not limited to, tactical directed energy weapons; camouflage, concealment, deception and 
stealth measures; aerial and wide-area munitions; fiber optic guided missiles (FOG-M) and the adaptation of the HAVE NAP to the B-1 and B-2 bombers; 
(3} The features and possible contributions of Israeli space technology to Department of Defense programs, including, but not limited to, Israeli launches. 
and including, but not limited to, cost-effectiveness in design and production of such technologies and systems; (4) Israeli anti-terrorism technologies, and 
their potential applications to Department of Defense programs and operations, including, but not limited to, remote-controlled robots. security fences of all 
types, specialized x-ray and detection machines, and fast patrol boats. The Secretary of Defense shall work with the Office of Technology Assessment in 
conducting an examination of these subjects; (5) Possible applications of Israel i interdiction, including, but not limited to, unmanned aerial vehicles, fast 
patrol boats, state-of-the-art ship and coastal radars, integrated command and control systems, and land interdiction systems such as visual and infra-red 
cameras. motion sensors and electronic fences. 

10,000,000 Shall be available only to transport United States beef for resale in Department of Defense commissaries in foreign countries. 
1,500,000 Of the funds made available by this Act to the Department of the Navy, to remain available until September 30, 1992, shall be available only for the ex

penses of the Kahoolawa Island Commission. 
10,000,000 Appropriated for "Operation and Maintenance. Defense Agencies" shall be available only for the establishment and support of the Legacy Resource Manage-

ment Program. . 
2,400,000 Of the funds available in this Act for the Defense Logistics Agency, is available only for acquisition of jewel bearings from the William Langer Jewel Bearmg 

Plant. 
10,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in "Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities. Defense." shall be available only for the National Drug Intelligence Center. . 
3,100,000 The Department of the Army may use up to this amount in troop labor. installation equipment and supplies at Fort Sill to assist the Department of lntenor in 

replacing an earth dam through a cooperative agreement which benefits each Department and includes such other terms as to protect the United States. 
NA Funds available to the Department of Defense during the current fiscal year may be transferred to applicable appropriations or otherwise made available for 

obligation by the Secretary of Defense to repair or replace real property, facilities, equipment, and other Department of Defense assets damaged by Hurri
cane Hugo in September 1989. 

500,000 Of the funds appropriated under "Operation and Maintenance. Army," up to this amount shall be available for the environmental protection program at Fort 
Bragg, North Carolina. 

NA The Secretary of Interior is authorized to use such sums as are needed to erect in the Canaveral National Seashore a suitable bronze marker to commemorate 
the dedicated leadership of Congressman Bill Chappell in the establishment of the Canaveral National Seashore. 

31.000,000 Of the amount appropriated in this Act for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy, may be obligated for an evaluation of the Assault Ballistic 
Rocket System. 

3,625,000 The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, this amount to Shipco General, Inc., an Idaho corpora
tion. The payment of such sum shall be in full satisfaction of any claim of Shipco General, Inc., against the United States arising out of the termination of 
a contract at Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, for the rehabilitation of 155 housing units for Zia Park Housing (Contract No. F29650-82-C-0201). 
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Sec. 8140 ... 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
BRAC 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 102 . 
Sec. 103 ....... . 

Amount Description 

1.124.000 The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, this amount to John Barren, of Peckville. Pennsylvania. 
for damages incurred as a result of the failure of health care employees at the medical center of the Department of Veterans Affairs in Wilkes-Barre. Penn
sylvania. to admit and treat him properly for a service-connected psychiatric condition. 

100,000,000 Of the funds appropriated herein shall be available solely for environmental restoration. 

NA Funds herein appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
NA Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction .may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transpor

tation, for the construction of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23. United States Code. when projects authorized !herem are certified as 
important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1992 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
O&M, Army . 

O&M, Navy 

O&M. Marine Corps ..... . 
O&M, Defense Agencies 

PROCUREMENl 
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT. TEST AND EVALUATION 
RDT&E. Army ..... .. . 

RDT&E. Navy 

RDT&E. Air Force .... 

RDT&E. Defense Agencies 

Amount Description 

350.000 Shall be made available for the 1992 Memorial Day Celebration. 
350.000 Shall be made available for the 1992 Capitol Fourth Project. 

4,000,000 Shall be made available only for a grant to the National D-Day Museum Foundation. 
4,000.000 Shall be made available only for a grant to the Airborne and special Operations Museum Foundation. 

350,000 Shall be made available only to the Oregon Department of Economic Development. 
38.000,000 Shall be made available only for procurement of the Extended Co!d Weather Clothing System (ECWCS). 
2.000,000 Shall be made available only for the procurement of intermediate cold-wet weather boots. 

22,000,000 To the Silver Valley Unified School District, Yermo, California, [the Secretary of the Army shall make a direct grant]. 
10,000,000 To the Cumberland County School Board, Fayettsville, North Carolina. for support of the construction of public school structures, to be located on military fa

cilities, sufficient to accommodate predominantly the dependents of members of the Armed Forces and dependents of Department of Defense employees 
employed at Fort Irwin, California, and Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 

250,000 Shall be available only for the conduct of a study on the need for and feasibility of a JOint military and civilian airport at Manhattan. Kansas. 
4,500,000 Shall be available for the Army Environmental Policy Institute. 
5,000,000 Of the amount appropriated under this heading shall be available for the United States Office for POW/MIA Affairs in Hanoi. 
6,800,000 Shall be available for the refurbishment and modernization at existing railyard facilities at Fort Riley, Kansas. 

78,000,000 Shall be available only for shipyard modernization projects to remain available for obligation until September 30, 1994. 
NA Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to restore and maintain the facilities. activities and personnel levels, tn· 

cludmg specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels, includtng specifically the medical facilities, activities and personnel levels. at the 
Memphis Naval Complex. Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal year 1984 levels. 

2,000,000 Shall be made available to the Secretary of the Navy for a study, to be submitted to the Committees on Appropriations no later than August I. 1992. on the 
costs of improving the Port of Haifa, Israel. and facilities in the immediate vicinity, to accommodate the full complement of services required for the main
tenance. repair and associated tasks needed to support a carrier battle group. 

300,000 Shall be made available only for the deaccession, reinterment. and reburial of ancestral skeletal remains at Mokapu, Hawaii. 
NA Of the funds appropriated under this heading, the Navy shall provide for the transportation of U.S.S. Bennington accoutrements from China Lake Naval A1r 

Station, California, to Bennington, Vermont. 
1,600,000 Shall be made available only for the renovation of the submarine U.S.S. Blueback for use by the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry upon the determina-

tion of the Secretary of the Navy that the renovation is in the interest of national security. 
3,000,000 Shall be available for the New Parent Support Program. 

37,000.000 Shall be made available only to maintain the operations and personnel levels of a 100-bed facility at Letterman Hospital at the PresidiO, in San Francisco. 
California. 

6.000,000 Shall be made available for the San Francisco Medical Command to provide for angioplasty services. increased pharmacy costs. and a 100-mile catchment 
area for cardiac surgery at Oakland Naval Hospital to compensate for the reduced services at Letterman Hospital. 

1.000.000 Shall be made available to the Office of the Secretary of Defense only for the development and establishment of gainsharing projects. 
750.000 Shall be made available only for the conduct and preparation of an inventory of all the real property in the State of Hawaii that is owned or controlled by the 

United States Department of Defense and its components. 
5,000,000 Shall be made available only for the establishment and administration of a commission, to be known as the "Defense Conversion Commission ". 

25,000.000 Shall be made available only for the continued implementation of the Legacy Resource Management Program. 
10.000.000 Of Legacy program funding shall be made available only for use in implementing cooperative agreements to identify, document. and maintain biological diver

sity on m11itary installations. 

$55,000,000 TAGS 39/40 program. Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy shall obligate 55,000,000 dollars to increase the price of the TAGS 39 and 40 contract and pay 
the contractor which built and delivered the TAGS 39 and 40 if the Secretary reviews the matter and determines there is justification to make such pay
ment. 

$6,300.000 Is available only for the Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstrator flight test program utilizing the Vectored Thrust Dueled Propeller upon successful com-
pletion of Phase I of this demonstration project. 

2,000.000 Shall be made available only to establish a Center for Prostate Disease Research at the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. 
10,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Louisiana State University, Louisiana for the Neuroscience Center 

of Excellence for laboratory and other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 
1.000,000 Shall be made available, as a grant. to the Mississippi Resource Development Corporation for continued research and development programs at the National 

Center for Physical Acoustics, centering on ocean acoustics. 
NA None of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available for development of upgrades to the Surveillance Towed Array Sensor System that do not in

clude the AN/UYS-2 Enhanced Modular Signal Processor. 
221.000.000 Is available only for the Ship Self-Defense program which may be obligated only if it has a single program manager who is fully responsible and accountable 

for its execution. 
10.000,000 Shall be available only for the Submarine Laser Communications project. 
5,134,000 Shall be available only for the Gun Weapon System Advanced Technology program. 

30,000,000 Is available only for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences. 
2.500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for continuing the research program on development of coal-based. high thermal stability and 

endothermic jet fuels, including exploratory studies on direct conversion of coal to thermally stable jet fuels . 
8,000.000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for a side-by-side evaluation of the ALR-56M and the ALR-1>21 radar warning re

ceivers. 
5.700.000 Shall be made available only for the U.S./U.S.S.R. Joint Seismic Program administered by the Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology 

10,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Marywood College, Pennsylvania for laboratory and other efforts asso
ciated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

10,000.000 Shall be made available only for the modernization and upgrade of the Poker Flat Rocket Range. 
19,500.000 Shall be made available in the SPACETRACK program element only to establish an image information processing center, including a computing facility bu1lt 

around newly emerging massively parallel computing technology, collocated with the Air Force Maui Optical Station and the Maui Optical Tracking Facility. 
171.000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Extended Range Interceptor (ERINT) missile. 
60,000.000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Arrow Continuation Experiments. 

145.500.000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Patriot missile program. 
10.000.000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant to the National Biomedical Research Foundation for laboratory efforts associ

ated with major research programs in neurology, oncology, virology, cardiology, pediatrics and associated specialty areas of critical importance to the Veter
ans Administration and the Department of Defense. 

10,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph and not less than 7,000,000 dollars of the funds appropriated in Public Law 101-511 for Research. Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies shall be available only for an Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCOR) in the Department 
of Defense which shall include all States eligible for the National Science Foundation Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research. 

25,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in Pubic Law 101-511 for Research, Development. Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies. provided for the Strategic Environmental 
Research Program shall be obligated for the procurement, installation and operation of a supercomputer to support the Arctic Region Supercomputing Cen
ter. 

6,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Texas at Austin for laboratory and other efforts asso
ciated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

6,000,000 Of the funds appropnated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Northeastern University for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

5,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Texas Regional Institute for Environmental Studies for laboratory 
and other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major 1mportance to the Department of Defense. 
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Drug Int. and Cntr-Drug Act. . Defense . 

Sec. 8021 

Sec. 8033 . 

Sec. 8036 . 
Sec. 8040A . 

Sec. 8047 

Sec. 8049A . 

Sec. 8058 . 

Sec. 8064 . 

Sec. 8065A . 
Sec. 8066 . 

Sec. 8070A ... . 

Sec. 8075 . 

Sec. 8079 . 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 8083 ......................... ................................................ . 
Sec. 8090 ...................... . 
Sec. 8091 . 

Sec. 8097 ......................................................................... . 

Sec. 8098 . 

Sec. 8100 . 

Sec. 8103A . 

Sec. 8104 . 

Sec. 8104A . 
Sec. 8105A . 

Sec. 8112 . 

Sec. 8112A .... 

Sec. 8814 . 

Sec. 8115 
Sec. 8117 

Amount Description 

7.700,000 

1.600,000 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Kansas State Un1versi ty for laboratory and other efforts associated 
w1th research. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Un1vers1ty of Wisconsin for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

29,000.000 

250,000 

500,000 

750,000 

2.300,000 

10,000,000 

500,000 

2,000,000 

3,000,000 

25,000,000 

7,500.000 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Boston University for laboratory and other efforts associated with 
research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 1 

Of the funds appropnated '" this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Med ica l College of Ohio for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of South Carolina for laboratory and other efforts asso
ciated with research , development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the George Mason University for laboratory and other efforts associ
ated with research , development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Monmouth College for laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Minnesota for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul. Minnesota for laboratory 
and other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Brandeis University for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the New Mexico State University for laboratory and other efforts asso
ciated with research , development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated '" th1s paragraph shall be made available only for development of advanced superconducting multi-chip modules. superconducting 
materials, and diamond substrate material technologies. 

Shall be available only for the Gulf States Counter-Narcotics Initiative. 

NA funds available for operation and maintenance shall be available for providing humanitarian and Similar assistance by using Civic Action Teams 1n the Trust 
Territories of the Pacific Islands and freely associated states of Micronesia , pursuant to the Compact of free Association as authorized by Public Law 99-
239. 

NA Upon a determination by the Secretary of the Army that such action is beneficial for graduate medical education programs conducted at Army medical fac ili-
ties located in Hawaii. the Secretary of the Army may authorize the provision of medical services at such facilities and transportation to such facilities. on 
a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian patients from American Samoa. the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Islands, the fed
erated States of Micronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

NA funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Waterways Expenment Station. including the continued availability of the supercomputer capability. 

172,072,000 Of the funds appropriated to the Army, shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS). 
NA The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as necessary to assure that a minimum of 75 percent of the coal and petroleum pitch carbon fiber require

ment be procured from domestic sources by 1994. 
NA funds available in this Act may be used to provide transportation for the next-of-kin of individuals who have been prisoners of war or missing in action from 

the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the United States, under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 
710,348,000 In addition to the amounls appropriated or otherwise made available in th is Act, th is sum is appropnated for the operation, modernization, and expansion of 

automated data processing systems. 
4,000.000 Shall be available for the health care demonstration project regarding chiropractic care required by section 632(b) of the Department of Defense Authorization 

Act , 1985. Public Law 98-525. 
NA The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that at least 50 percent of the Joint Serv1ce MISSile M1ssion is in place at Letterkenny Army Depot by the time Systems 

Integration Management Act1vity and Depot Systems Command are scheduled to relocate to Rock Island Arsenal , Illinois. Th1s provision is in no way in
tended to affect the move of the 2.5- and 5-ton truck maintenance mission from Letterkenny Army Depot to Tooele Army Depot. 

14.500,000 Shall be available for the mental health care demonstration project at fort Bragg, North Carolina . 
NA None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used to produce more than two-thirds of the liquid gas requirements in-house at Andersen Air Force Base 

on Guam. At least one-thlfd of Andersen Air Force Base's liquid gas requirements shall be met by acquiring liquid gas from commercial sources on Guam. 
10,000,000 Shall be ava ilable for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate Fellowships to be awarded on a compet1t1ve basis by the Secretary of Defense to 

United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in fields of primary concern and interest to the Department. 
NA None of the funds available to the Department of Defense shall be used for the training or utilization of psychologists in the prescription of drugs. except pur-

suant to the findings and recommendations of the Army Surgeon General 's Blue Ribbon Panel as specified in its February and August 1990 meeting min
utes Provided, That this training will be performed at Walter Reed Army Medical Center. 

8.674,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol. 
4,400,000 Of Sec. 8079 funds shall be available for Operation and Maintenance. 

40,000,000 Shall be available only for the National Drug Intelligence Center 
625.000,000 Shall be available only for the V-22 aircraft program. 

NA During the current fiscal year, net receipts pursuant to collections from third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of title 10, United States Code. shall be 
made available to the local fac11ity of the uniformed services responsible for the collections and shall be over and above the facility's direct budget 
amount. 

20.000,000 Shall be available (notwithstanding the last sentence of section 1086(c) of title 10, United States Code) to continue Civilian Health and Medical Program of 
the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) benef1ts. until age 65. under such section for a former member of a uniformed service who is entitled to retired or re
tainer pay or equivalent pay, or a dependent of such a member, who becomes eligible for hospital insurance benefits under part A of Iitie XVIII of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) solely on the grounds of physical disability. 

NA From the amounts appropriated for the Department of Defense in the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101- 511). Other Procure-
ment, Air Force, funds may be used to purchase not more than 300 passenger motor vehicles, of which 290 shall be for replacement only 

188.700,000 Is hereby appropriated to the Department of Defense and shall be available only for transfer to the United States Coast Guard . 
50,000,000 Of funds in Sec. 8100 shall be available solely for the purposes of "Reserve Tra ining" for fiscal year 1992. 

138.700.000 Of funds in Sec. 8100 shall be merged with and be available for the same purposes and same time period as "Operating Expenses." 
2.500,000 Of the funds appropriated under the heading "Drug Interdiction, Defense" in Public Law 101-165. of funds previously transferred to the Department of the 

Treasury shall. upon enactment of this Act, be transferred to the "Emergency Management Planning and Assistance" appropriation account of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 

NA (a) None of the funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be used to reduce or disestablish the operation of the P-3 squadrons of the Navy Re-
serve below the levels funded in this Act . (b) The Secretary of the Navy shall obligate funds appropriated for f1scal years 1991 and 1992 for modernization 
of P-3B aircraft of the Navy Reserve on those P-3B aircraft which the Secretary of the Navy intends to keep in the fleet tor more than five years. 

8,000.000 Is available only for, and shall be expended for, the side-by-side testing of the ALR-621 and the ALR-56M radar warning receivers . 
100,000,000 Is appropriated for payment of claims to United States military and Civ ilian personnel tor damages incurred as a result of the volcan ic eruption of Mount 

Pinatubo in the Philippines. 
25,000.000 Is appropriated to be available only for the relocation of Air Force units from Clark Air Force Base. 
8,500.000 Of funds in previous paragraph shall be available until September 30, 1994 only for the construction and modification of F-16 facilities for the Cope Thunder 

and other missions at Eielson Air Force Base. 
2.500,000 Of funds for Clark relocation shall be available until September 30, 1994 only for the construction and modification of squadron operation facilities at Elmen-

dorf Air Force Base. 
25,000,000 Is appropriated, to remain available until expended, for the unanticipated costs of disaster relief activities of the Department of Defense and the military serv-

ices overseas. 
NA During fiscal year 1992, the Critical Technologies Institute shall conduct a special study of the issues regarding the production and use of machine tools nec-

essary to support the national defense. 
8.000,000 Of funds made available by this Act in title Ill, Procurement, drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title Ill. shall be available tor incentive pay-

ments authorized by section 504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. 1544. 
30,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this Act for "Operation and Maintenance, Defense Agencies" , shall be transferred to the "Radiation Exposure Compensation Trust 

Fund" established by section 3 of the Radiation Exposure CompensatiOn Act (Public Law 101- 426; 104 Stat. 920) to be available for the same purpose and 
same time period as that Fund. 

2,100.000 Shall be available for a grant to the Naval Undersea Museum foundation for the completion of the Naval Undersea Museum at Keyport. Washington. 
NA Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no more than fifteen percent of the funds available to the Department of Defense for sealift may be used to ac-

quire through charter or purchase. ships constructed in foreign shipyards. 
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Sec. 8118 .. 

Sec. 8122 .. 

Sec. 8125 .. ......... , ..................... .. ..................................... . 

Sec. 8128 ............................ . 

Sec. 8129 . 

Sec. 8132 . 

Sec. 8136 

Sec. 8138 . 

Sec. 8139 . 

Sec. 8141 ............................................. .............................. . 

Sec. 8149 

Sec. 8150 ... 

Sec. 8151 

BRAG I . 

Sec. 102 .. 
Sec. 103 . 

Sec. 128 . 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amount Description 

NA (a) Funds shall be made available to the Secretary of Defense for the study of: (1) Israeli aerospace and avionics technology and its potential applications to 
ATF, NATF, CAS and LH aircraft programs. as well as other anticipated aircraft programs: (2) Potential areas of Jo1nt United States-Israel collaboration in 
technology research and development projects including, but not limited to. tactical directed energy weapons: camouflage, concealment, deception and 
stealth measures: aerial and wide-area munitions: fiber optic guided missiles (FOG-M): and the adaption of the HAVE NAP to the B- 1 and B-2 bombers: 
(3) The features and possible contributions of Israeli space technology to Department of Defense programs including, but not limited to, Israeli launchers. 
and mcluding, but not limited to. cost-effectiveness in design and production of such technologies and systems: (4) Israeli antiterrorism technologies, and 
their potential applications to Department of Defense programs and operations, including, but not limited to. remote-controlled robots , security fences of all 
types. specialized x-ray and detection machines, and fast patrol boats. The Secretary of Defense shall work with the Office of Technology Assessment in 
conducting an examination of these subjects: (5) Possible applications of Israeli interdiction technologies to American efforts at drug interdiction, including, 
but not limited to, unmanned aerial vehicles. fast patrol boats. state-of-the-art ship and coastal radars, integrated command and control systems. and 
land Interdiction systems such as visual and infra-red cameras. motion sensors and electronic fences: (6) Applications of environmental technologies and 
manufacturing capabilities to inc lude. but not limited to. energy storage, energy conversion and renewable energy technologies: (7) Applications of critical 
technologies and manufacturing capabilities as defined by the Department of Defense's Critical Technologies Plan. The Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
final report with concrete recommendations and plans for implementation as appropriate to the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
no later than August I. 1992. 

NA (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law. funds appropriated under this Act for the Department of Defense shall be made available for the Overseas 
Workload Program. 

27.000,000 Of the funds appropriated under the heading "Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. Defense Agencies' in title IV of this Act. shall be available only for 
the Flexible Computer Integrated Manufacturing (FCIM) Systems Programs 

4,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 8125 shall be made available only as a grant to the Institute for Advanced Flexible Manufacturing Systems. The grant made available by 
this subsection shall be administered by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency through the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences. 

11.500,000 Of the funds in Sec. 8125 shall be made available to the Secretary of the Navy only for the continuation of the Rapid Acquisition of Manufactured Parts pro-
gram (RAMP) and for establishing a RAMP-FCIM Center for Manufacturing Excellence. 

11.500,000 Of the funds in Sec. 8125 shall be made available to the Secretary of the Army only for application of RAMP-FCIM technology to selected Army depots. 
105,000,000 Made available in the fiscal year 1991 Department of Defense Appropriations Act for "Aircraft Carrier Service Life Extension Program" under the heading 

"Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 199111995" shall be utilized only for a large scale industrial availability, presumed to be 24 months. of the U.S.S. 
John F. Kennedy at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

23.000,000 Shall be transferred to "Other Procurement, Navy, 1992/1994" for the purchase of items to be used for large scale industrial availability of the U.S.S. John F. 
Kennedy at the Ph iladelphia Nava l Shipyard: Provided further. That the remaining funds shall be retained in the "Aircraft Carrier Service Life Extension Pro
gram" until required for transfer for the purpose of planning, scheduling, and any other such work as is necessary to prepare for and execute a large scale 
industria l availability of the U.S.S. John F. Kennedy at the Ph iladelph ia Naval Shipyard. 

26.000,000 (a) Within the funds made available to the Air Force under title II Qf th is Act. the Air Force shall use such funds as necessary, but not to exceed this amount. 
to execute the cleanup of controlled hazardous waste contamination affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base, in Novato, in the State of Califor
nia . 

4.500.000 (b) In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided in the Agreement, dated September 25, 1990, 
between the Department of Defense the General Services Administration, and the purchaser. the purchaser's deposit of 4,500,000 dollars shall be returned 
by the General Services Administration and funds eligible for reimbursement under the Agreement and Modification shall come from the funds made avail
able to the Department of Defense by this Act . 

15,000.000 (c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Air Force shall be reimbursed this amount for expenditures in excess of in connection with the total clean-
up of uncontrolled hazardous waste contamination on the aforementioned Sale Pa rcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel. 

1,500,000 (a) There is thereby established a National Commission on the Future Role of Un ited States Nuclear Weapons, Problems of Command, Control, and Safety of 
Sov1et Nuclear Weapons, and Reduct ion of Nuclear Weapons (hereafter in this sect1on referred to as the "Commission"). (d) To assist it in carrying out its 
duties with respect to the matters listed in subsection (c) (3)-(6) above. the Commission is requested to obtain a study from the National Academy of 
Sciences on these matters. Such a study would be a follow-on endeavor to the study concluded by the National Academy in September, 1991. on the nu
clear relation ship of the United States and the Soviet Union: of the funds available to the Department of Defense. this amount shall be made available to 
the Comm1ssion to carry out the provisions of th1s section. 

$20,000,000 Up to this amount in unobligated and unexpended funds in any appropriation made for Air Force programs in the Department of Defense Appropriations Act. 
1991. shall be available to provide reimbursements for launch services costs authorized to be waived by the 1988 Amendments to the Commercial Space 
Launch Act. 

NA Notwithstanding any other provision of law. the Secretary of Defense may, when he considers it in the best interest of the United States, cancel any part of an 
indebtedness. up to 2,500 dollars, that is or was owed to the United States by a member or former member of a uniformed service if such indebtedness, 
as determined by the Secretary, was incurred in connection with Operation Desert Shield/Storm. 

5.600,000 In addition to the amount appropriated in Public Law 102-140 for United States InformatiOn Agency "Salaries and expenses" , th is amount shall be derived by 
transfer from unobligated balances of Board for International Broadcasting, "Israel Relay Station" , to be available for the costs of the participation of the 
United States in 1992 Columbus Quincentennial Expositions in Seville, Spain, and Genoa. Italy. 

10.000.000 Department of the Navy shall obligate not less than this amount of the funds appropriated in this Act for Research, Development. Test , and Evaluation, Navy 
to develop an integrated display station as an engineering change to the Advanced Video Processor and for the reestablishment of the Cl Mode integration 
testing. 

NA (a) The Secretary of Defense. during the current fiscal year or at any time thereafter, may make a donation to an entity described in subsection (b) of a par-
cel of real property (including structures on such property) under the jurisdiction of the Secretary that is not currently required for the needs of the Depart
ment and that the Secretary determines is needed and appropriate for the activities of that entity. (b) A donation under subsection (a) may be made to a 
nonprofit entity which provides medical. educational. and emot1onal support in a recreational setting to children with life-threatening diseases and their 
families. 

220.000 (a) The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out of funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to George D. Hand, Jr., this amount for damages sus-
tained by George D. Hand, Jr .. as a result of the scuttling of the FN SHINNECOCK I off Shinnecock Harbor. New York, on March 14. 1991. 

I .000,000 Of the funds transferred to the Department of Energy pursuant to section 8089 of the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law I 01-511: 
104 Stat. 1896). not to exceed this amount shall be made available in fiscal year 1992 to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for independent monitoring 
and testing of onsite activities in the decommissioning at the Apollo, Pennsylvania site. 

220,000.000 Of the funds appropriated herein shall be available solely for environmental restoration. 

NA Funds herein appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
NA Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration. Department of Transpor-

tation. for the construction of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as 
important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

NA (a) The Secretary of the Army shall carry out such repairs and take such other preservation and maintenance actions as are necessary to ensure that all real 
property at Fort Douglas. Utah (including buildings and ·other improvements) that has been conveyed or is to be conveyed pursuant to section 130 of the 
Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-519: 104 Stat. 2248) is free from natural gas leaks and other safety-threatening defects. In 
carrying out this subsection. the Secretary shall conduct a natural gas survey of the property. 

PROVISIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1993 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACTS SPECIFYING FUNDING BY PROJECT OR LOCATION 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
O&M. Army 

O&M, Navy .. 

O&M. Marine Corps .. .. 
O&M, Air Force ........ .. 

Amount Description 

450.000 Shall be made available only for the 1993 Memorial Day Celebration. 
450,000 Shall be made available only for the 1993 Capitol Fourth Project. 

36,000,000 Shall be made available only for the procurement of the Extended Cold Weather Clothing System (ECWCS). 
1.715.000 Shall be made available only for the environmental assessment and environmental cleanup of the Badger Army Ammunition plant. 
7.000.000 Shall be made available only for the environmental cleanup of the National Presto Industries Eau Claire facility. 
1.000,000 Of the funds appropriated under this heading shall be available for provid ing military police training for Marine Corps personnel at Fort McClellan. Alabama. 

14.000,000 Shall be made available for Presidio of San Francisco, to be expended for ongoing operations and maintenance costs associated with the transition to the Na-
tional Park Service, to be jointly determined with the National Park Service. 

100,000 Shall be made available only to connect Lowry Grove Mobile Home Park to the St. Anthony, Minnesota, municipal water supply system. 
1.000.000 Shall be made available only for the conduct of an Environmental Impact Study at Bellows Air Force Base. 

900,000 Shall be made available only for the development of a military land use plan in Hawaii, under the direction of the Commander-in-Chief, United States Pacific 
Command . 

3,000,000 Shall be available only for Marine Corps child abuse prevention program. 
7,000,000 Shall be made available only for the operation of the Theater Air Command Control and Simulation Facility at Kirtland Air Force Base. 

15.500,000 Shall be made available only to operate, maintain and enhance the Tactical Interim CAMS and REMIS Reporting System (TICARRS) and the Smart Data System 
(SDS). 

4,000,000 Shall be made available only to immediately complete the necessary comprehensive testing and continued environmental restoration of the former Olmsted Air 
Force Base. Pennsylvania. 
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O&M, Del Ag ... .... ........................................................... . 

O&M, Ar Natl Gd 
Env Rest, Del . 

Real Prop. Mnt., Del ..... 

PROCUREMENT 
Proc. of W&TCV, Army ... 

Proc. of Amm, Army .. 
Shpbldg & Conv, Navy 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION 
RDT&E, Army 

RDT&E, Navy ... ............. .. ... ............. ............. . 

RDT&E, Air Force ............................................................. . 

RDT&E DEF AG .......... . 

Amount Description 

815,110,000 Shall be made available only for the Special Operations Command. 
50,000,000 Shall be made available only for the global disaster relief activities of the Department of Defense. 
10,000,000 Shall be made available only for the disaster relief planning and studies of the Department of Defense as they relate to Department of Defense installations 

worldwide. 
50,000,000 Shall be made available only for the Legacy Resource Management Program. 

500,000 May be made available only for the Hawaiian Volcano Observatory for monitoring volcanic activity affecting the United States Army Pohakuloa Training Area. 
50,000,000 May be made available to the Office of Economic Adjustment for economic conversion projects at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 
40,000,000 May be made available for the Civilian Community Corps program. 
2,000,000 Shall be made available only for a feasibility study on the use of rotary reactor thermal destruction technology in the treatment and disposal of waste regu-

lated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976. 
10,000,000 Shall be available for a National Guard Outreach Program in the Los Angeles School District. 

200,000,000 Shall be available only for the expedited cleanup of environmentally contaminated sites and only in accordance with a comprehensive plan submitted to Con-
gress by the Secretary of Defense. 

27,000,000 Shall be available only for the repair of property identified as part of a backlog of maintenance and repair projects at the Presidio of San Francisco. 

196,625,000 

771 ,000 

200,000,000 
832,200,000 
37,239,000 

3,265,770,000 
305,000,000 
300,000,000 
236,205,000 
300,000,000 

19,500,000 

210,000,000 

7,500,000 

2,000,000 
3,000,000 

20,000,000 

4,000,000 
1,000,000 

250,000 
1,500,000 

2,000.000 

6,500,000 

45,000,000 
5,000,000 

55,500,000 
39,500,000 

11,600,000 
5,000,000 

500,000 

10,000,000 

135,000,000 
57,776,000 

111,140,000 
12,000,000 

25,000,000 

5,000,000 

2,500,000 

5,000,000 

7,500,000 

3,500,000 

15,000,000 

9,000,000 

5,000,000 

4,000,000 

5,000,000 

5,000,000 

2,000,000 

2,000,000 

500,000 

7,500,000 

3,000,000 

2,000,000 

1,000,000 

3,000,000 

In fiscal year 1991 funds received from the sale of M48- and M60-series tanks from the Army inventory by the United States under the Arms Export Control 
Act shall be available only for the MI-series tank upgrade program. 

In fiscal year 1992 funds received from the sale of M48- and M60-series tanks from the Army inventory by the United States under the Arms Export Control 
Act shall be available only for the MI-series tank upgrade program. 

Shall be available only for the Armament Retooling and Manufacturing Support Initiative, to remain available for ·obligation until September 30, 1995. 
Carrier replacement program. 
Refueling overhauls. 
DOG-51 destroyer program. 
LHD-1 amphibious assault ship program. 
LSD-41 cargo variant ship program. 
MHC coastal mine hunter program. 
AOE combat support ship program. 
Oceanographic ship program. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be available for a peer reviewed breast cancer research program with the Department of the Army as execu
tive agent: Provided further, That the Army shall coordinate with the Armed Services Biomedical Research and Evaluation Management (ASBREM) Committee 
to involve facilities and medical and research personnel of the Department of the Navy and the Department of the Air Force, or other entities, in addition to 
facilities, medical and research personnel, and resources of the Department of the Army in the breast cancer research program. 

Of the funds in this paragraph shall be made available only for establishment of a flexible manufacturing center at the Scranton Army Ammunition Plant and 
may be transferred to another appropriation in title Ill of this Act. 

Shall be made available only for the Center for Prostate Disease Research at the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. 
Shall be made available only for synaptic transmission research. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph may be made available in the Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome program element only for a large-scale 

Phase Ill clinical investigation of the GP-160 vaccine. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph for medical technology may be used for Assistive Technology Center at the National Rehabilitation Hospital. 
Shall be made available, as a grant. to the Mississippi Resource Development Corporation. 
Of grant to Miss. Res. Dev. Corp. may be used to provide such special equipment as may be required for particular projects. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only as a grant to the West Virginia High Technology Corporation for laboratory and other 

efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for continuing the research program on development of coal-based, high thermal 

stability and endothermic jet fuels, including exploratory studies on direct conversion of coal to thermally stable jet fuels. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for the Joint Seismic Program administered by the Incorporated Research Institutions 

for Seismology. 
Of the funds-appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences (NCMS). 
Of the funds for NCMS is available only for the National Center for Tooling and Precision Components (NCTPC). 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only for the Space Nuclear Thermal Propulsion Program. 
Shall be made available in the SPACETRACK program element only to continue the Advanced Electro-Optical System project at the Air Force Maui Optical Sta

tion. 
Shall be made available in the Advanced Weapons Technology program element only for a Laser Imaging Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) project. 
May available in the Advanced Weapons program element only to continue the establishment and operation of an image information processing center sup

porting the Air Force Maui Optical Station and the Maui Optical Tracking Facility. 
May be made available as a grant to the Maui Economic Development Board to assist in refining the defense and industrial requirements and user base for 

the aforementioned image information processing center. 
Shall be available only for grants to be made for the development of dual use space launch facilities to support Department of Defense and commercial 

space launch requirements, consistent with the terms of the National Space Policy Directive. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Extended Range Interceptor (ERINTJ missile. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Arrow Continuation Experiments. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph are available only for the Patriot missile program. 
Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be available only for an Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCOR) in the Depart

ment of Defense which shall include all States eligible as of the date of enactment of this Act for the National Science Foundation Experimental Program to 
Stimulate Competitive Research. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available only to explore the potential for electric vehicles to enable the armed services to achieve 
energy cost savings, comply with environmental requirements, and meet mission objectives. 

Of the funds provided under the previous proviso shall be made available only to establish one of the demonstration sites for the aforementioned electric ve
hicle technology program in the State of HawaiL 

Of the funds provided under the previous proviso shall be made available only to establish one of the demonstration sites for the aforementioned electric ve
hicle technology program in Sacramento, California. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Texas Regional Institute for Environmental Studies for laboratory 
and other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Maryland for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Scranton for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, d~elopment and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. · 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Spokane Intercollegiate Research and Technology Institute and 
other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Northeastern University for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the bepartment of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Colorado University for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Louisiana State University for laboratory and other efforts associ
ated with research. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Illinois Institute of Technology for laboratory and other efforts as
sociated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Lorna Linda University for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Minnesota for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriaied in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Miami (florida) for laboratory and other efforts asso
ciated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made avail.able as a grant only to the University of Michigan for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the University of Pennsylvania for laboratory and other efforts associ
ated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Science Center of Connecticut for laboratory and other efforts as-
sociated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. • 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Villanova University for laboratory and other efforts associated with 
research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Medical College of Ohio for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Rochester Institute of Technology for laboratory and other efforts 
associated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 
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REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DBOF .. ...... .. .. 

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS 
Del Health Prog .......... ............ .. .. .. . 

Drug Int. & Cntr-Drug Act., Del ......... .. 

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 9032 . 

Sec. 9033 .. .. 

Sec. 9036 .. . 
Sec. 9039 

Sec. 9041A . 

Sec. 9044 .... 

Sec. 9055 ...... .. 
Sec. 9062A ...... ....... ................ . 

Sec. 9074 ....... 

Sec. 9078 

Sec. 9088 

Sec. 9089A .... .. 

Sec. 9091A . 

Sec. 9098 .... 

Sec. 9099 ........ 

Sec. 9100 ..... 

Sec. 9101 .......... .. ...... . 

Sec. 9110 ...... 

Amount Description 

2,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Bryant College of Rhode Island for laboratory and other efforts associ
ated with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

7,500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to Bradley University (Illinois) for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research. development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

2,000,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to University of South Florida for laboratory and other efforts associated 
with research, development and other programs of major importance to the Department of Defense. 

10,000,000 Shall be made available as a grant to the National Biomedical Research Foundation for laboratory efforts associated with major research programs in neurol
ogy, oncology, virology, cardiology, pediatrics and associated specialty area of critical importance to the Department of Defense. 

90,000,000 Shall be available for the purchase of 1.8 million cases of Meals Ready to Eat in the current fiscal year. 

40,000,000 Of available funds shall be provided to the Uniformed Services Treatment Facilities program to be used only to fulfill any recoupment action of the Health 
Care Financing Administration for health care provided to eligible retired Department of Defense beneficiaries over age 65 between October 1, 1986, and 
December 31. 1989. 

150,000 Shall be used only for the implementation of a cooperative program model at Madigan Medical Center for severely behavior disordered students. 
7,500,000 Of the funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be made available as a grant only to the Northeast Regional Cancer Institute for programs of major impor

tant to the Department of Defense. 
25,500,000 Shall be available only for operation and maintenance expenses for five sea-based aerostat systems to provide detection and monitoring support for the Unit

ed States Coast Guard anti-narcotics operations. 
7,500,000 Shall be available only for the Gulf States Counter-Narcotics Initiative. 

NA The Secretary shall either lease or procure. and evaluate, an existing airship as an integrated sensor platform for detection and monitoring missions in the 
Department's Drug Interdiction and Counternarcotics program. 

80,000,000 May be transferred by the Secretary of Defense under established procedures to the Department of Commerce. Economic Development Administration only for 
programs which assist workers and communities affected by the military drawdown. 

76,000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for the provision of temporary health transition assistance for military and civilian employees of the De-
partment of Defense. 

72.000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for Department of Defense civilian personnel transition initiatives. 
65,000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for his efforts to provide training in the field of education for military and civilian employees of the De-

partment of Defense to relieve shortages of elementary and secondary school teachers and teacher's aides. 
20,000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for Defense environmental research. education, and retraining programs. 
84,000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense to support job training and employment and educational opportunities for members of the armed forces 

who are discharged or released from active duty. 
75,000,000 May be made available to the Secretary of Defense for military service members occupational conversion and training. 

NA Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Department shall competitively award contracts for the geographical expansion of the CHAMPUS Reform Initia
tive in Florida (which may include Department of Veterans Affairs medical facilities with the concurrence of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs), Washington, 
Oregon, and the Alexandria. louisiana (England Air Force Base) Forth Worth, Texas (Carswell Air Force Base) and Austin, Texas (Bergstrom Air force Base) 
reg1ons. 

NA Funds appropriated or made available in this Act shall be obligated and expended to continue to fully utilize the facilities at the United States Army Engi
neer's Waterways Experiment Station, including the continued availability of the supercomputer capability. 

230,700,000 Of the funds appropriated to the Army shall be available only for the Reserve Component Automation System (RCAS). 
20,000,000 Of the funds available to the Department of the Army during the current fiscal year may be used to fund the construction of classified military projects within 

the Continental United States, including design, architecture, and engineering services. 
10.000,000 (a) Shall be available for National Defense Science and Engineering Graduate fellowships to be awarded on a competitive basis by the Secretary of Defense to 

United States citizens or nationals pursuing advanced degrees in fields of primary concern and interest to the Department. (b) fellowships awarded pursu
ant to subsection (a) above shall not be restricted on the basis of the geographical locations in the United States of the institutions at which the recipi
ents are pursuing the aforementioned advanced degrees. (c) Not less than 50 per centum of the funds necessary to carry out this section shall be derived 
from the amounts available for the University Research Initiatives Program in "Research, Development. Test and Evaluation. Defense Agencies", and the 
balance necessary shall be derived from amounts available for Defense Research Sciences under title IV of this Act. 

NA The designs of the Army Comanche Helicopter, the Navy A-X Aircraft. the Air force Advanced Tactical Fighter, and any variants of these aircraft, must incor
porate Joint Integrated Avionics Working Group standard avionics specifications and must fully comply with all DOD regulations requiring the use of the Ada 
computer programming language no later than 1998. 

18.500,000 Of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be available for the mental health care demonstration project at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 
500,000 Of the funds made available by this Act to the Department of the Navy, to remain available until September 30, 1993, shall be available only for the ex

penses of the Kahoolawe Island Commission which is hereby authorized to delay until March 31 , 1993, the submission of its final report. 
10,596,000 Shall be available for the Civil Air Patrol. 
4.471.000 Of the funds in Sec. 9074 shall be available for Operation and Maintenance. 

NA There is established, under the direction and control of the Attorney General, the National Drug Intelligence Center, whose mission it shall be to coordinate 
and consolidate drug intelligence from all national security and law enforcement agencies, and produce information regarding the structure, membership, 
finances, communications. and activities of drug trafficking organizations: Provided, That funding for the operation of the National Drug Intelligence Center, 
including personnel costs associated therewith, shall be provided from the funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for drug interdiction and 
counter-drug activities. 

20,000,000 Available for the National Drug Intelligence Center may be available to the Secretary of Defense to reimburse the Department of Justice for support provided to 
the National Drug Intelligence Center. 

20,000,000 Is appropriated to be available only for the relocation of Air Force units from Clark Air Force Base and Navy units from the Subic Bay Navy Base and Cubi 
Point Naval Air Station. 

NA Of the funds appropriated under the heading 'Research, Development. Test and Evaluation, Defense Agencies' in title IV of this Act shall be made available as 
grants to the following institutions in the following amounts for laboratory and other efforts associated with research, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense. 

5,000,000 University of Arizona. 
3, 900,000 St. Norbert College. 

15,000,000 Johns Hopkins University. 
15,000,000 University of Wisconsin Center for Advanced Propulsion. 
5,300,000 John Carroll University. 

750,000 University of Northern Iowa. 
15,000,000 Medical College of Wisconsin. 
15,000,000 University of St. Thomas. St. Paul, Minnesota. 
8,000,000 Drawn pro rata from each appropriations account in title Ill, Procurement. shall be available for incentive payments authorized by section 504 of the Indian 

Financing Act of 1974, 25 U.S.C. 1544. 
82,000,000 Made available in the fiscal year 1991 Department of Defense Appropriations Act (Public law 101-511) for 'Aircraft Carrier Service life Extension Program' 

under the heading 'Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1991/1995' shall be transferred to 'Operation and Maintenance, Navy' for a large scale industrial 
availability, presumed to be 24 months, of the USS JOHN F. KENNEDY at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

23,270,000 Of the funds made available by this Act in title II, Operation and Maintenance, Army, shall be available only to execute the cleanup of uncontrolled hazardous 
waste contamination affecting the Sale Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base, in Novato, in the State of California. 

4,500,000 In the event that the purchaser of the Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw from the sale as provided in the Agreement and Modification, dated Sep
tember 25, 1990, between the Department of Defense, the General Services Administration, and the purchaser, the purchaser's deposit of this amount shall 
be returned by the General Services Administration and funds eligible for reimbursement under the Agreement and Modification shall come from the funds 
made available to the Department of Defense by this Act. 

NA The Air Force shall be reimbursed for expenditures in excess of 15,000,000 dollars in connection with the total clean-up of uncontrolled hazardous waste con
tamination on the aforementioned Sale Parcel from the proceeds collected upon the closing of the Sale Parcel. 

NA Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defense may, when he considers it in the best interest of the United States. cancel any part of an 
indebtedness, up to 2,500 dollars, that is or was owed to the United States by a member or former member of a uniformed service if such indebtedness, 
as determined by the Secretary, was incurred in connection with Operation Desert Shield/Storm: Provided, That the amount of an indebtedness previously 
paid by a member or former member and cancelled under this section shall be refunded to the member. 

60,500,000 Not to exceed this amount of cash balances in the Defense Business Operations Fund shall be transferred to appropriations of the Department of Defense 
which are available for energy conservation improvement projects under the Department of Defense Energy Conservation Improvement Program: Provided, 
That the authority to make transfers pursuant to this section is in addition to any other transfer authority provided by this Act. 

400,000,000 (a) The Secretary of Defense may transfer to appropriate appropriation accounts for the Department of Defense, out of funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1993, up to this amount to be available for the purposes authorized in the Former Soviet Union Demilitarization Act of 1992: Pro
vided, That amounts so transferred shall be in addition to amounts transferred pursuant to the authority provided in section 108 of Public law 102-229 
(105 Stat. 1708). 

10,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 shall be available only for the study, assessment, and identification of nuclear waste disposal by the former Soviet Union in the 
Arctic region. 
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Sec. 9111 ............................................................. . 

Sec. 9116 .............................. .................... . 

Sec. 9119 ····· ·· ·································································· 

Sec. 9123 

Sec. 9134 . 

Sec. 9136 

Sec. 9145 ································································· ········ 

Sec. 9148 ...................................................................... . 

Sec. 9149 ......................... . 

Sec. 9150 .................... ························ ···························· 

Sec. 9151 .... ············ ············ ··············· ······ 

Sec. 9154 ··················································· 

Sec. 9157 ..... ... ... . 

Sec. 9158 .......................... ·············································· 

Sec. 9160 ....................... . 

Sec. 9162 ........... . 

Sec. 9163 ..................................................................... . 

Sec. 9164 ..... ··· ··········•················· ·································· 

Sec. 9165 ................................................... ........ ............ . 

Sec. 9166 .......... . 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON, OEF AG .................... .. ........................................ . 

BRAC I ........... ................... ....... ......................................•.. 
BRAC II ................................................................ ............ . 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 102 ························· ·· ················· ······························· 
Sec. 103 ............................................................. ............. . 

Amount Description 

25,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 shall be available only for Project PEACE. 
50,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 may be made available for the Multilateral Nuclear Safety Initiative announced in lisbon, Portugal on May 23, 1992. 
40,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 may be made available for demilitarization of defense industries. 
15,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 may be made available for military-to-military contacts. 
25,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 may be made available for joint research and development program. 
10,000,000 Of the funds in Sec. 9110 may be made available for the Volunteers Investing in Peace and Security (VIPS) program. 
40,000,000 The Secretary of Defense may transfer to appropriate appropriation accounts for the Department of Defense, out of funds available to the Department of De

fense for fiscal year 1993, up to this amount to be available for international nonproliferation activities authorized in the Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Control Act of 1992. 

20,000,000 Of the transfer authority provided in this section may be used for the activities of the On-Site Inspection Agency in support of the United Nations Special 
Commission on Iraq. 

NA In order to maintain an electric furnace capacity in the United States, preference for the purchase of chromite ore and manganese ore authorized for disposal 
from the National Defense Stockpile shall be given to domestic producers of high carbon ferrochromium and high carbon ferromanganese. 

8,000,000 Of the funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for Operation and Maintenance, Defense Agencies, shall be made available only for the mitigation of 
environmental impacts on Indian lands resulting from Department of Defense activities. 

NA Funds appropriated by this Act for the Defense Health Program shall be used to maintain at minimum a 50-bed medical care facility at Silas B. Hays Army 
Community Hospital at Fort Ord, California during fiscal year 1993. 

NA During the current fiscal year, from funds available in this Act, the Director of the Air National Guard shall establish a Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence planning office manned by three full-time Air Guard officers in the rank of 0-0, 0-5, and 0-4: Provided, That these officers shall be in 
addition to the strengths authorized in section 524 of title 10, United States Code. 

NA The Secretary of Defense shall provide for the conduct of an independent study, with participation by one or more federally funded research and development 
centers, of the Trident missile system. 

25,000,000 Of the funds appropriated for drug interdiction and counter narcotics shall be appropriated for the purposes of modifying with improved radars and FURs and 
leasing up to 15 T-47 aircraft. 

20,000,000 Of the funds appropriated under the heading 'Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army' in this Act shall be made available only for the National De
fense Environmental Corporation, or its successor in interest, for the continued establishment and operation of the National Defense Center for Environ
mental Excellence (NDCEE). 

1,000,000 Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defense shall participate in an infrastructure demonstration program conducted by the Regional 
Equipment Center, Cambria County, Pennsylvania: Provided further, That of the funds available to the Defense logistics Agency, this amount shall be avail
able only to establish the Regional Equipment Center in Cambria County Pennsylvania. 

125,625,000 Is appropriated to the Secretary of Defense, which shall be transferred to the Secretary of Energy by November 1, 1992, to remain available until expended for 
expenses necessary for the purpose of acquiring, transporting and drawing down crude oil to be stored in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve for national de
fense purposes, Provided, That the Secretary of Energy may transfer up to 700,000 dollars to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve Account for purposes of oper
ating, maintaining and managing the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

5,000,000 The Secretary of Defense is authorized to expend up to this amount of funds available to the Department of Defense during the current fiscal year or hereafter 
for the purpose of acquiring approximately one thousand five hundred and two acres of tidelands in the State of Washington from the Coast Oyster Com
pany. 

NA During the current fiscal year, funds available to the Department of Defense used for a system or item procured by, or provided to, the Department of Defense 
containing manufactured carbonyl iron powders shall be available only for a system or item containing domestically manufactured carbonyl iron powders: 
for the purpose of this section 'domestically manufactured' means manufactured in a facility located in the United States or Canada. 

NA Funds appropriated in this Act under the heading 'Operation and Maintenance, Navy' shall be available for payments arising out of the deaths and injuries 
that resulted from the occidental striking of the Turllish ship Muavenet by a missile fired from the aircraft carrier Saratoga on October 2, 1992. 

4,500,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of a visitors center at the United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland. 
5,500,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of a library at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 
9,700,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of the !54th Composite Group Consolidated Support Facility, Hickam Air Force Base, Oahu, Hawaii. 
1,050,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of an armory at Kaunakakai, Molokai, Hawaii. 
8,500,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of FACP facilities at Barlling Sands Naval Air Station, Kauai, Hawaii. 
4,300,000 Is appropriated only for the construction of an armory at Wahiawa, Oahu, Hawaii. 

100,000,000 From within funds provided in title II of this Act, the Secretary of Defense. in consultation with the Secretary of State, may obligate up to this amount to pro
vide goods, services, and other support for international peacekeeping and humanitarian relief efforts under the authorities of the United Nations Participa
tion Ace of 1945, as amended (Public law 79-264). SEC. 9159. 

500,000 Shall be available only for the settlement of subcontractor claims associated with the Army Corps of Engineers contract DACA8~025, for the construc
tion of an Aircraft Maintenance Management Facility at Eielson Air Force Base. 

34,000,000 From the funds made available in title II of this Act, the Secretary of Defense may make a grant of this amount to the American Red Cross for reimbursement 
for disaster relief expenditures for Guam, American Samoa and Puerto Rico. 

40,000,000 The Secretary of the navy is authorized and directed to increase the current contract price (the contract price including all modifications as of the date of en
actment of this act) for the T-AGS 39 and 40 design and construction contract by this amount using funds provided in Public law 102-172 for this pro
gram, and shall pay to the contractor which built and delivered T-AGS 39 and 40 this amount no later than December 31, 1992. 

350,000,000 The Secretary of the Air Force is directed to enter into a Supplemental Agreement to Air Force Prime Contract F04701-85-C-0019 for a Heavy lift Expendable 
launch Vehicle: Provided, That such a Supplemental Agreement shall address the Solid Rocket Motor Upgrade (SRMU) program and shall provide up to this 
amount in payment to the prime contractor and the agreed upon payments to the subcontractor: Provided further, That within funds appropriated to the De
partment of the Air Force either in this Act or in Public law 102-172 not less than 200,000,000 nor more than 300,000,000 dollars shall be available for 
the Supplemental Agreement and that such sums shall be in addition to any amounts appropriated specifically for the Titan IV program in this Act or in 
Public law 102-172. 

32,000,000 Within funds appropriated in this Act for the National Foreign Intelligence Program, the Director of Central Intelligence may transfer up to this amount to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigations for special programs. 

303,000,000 Is hereby appropriated to the Department of Defense and shall be available only for transfer to the United States Coast Guard. 
253,000,000 Of funds in Sec. 9166 shall be merged with and be available for the same purposes and same time period as 'Operating Expenses' for fiscal year 1993. 
50,000,000 Of funds in Sec. 9166 shall be merged with and be available for the same purposes and same time period as 'Reserve Training' for fiscal year 1993. 

NA The Secretary of Defense shall continue the construction of a composite medical replacement facility located at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, as authorized in 
the Military Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 (division B of Public law 101-189) and the Military Construction Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (division B of Public law 101-510) and as provided for in the Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public law 101-
148) and the Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public law 101-519). 

134,600,000 Of the funds appropriated herein shall be available solely for environmental restoration. 
308,900,000 Of the funds appropriated herein shall be available solely for environmental restoration. 

NA Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles. 
NA Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transpor

tation, for the construction of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as 
important to the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. McCAIN. I hope my colleagues 
will each take the time to review this 
revealing document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

in Somalia, ready to put their lives on 
the line for their Nation. The decisions 
the Congress makes today will deter
mine the ability of the United States 
in the future to play an effective role 
in world affairs and to protect our own 
security and that of our friends and al
lies. 

I also emphasized that this is not a 
problem which is peculiar to the De
fense budget, but I feel it is important 
for my colleagues to fully understand 
the potential impact on our national 
security when these abuses of the budg
et process occur in a Defense' appro
priations bill. 

Mr. President, may I pause to ask for 
the yeas and nays on this amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered_ 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I pointed 

out on Monday that the debate in the 
Senate is not about just another De
fense bill. The importance of this bill 
increases in the context of post-cold 
war global instability and the potential 
threat of proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction. Most importantly, 
the Senate is debating these issues 
while American soldiers are stationed 

My colleagues know that, in real 
terms, the fiscal year 1994 Defense 
budget is over one-third less than the 
amount available for our national de
fense in fiscal year 1985. Dollars for de-
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fense are scare and getting scarcer. Be
cause of these huge funding cuts, we 
are forcing hundreds of thousands of 
men and women out of the military. 
Our defense industrial base is being cut 
to the bone. We are accepting com
promise after compromise in our mili
tary capabilities. The United States 
has eliminated all programs to mod
ernize our strategic deterrent forces, 
even though a great degree of uncer
tainty exists as to the status of such 
programs in the former Soviet Union. 
We are cutting readiness, and some as
pects of our forces are rapidly becom
ing hollow. We have already taken our 
peace dividend. There are no spoils left 
for the Congress to divide. 

Yet, the Congress insists on setting 
aside billions of defense dollars for 
unrequested, unrequired, special inter
est programs. These congressional ear
marks threaten the viability of a nec
essarily smaller defense force support
ing a new, more limited strategy, and 
thus they threaten the long-term secu
rity of our nation and its citizens. In 
an immediate sense, unrequested add
ons take away the livelihoods of men 
and women in defense industry who 
earn their jobs by working on programs 
the country really needs. And they 
drive highly skilled men and women 
out of the military services, including 
many minorities, and make it more 
difficult to attract capable men and 
women to enter into the military as a 
career. 

Mr. President, as I have consistently 
stated to my colleagues, every dime 
the Congress earmarks for Members' 
special interest items and pork barrel 
projects comes at the expense of a vali
dated military requirement necessary 
to ensure the security of this Nation. 
The fact is that there is no such thing 
as free pork. Every add-on requires an 
offset from some other program. Often 
these tradeoffs are difficult to identify 
readily. But if and when American 
troops are required to put their lives 
on the line in defense of this Nation's 
interests, the dangerous effect of pork 
barrel politics will become very obvi
ous. We cannot afford pork barrel 
projects anymore. I, for one, will do all 
I can to see that this practice does not 
continue. 

Mr. President, as I said earlier, the 
Congressional Research Service com
piled a list of legislative earmarks. in 
DOD appropriations bills over the past 
4 years. By earmark, I mean a legisla
tive or report language requirement 
that funds be spent in a particular 
manner or at a particular place, gen
erally without consideration to merit, 
priority, or competitive bidding. The 
CRS report demonstrates just how 
egregious earmarking of appropria
tions has become. This information is 
contained in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of Monday's date. 

Mr. President, let me emphasize 
again, as some of my colleagues from 

the Appropriations Committee also 
pointed out, some of these special in
terest projects may, indeed, be very 
meritorious projects and deserve Fed
eral funding-but not defense dollars. 
But every time the Congress acts with 
this kind of specificity, some other 
project-one that may be requested 
and, most importantly, which is essen
tial to national security-goes un
funded. This is wrong. It is wrong 
whether the project is in Minnesota or 
Arizona. Defense dollars are intended 
to enhance national security, not do
mestic comfort. 

Mr. President, again today, I would 
like to point out to my colleagues that 
the fiscal year 1994 DOD appropriations 
bill passed by the House .is replete with 
earmarks of scarce defense dollars for 
home-district projects. The House set 
aside $6.5 billion of defense dollars for 
special interest, noncompetitive 
projects at bases, universities, and 
other institutions in Members' home 
districts. In other words, the House 
gave its Members $6.5 billion in pork 
barrel projects. I have already placed 
into the record the complete list of $6.5 
billion in earmarks in the House ver
sion of the Defense appropriations bill. 

Let me again briefly tell you about a 
few of those earmarked projects in the 
House DOD Appropriations bill for next 
year. 

Every dime-every dime-of the 
$236.5 million in funds intended to as
sist in transi tioning our defense indus
tries and personnel to commercially 
viable endeavors is allocated to specific 
projects at designated sites, univer
sities, institutions, and other ear
marked recipients. 

Mr. President, my worst fears have 
come true. As I supported funding for 
defense conversion so that we could 
help these communi ties, help these 
businesses, help these States make ad
justments as we cut defense spending, 
we are now seeing them earmarked not 
on the basis of merit but on the basis 
of who has the most clout. 

Mr. President, we have organizations 
in the Defense Department who are 
qualified to make those decisions on a 
competitive basis. That is the way it 
should be done. 

The sum of $2.3 million is set aside 
for cell adhesion molecule research, to 
be done at a "nonprofit foundation in 
the northeast * * * by an integrated 
team of scientists with extensive expe
rience in the molecular analysis of the 
immune system * * * the scientific 
team must have extensive experience 
in the identification and analysis of 
cell adhesion, signal transduction path
ways, cytokine production, and gene 
regulation." 

That is actually the language of the 
bill. I do not know who that organiza
tion is, Mr. President, but I know there 
is only one of them. 

Up to $50 million is directed by the 
House to be spent for environmental 

cleanup of an abandoned mine at the 
Penn Mine site in Calaveras County, 
CA. 

My colleagues on the appropriations 
bill have said these are worthwhile 
projects. It may be worthwhile to clean 
up a mine in Calaveras County, CA. 
But how, for the life of me, that is a de
fense requirement is something I sim
ply do not understand. 

All this data is available in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD of October 18. 

Mr. President, again, I am happy to 
say that the Senate appropriators seem 
to have moderated the district spend
ing spree initiated by the House. Al
though I do not have a complete list of 
earmarks in the bill before the Senate 
today, it appears that most of the egre
gious programs included in the House 
bill have been deleted from this ver
sion. Again, I congratulate my col
league on the Senate Appropriations 
Committee for their relative restraint. 

However, Mr. President, I must note 
with dismay that the bill before the 
Senate today does contain some objec
tionable provisions which clearly ear
mark dollars for special interest 
projects. Again, I will stress that these 
projects may have merit, but I firmly 
believe that funding decisions based on 
competitive bidding and independent 
evaluation are the only means to en
sure that the American taxpayers' dol
lars are spent for the highest priority 
projects. 

Let me very briefly talk about a few 
examples of earmarks which are in
cluded in this DOD appropriations bill: 
$5 million is earmarked for a center of 
excellence for research in ocean 
sciences; $1.5 million of defense dollars 
are directed to be spent to purchase an 
LCU ship, convert it to a commercial 
cargo vessel, and then deed it to the 
Government of American Samoa; 
$500,000 for environmental remediation 
and wells on Walker River Paiute trib
al lands; $4.5 million for the 
McMinville, Oregon Center for A via
tion Technology and Training; two 
higher education systems in two sepa
rate States will share nearly $9 million 
under a provision in the bill which di
rects the establishment of an inter
national job training program at one 
college and a math teachers leadership 
project at the other college; $2 million 
to establish a marine environmental 
research facility at Astoria, OR; $12 
million for the AKAMAI project at Tri
pier Army Hospital in Hawaii; $1.7 mil
lion to replace a public landfill at 
Kotzebue, Alaska; $2.5 million is set 
aside to fund a joint Air Force/Navy 
Auroral Research Program, for which 
there is no request and no authoriza
tion. 

I have not read this entire bill. One 
of the problems we have is sometimes 
it takes days and even weeks to ferret 
out all of the different kinds of appro
priations. 
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From my reading of these provisions, 

it appears that my amendment may be 
construed to prohibit noncompetitive 
contract awards in only four of these 
instances: The grants of the two uni
versities, the environmental research 
center, the landfill, and the environ
mental work on Indian lands. Again, 
however, these programs may very well 
receive appropriate funding under com
petitive procedures for these dollars. 

The dollars earmarked for these and 
other programs like them are dollars 
taken away from identified, higher pri
ority, military requirements of the De
partment of Defense. They are dollars 
taken away from working military 
men and women and their counterparts 
working in defense industries. The cost 
of these earmarks is the continued deg
radation of the readiness of our mili
tary forces at a time of continuing in
stability in the world. 

It is time we looked around and real
ized what we are really doing. It is 
time we realized where lobbying, spe
cial interests, and narrow constituent 
concerns have brought us. If we con
tinue this pattern of waste, we will be 
responsible for our Nation's inability 
to defend our interests in the future. 

The amendment I offer is very sim
ple. My amendment states that the 
provisions in this bill dealing with uni
versity research, community adjust
ment assistance, strategic environ
mental research, and environmental 
restoration shall not require the De
partment of Defense to award a con
tract or make a grant to a specific non
Federal entity. If my amendment is 
adopted, con tracts and grants would be 
awarded under the competitive, merit
based selection procedures that are 
currently in law. In other words, there 
would be no earmarks in these pro
grams in the fiscal year 1994 Defense 
appropriations bill. 

My amendment would prohibit ear
marking of appropriations in these 
very specific areas, most of which were 
included in the House version of the 
bill but deleted by the Senate appropri
ators. And in fact, my amendment 
would affect only a small portion of the 
$6.5 billion in earmarks that the House 
included in its bill. In total, my amend
ment only affects about $316 million in 
earmarked funds in the House bill. 

But, Mr. President, I hereby serve no
tice that I will strenuously object to 
the inclusion of any of these earmarks 
in a conference agreement on the fiscal 
year 1994 Defense appropriations bill. 

This amendment is just a start. On 
Monday, I also noted four possible solu- . 
tions to deal with the problem of pork 
highlighted by the CRS report. I want 
the Senate to be on notice that, begin
ning with this amendment, I will be 
seeking to .have the four points I raised 
become law. 

Last week, during the Senate's de
bate on a different subject, the es
teemed Senate Appropriations chair-

man, Senator BYRD, sought to clarify
by using the dictionary-his point. Let 
me now follow his lead. 

The Random House College Diction
ary defines an earmark as "to set aside 
for a specific purpose." Competition, 
on the other hand, is defined as "the 
act of competing." These two terms are 
not interchangeable; they are not re
motely synonymous; they are, in fact, 
opposites. The Congress cannot, on the 
one hand, direct the Department of De
fense to rely on competition to save 
money, but then provide them with a 
bill containing billions of dollars of 
noncompetitive earmarks of the Con
gress' choosing. 

Let me give praise where praise is 
due. During consideration of the fiscal 
year 1994 Department of Transpor
tation appropriations bill, Chairman 
LAUTENBERG sought to "winnow some 
of the earmarks-money directed to 
lawmakers' favorite projects-out of 
the bill." Congressional Quarterly re
ported that "Lautenberg * * * was re
sponding to the public, which wants 
Congress to cut spending and pork bar
rel politics." 

In the article, Senator LAUTENBERG 
is quoted as saying, "I don't think I'm 
the only one who sees a new era com
ing." He continued, "I thought it was 
an appropriate time to [respond to] 
what I hear is a clamor from the people 
we represent." I hope my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle will attend to 
the words of Senator LAUTENBERG. 

The Congress passed a Department of 
Transportation bill with considerably 
fewer earmarks than in the past. We 
can do the same with the Department 
of Defense bill. The Congress must 
choose between competition and ear
marks. 

The public is no longer merely clam
oring for an end to pork barrel politics; 
it is yelling, screaming, demanding 
something be done-demanding that we 
stop pork barrel spending and earmark
ing. We must put the national good, 
our national priorities, before local po
litical gain. 

The choice is clear: earmarks versus 
competition-politics as usual versus 
fiscal responsibility. I urge my col
leagues to take the first step toward 
fiscal responsibility. I urge my col
leagues to support my amendment. 

Finally, and I appreciate the patience 
of my colleagues, I am aware of the 
way the Senate and the Congress have 
been doing business for many years. I 
am aware that seniority allows certain 
latitudes and certain things to be done 
in this body. I am a ware that the de
fense appropriations bill clearly indi
cated by the CRS report and other 
studies has been an area where billions 
and billions of dollars have been spent 
on special projects, on projects that 
were neither requested nor authorized, 
and many times appropriated. 

I want to put this in the right con
text. In the area of defense we are tell-

ing thousands of young men and 
women we cannot afford to keep them 
in the military, and we are still able to 
afford billions of dollars on unneces
sary, unfunded expenditures. We can
not do that. 

Mr. President, 10 percent of the Afri
can-American young men in America 
today who are employed are in the 
military. We are telling them we can
not afford to keep them because we 
have to downsize our military. The 
military and our All-Volunteer Force 
has been, in my view, the best way for 
an American to lift himself or herself 
up from conditions of ·poverty and re
ceive an education, receive an oppor
tunity. Yet, we are going to spend bil
lions of dollars on things such as I just 
enunciated. 

I know, also, that I risk some retalia
tion in my State. I am willing to risk 
that retaliation because I am a U.S. 
Senator, not an Arizona Senator. But 
it has to stop. We have to get control 
of this process because we do not have 
the confidence of the American people 
in what we are doing. And the best way 
to restore that confidence of the Amer
ican people, in my view, is to treat 
their tax dollars as. if they were our 
very own and spend them on only need
ed defense spending and not other 
unneeded, unrequested funding. The 
best way we can do that is restore 
some regularity and formality to the 
process. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Will the distin

guished Senator yield me 5 minutes? 
Mr. McCAIN. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from South Carolina. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join as a cosponsor of the 
amendment offered by my good friend 
and colleague from Arizona, Senator 
JOHN McCAIN. If approved, this amend
ment will put the Senate on record as 
being in favor of spending our shrink
ing defense dollars in the most effec
tive and efficient manner. The lan
guage in Senator McCAIN's amendment 
emphatically restates the congres
sional policy that funds expended 
under community adjustment assist
ance, university research, strategic en
vironmental research, and environ
mental restoration programs are 
awarded on the basis of merit rather 
than on other considerations. This 
amendment makes explicit the ap
proach followed in large measure by 
the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

The earmarking of programs is a 
long-established practice in Congress. 
We have the power of the purse and 
must be sensitive to the needs of our 
constituents regarding the administra
tion of Federal programs. Therefore, it 
is pointless and unfair to try to place 
the blame for earmarking practices on 
any member, committee or House of 
Congress, but this year the problem 
has gone to far. 
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We are not facing a crisis in manag

ing defense spending. The defense budg
et appears to be in freefall and our 
military commitments around the 
world are shifting rather than decreas
ing. The Armed Services Committees 
are struggling to meet draconian out
lay targets in the critical research and 
development accounts. We may have to 
reduce these accounts $4 billion below 
the House figure. We are in danger of 
eating our seed corn as we sacrifice our 
technology programs to shorter term 
priori ties. 

In this environment, large-scale ear
marking is a luxury we can no longer 
afford. We must ensure that every dol
lar be expended on defense programs 
that are judged to be meritorious by a 
process freed of other considerations. If 
there are concerns about the process 
for awarding grants or contracts under 
these programs, then let us examine 
that process and make appropriate cor
rections. The answer, however, is not 
to overturn a competitive process in 
favor of earmarks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from New Mexico such 
time as he needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains for the proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min
utes, forty-seven seconds. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I request 5 minutes 
of that time and then I will yield the 
rest of it back to my colleague. I know 
the Sen a tor from Georgia, the chair
man of the authorizing committee, 
would like to speak as well. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by Senator McCAIN 
and wish to join him in this effort. I do 
think this is an issue that is not being 
addressed for the first time in the Sen
ate. It is one that we have addressed 
several times before. 

I want to make very clear what I be
lieve Senator McCAIN stated in his 
comments as well, that the issue we 
are raising with this amendment is not 
directed at the provisions that are in 
the bill pending in the Senate today. I 
want to commend the Senator from 
Hawaii and the Senator from Alaska 
for the constructive approach that 
they and their colleagues on the Appro
priations Committee have taken to
ward preserving the statutory proc
esses and the principle of merit-based
selection procedures in the bill before 
us. These cost-sharing, competitive 
principles which the Senate committee 
was embracing were at the heart of last 
year's legislation on conversion. The 
principles enjoyed bipartisan support 
in the recommendations of the Pryor 
task force and the Rudman task force. 

There is a broad consensus that this 
is the only fair way to allocate these 

funds, especially when they are over
subscribed by a factor of 20 to 1, as 
they are in the case of the technology 
reinvestment project, which is the 
name that has been given to the tech
nology and industry component of Con
gress' 1992 conversion and reinvestment 
legislation. 

So, again, I want to commend the 
Senate Appropriations Committee for 
taking this approach and for including 
section 8130 in the bill that is pending 
before us today. This section, which 
was offered by Congressman GEORGE 
BROWN on the House side ties the ex
penditure of technology reinvestment 
funds to the competition and cost-shar
ing and other procedures set forth in 
the law. 

However, Mr. President, let me just 
point out that there are some other 
areas that have been referred to by 
Senator McCAIN where Congress has es
tablished specific statutory merit
based procedures, and we need to en
sure that in those cases, the competi
tive procedures are followed as well. 

The first of these that we are ad
dressing in our amendment is the long 
list of operations and maintenance ear
marks in the House report language 
aimed at particular communities fac
ing dislocation due to defense cut
backs. 

A second area which has been re
ferred to is university earmarks. 

A third is the earmarks contained in 
the House bill related to the Strategic 
Environmental Research and Develop
ment Program. 

And, finally, the earmarks involved 
with the defense environmental res
toration account. Clearly, we need to 
ensure that those programs are allowed 
to proceed on the basis of merit, they 
are allowed to proceed on the basis of 
competition, as was the intent of Con
gress from the very beginning. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the long list of dual-use technology 
earmarks in the areas such as manu
facturing technology, automotive tech
nology, health care technology, elec
tronics and materials technology. The 
vast majority of these appear to be 
projects intended for a particular re
cipient. These are projects that could 
and should be competitive under the 
Technology Reinvestment Program. 

In each of these areas, the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency received in 
excess of 100 proposals. We have very 
limited funds available for defense and 
dual-use research and, as the Senator 
from South Carolina pointed out, we 
are being asked in the conference with 
the House on the defense bill to cuts in 
excess of $5 billion from the President's 
request for defense R&D. We cannot af
ford to spend the scarce resources we 
have for research and development on 
special projects for Members' interests. 

Mr. President, I know that the appro
priators and the chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee in the Senate, 

the chairman and ranking member, 
will have a very difficult time holding 
to the position which we are advocat
ing in the Senate today. It clearly is 
the fair thing to do. It is the only fair 
way to treat the 2,800 groups which re
sponded to the competition for the 
technology reinvestment project funds 
and for the many thousands of others 
who will compete in the future. 

Let me conclude by again thanking 
the Senator from Hawaii and the Sen
ator from Alaska for standing by the 
principle of merit-based procedures and 
the expenditure of defense funds. I hope 
they will continue to preserve this 
principle in the final bill which 
emerges from the conference and that 
the amendment we are offering today 
will help them in doing that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve the remainder of Senator 
MCCAIN's time. 

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

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, before 

proceeding with my remarks, will the 
Senator from New Mexico respond to a 
question on my time? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be glad to re
spond. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
know the intent of the authors of this 
measure. Does this provision apply 
only to the following: Programs, 
projects, activities involving commu
nity adjustment assistance, research 
and development at colleges or univer
sities, strategic environmental re
search or environmental restoration, 
or does it go beyond that? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will respond for 
myself, since I am not in a position to 
respond for the Senator from Arizona. 
But I will respond for myself that it is 
my intent that the amendment go be
yond that and that it make it clear 
that as a matter of policy, the Senate 
wishes to maintain merit-based proce
dures for all contracts and grants, pro
grams, projects, and activities funded 
by the Department of Defense; that 
those merit-based procedures should be 
followed. That is in the last sentence of 
the amendment. I do think, as a matter 
of principle, the Senate should be on 
record in support of that. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the bill 
before us complies with the law of the 
land as established by Congress. The 
bill before us, the Defense appropria
tions bill, provides substantial 
amounts of funds which will be award
ed following full and open competition. 
This bill requires competition in the 
award of defense conversion research 
and development. This bill does not 
earmark funds provided for defense 
conversion community assistance and 
personnel programs. This bill does not 
earmark funds in the defense environ
mental restoration account or funds 
approved for the Strategic Environ
mental Research and Development Pro
gram. 
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Specifically, the committee added 

$150 million to the $324 million re
quested for R&D projects to aid the 
conversion of our defense industry 
under the Technology Reinvestment 
Program. The committee also provided 
additional funds for the community as
sistance and personnel programs which 
would aid our fellow citizens affected 
by the defense drawdown. 

Mr. President, it was difficult to ap
propriate these funds, given the outlay 
constraints facing this committee. No 
other congressional defense committee 
met this challenge. I can assure you, 
Mr. President, that we members of the 
committee have worked very diligently 
with our colleagues 'in the Senate to 
provide additional funds for defense 
conversion efforts. 

While my fellow Senators brought a 
number of excellent conversion 
projects to the attention of this com
mittee, the committee sought to allow 
the competitive process to determine 
the best possible uses of defense con
version funds. 

In addition to the so-called earmarks 
that I have mentioned on defense con
version, the committee recommended 
that the full Senate agree with the 
House bill language requiring competi
tion in the award of Technology Rein
vestment Program funds. 

The committee support of the com
petitive process is fully consistent with 
the existing laws governing award of 
defense conversion funds and other pro
grams highlighted by Senators MCCAIN 
and BINGAMAN. 

Mr. President, I believe the law is 
clear, and most sincerely I believe we 
have complied with the law. Indeed, as 
I have said, we have further adopted a 
House provision mandating that De
fense Technology Reinvestment Pro
gram funds be awarded based on com
petitive procedures outlined in the 
statute. I can assure one and all that 
we will do our best in conference to 
maintain these competitive proce
dures. 

The amendment before us, I believe, 
seeks to refine the Senate's support for 
competitive award of funds available to 
the Department of Defense. However, I 
sincerely believe that the amendment's 
current language may be so expansive 
that it could have an unintended effect 
on overriding program priorities that 
the committee or the Senate have es
tablished as meritorious in the bill and 
report language. 

Just a few minutes ago, Mr. Presi
dent, we concluded an important de
bate on so-called earmarking of funds 
for the Army and Air National Guard. 
The issue before us involved $150 mil
lion that we in the Senate decided had 
merit. It was authorized by the author
ization committees, and we appro
priated the funds. The vote was over
whelming. 

In that debate, I tried my best to re
mind my colleagues that .a very impor-

tant constitutional provision was in
volved. Article I, section 8 of the Con
stitution says that the Congress has 
the power to provide for and maintain 
armies. The Congress has the power to 
provide for a navy. This debate so far 
suggests that if the administration has 
not requested these programs, it is not 
worthy of our consideration, and yet 
the Constitution makes it very clear 
that it is not the President of the Unit
ed States but the Congress that will 
provide for and maintain an army and 
provide for a navy. 

Yesterday, we had a lengthy debate 
on the CRS report, and I tried my best 
to respond item by item. I will not use 
my limited time for that purpose. But 
since we are talking about the CRS re
port, it might be well to use that re
port. 

In discussing defense funding, earmarking 
generally refers to occasions in which 
amounts are specified in law or in committee 
reports for purposes even more narrow than 
those of typical line items. In light of the 
flexibility of the term in common usage, 
CRS has not referred to earmarked funds in 
any of the attached material. Rather, we 
have tried to identify all provisions of de
fense appropriations acts that specify that 
funds should be allocated to particular 
projects or locations. As you may know, we 
have not provided a similar table of provi
sions from defense authorization acts. The 
reason is that authorization measures typi
cally include dozens if not hundreds of provi
sions that define or establish particular pro
grams and activities. The results of citing 
them all would be unwieldy . We do not mean 
to suggest, however, that only appropriators 
earmark funds . 

This amendment suggests that it 
may be well for authorizers to earmark 
funds but not for appropriators. Yet 
the Constitution makes it very clear it 
is the Congress of the United States 
which provides for the army and the 
navy. 

Second, I hope my colleagues will go 
over the RECORD of yesterday and look 
over the debate that was held in prepa
ration of this amendment because each 
i tern has been answered, and I believe 
rather specifically. 

At the appropriate time, Mr. Presi
dent, I will be, together with Senator 
STEVENS, making a motion either to 
amend or to table the amendment be
cause I believe that, as written, this 
amendment is so expansive that it may 
have had an intention that was not in
tended by the authors of this measure. 

I am pleased to yield to the vice 
chairman of the committee. 

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to emphasize what the Senator from 
Hawaii has just said. This amendment 
says "no provisions of this act." This 
appropriations bill will become an act. 
Only the appropriations process would 
be so limited. As the CRS has pointed 
out, they did not even provide a table 
of provisions from the Defense author
ization bill because there are so many 
of them they could not compile them. 

Now, it just so happens that the Con
stitution does not refer to authoriza
tion bills. We have provided for the au
thorization process in our procedure, 
but the Constitution says: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law. 

Now, I find it very interesting that it 
is all members of the authorization 
committee who have presented this 
amendment to the floor. The very peo
ple who the CRS says it cannot even 
count the number of earmarks they 
have in their bill have said you cannot 
earmark in an appropriations bill. 

Now, let us make sure we understand 
what that means. It means the distin
guished occupant of the chair or any 
other Senator cannot come in here and 
say, "Of the money that you have pro
vided in this bill, I want this amount 
reserved for this project in my State." 

Now, let us talk about environmental 
restoration. I started the environ
mental restoration concept when I was 
chairman of this subcommittee. I 
started it with an amendment on the 
floor. We had ignored the concept of 
environmental restoration on defense 
establishments and we now have one. It 
is an enormous one. It is almost $3 bil
lion this year. Of that $3 billion al
most-it is 2 point something or 
other-! asked the committee, and in 
the report we do earmark and say that 
$1.3 million shall be available to the 
Air Force to replace an existing land
fill in Alaska at Kotzebue that was 
contaminated by the Air Force waste. 
As they closed an air base, they used 
the little town of Kotzebue's landfill 
and so filled it up with waste it has 
now been told it cannot use that land
fill anymore. 

So that I have asked, of the almost $3 
billion in this bill, $1.3 million of that 
money be prioritized as a partial con
tribution of the Government to replace 
that landfill which must be done now 
according to the EPA. 

I could come out here on the floor 
with an amendment. I did not do that. 
I asked the committee. We placed it in 
the report, and we have said we set 
that priority for the use of these funds. 
That has been criticized by my friend 
from Arizona. It is earmarking of the 
O&M moneys, generally. It does not 
take away from anyone else. It just 
says, from all of that money that is in 
here for O&M-and the total amount 
for that is almost $80 billion-we can 
urge you to use it for this account. 

If the Senator from Arizona wants 
me to come and present that amend
ment, I will present that amendment. 
And I will ask Members of the Senate 
to vote against it. I would point out 
that I have here the requests made to 
me personally as the minority manager 
of this bill by some 31 to 35 Senators on 
my side. The Senator from Hawaii has 
a similar package. Almost every Mem
ber of the Senate that has a defense in
stallation in their State came to me 
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and asked me to earmark or provide 
some money for specific things in their 
State . Many of them were from the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Look at the Armed Services Commit
tee bill this year: $25 million for elec
tron laser; $4 million for the helmet
mounted mission rehearsal system; $5.9 
million for the stratified charge rotary 
engine; $11.7 million for the decoy, in 
Massachusetts; $1.4 million for Sac
ramento Peak Observatory; $10 million 
for the thermionic conversion unit, at 
Auburn University; $7.5 million for the 
adoption program; $50 million for the 
Xerox high definition display project; 
$14.5 million for the Z megawatt fuel 
cells, in Connecticut; and $3 million for 
the solid polymer. That is just a few of 
them. 

There are so many of them that we 
could not get them all out in a book. 

The CRS says--
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. STEVENS. Not right now. The 

Senator can speak on his own time. I 
am sort of wound up on this right now. 

It makes me mad, again, that the 
Armed Services Committee comes here 
and points the finger at the two of us 
and says, "These naughty boys again 
are earmarking.'' 

r" hope the Senate wakes up because 
we react to requests of other Senators 
for these earmarks. They are a legiti
mate exercise of congressional author
ity to provide funds for defense 
projects. 

If any Member of the Senate ques
tions what we have done, offer an 
amendment to delete it . Come out here 
and have the courage to delete it. But 
do not give us some broad general pol
icy that is absolutely unworkable but 
only applies to this act . 

The Energy Subcommittee bill ap
propriates money for defense. The 
State, Justice, Commerce appropriates 
some moneys that come from defense. 
We now have turned over to a series of 
other committees a portion of the de
fense money, Transportation appro
priations part of the money for defense, 
for Coast Guard. But only this bill 
would become burdened by this. This is 
a policy in Congress that contracts and 
grants for programs, projects, and ac
tivities funded for the Department of 
Defense should be awarded through 
merit selection procedures. That says 
it applies only to the provisions of this 
act. 

What are we trying to do? What are 
the appropriators trying to do? They 
are trying to say that once again we 
have appropriated money that was not 
authorized. That, by and large, is not 
true this time. As a matter of fact, I 
would put into the RECORD at this 
point-! do not want to load the 
RECORD down. 

I have here a series of pages for the 
add-ons made by the authorizing com
mittee under the authorizing projects 

for items that were not requested by 
the President, were not requested by 
the Department of Defense, were not 
requested by anyone other than mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee. 
By and large, we funded most of those 
because we agreed with them. But 
there are people within the Depart
ment of Defense who say: Hey, wait a 
minute. You have congressional add
ons. 

The congressional add-ons do not just 
come from the appropriations bill. 
They come from earmarking, basically, 
in the authorization bill. They cover 
the very things we are talking about. 
They cover community projects, ad
justment assistance, research and de
velopment at colleges, strategic envi
ronmental research or environmental 
restoration; basically, earmarked in 
the authorization bill. But that is not 
covered by this amendment; only the 
earmarks that we would have made. As 
the Senator from Hawaii said, we have 
not basically made any. 

But the last sentence is the things 
that apply only to those things author
ized by this bill, by the appropriations 
process. 

I think that the Senate has to decide 
what it is going to do. Any Member of 
this Senate can come out here and, 
pursuant to rule XVI of the Senate, 
offer an amendment dealing with this 
bill. We invite you to do so; we invite 
you to do so. We should let the Senate 
pass on the priori ties that you set. 

What this means to this Senator is if 
this amendment is agreed to next year, 
the Members of this Senate must come 
to this floor and present their own 
amendments. 

I might say, if it passes, I will see to 
it, if the Senate does not table it, I will 
offer an amendment to say: This or any 
other act. It is legislation on appro
priations. It should not be here in the 
first place. Rule XVI prohibits that. 
But if we make a point of order against 
it, the people here will just say it is 
germane and we will have a vote on 
germaneness, and that will be equiva
lent to adopting the amendment. 

I see my good friend from Georgia, 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee. He and I have had long 
talks about legislation on appropria
tions, and the appropriations process. 
And we have come away as friends. I 
admire his ability in this area. But I 
will say this: This one is going too far. 
It is only if it applies to every act of 
Congress. If Congress wants to set a 
new policy, and it would be a new pol
icy with regard to the concepts of this 
language, I say that we should think 
about that. 

I reject the position of the Senator 
from Arizona that we have, by virtue of 
this bill, earmarked items except as re
quested by a Member of the Senate who 
came to us and we presented the bill. If 
you question those earmarks, come out 
here and take them out. Come out here 

and raise the question. But again, a 
scatter gun comes at us, and in the 
scatter gun is an expression of policy, a 
legislative policy that, in my opinion, 
only applies to the provisions of this 
act. 

I believe that the way to deal with 
this bill is the way the Senator from 
Arizona did on the Seawolf. I voted for 
his amendment to limit the Seawolf. I 
did not believe in the Seawolf. I voted, 
for instance, against the tremendous 
amount of money that was spent on 
battleships for the Navy of our coun
try, and they were out there floating 
for 3 or 4 years and came back in to be
come museums again at costs of lit
erally tens of billions of dollars. 

That is the way to deal with it: Have 
a vote out here on individual provi
sions you disagree with. But this is a 
scatter gun. 

I tell the Members of the Senate who 
brought to me these requests-! think 
the same kinds of requests were 
brought by the Senator from Hawaii
that we cannot work that way anymore 
with regard to these provisions, with 
regard to these projects. Most of the 
provisions are not in the act. Again, 
they are in the report, as are the pro vi
sions that are earmarked by the Armed 
Services Committee. Their report is 
quite similar to ours. It is right here. 
This is the one for 1994. 

I urge the Members of the Senate to 
look at it-the specificity of funds for 
the George C. Marshall Center, pilot 
outreach, additional support for 
co.unterdrug activities, export loan 
guarantees, military physicians-you 
can see the earmarking. I do not dis
agree with it. That is the function of 
the Armed Services Committee: To re
view the requests for money and put 
congressional limitations that it be
lieves are necessary to assure the pro
tection of the public interest. 

But there is, particularly when the 
Senator from Arizona seems to believe 
that this earmarking of the CRS is 
really a report of all earmarking of de
fense projects--! again refer to where I 
started out in this report. 

The CRS has not referred to ear
marked funds. They have tried to iden
tify provisions in appropriations acts 
only that specify where funds should be 
allocated or projects, or locations of 
projects, should be funded. And they 
specifically say: 

Authorization measures typically include 
dozens, if not hundreds, of provisions that 
define or establish particular programs or 
activities. To cite them would be unwieldy. 

Where is the fairness in that kind of 
legislation? Again, this is where the 
buck stops. We are the only committee 
of Congress that is subject to the out
lay limitations. In order to get to those 
outlay limitations, we have to be spe
cific. As a matter of fact, we had one 
amendment presented against us this 
morning to delete $150 million because 
we were not specific enough. 
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Now this is an amendment that says 

take out all of those provisions that 
are specific, unless you put them in on 
a general category of being-they must 
be competitively bid. To me, it is bad 
legislation and it is wrong. I will be 
happy to listen to my friend. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
could I try to clarify what I think this 
amendment does? It does not do what 
he is believing and stating that it does. 
This amendment does not try to knock 
out all language in the appropriations 
bill or in any bill which establishes 
particular programs and activities. I 
agree with the Senator from Alaska 
and the Senator from Hawaii that that 
is entirely appropriate. If the Appro
priations Committee and the authoriz
ing committee decide that a particular 
activity or program should be funded, 
then they should specify that. I voted 
with the chairman and ranking mem
ber on this last amendment, because I 
believe very strongly that we did what 
we should do. 

Mr. STEVENS. Let me parentheti
cally say that you are using your time. 
I have used a lot of ours. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will use my time. 
What this amendment does is say: 
No provision of the act concerning these 

programs, projects, or activities may be con
strued as requiring a contract to be awarded 
or a grant to be made to a specific non
governmental entity. 

That is a particular contract. What 
we are trying to get at are provisions 
in the House appropriations report 
which require that a particular con
tractor be given the contract. And 
that, to us, seems eminently reason
able, and it is something that the Sen
ator from Alaska supported, and that 
is all this amendment tries to do. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sup
port what the Senator just said, but 
does it cover my $1.5 million for 
Kotzebue? It says to give it to a non
Federal entity without any contract. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. You do not state 
who is to do the work. 

Mr. STEVENS. No, but who the grant 
is to be made to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ators should direct their comments to 
the Chair. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. As I understand the 
example the Senator from Alaska 
cited, he is specifying a purpose and an 
activity in a program he thinks should 
be funded, not which contractors are to 
do the work. Accordingly--

Mr. STEVENS. To the contrary, this 
amendment covers a grant, requiring a 
grant to be made. I require a grant to 
be made to the city of Kotzebue to be 
a Federal contribution to a landfill. 
Now, it is covered by this amendment. 
It specifically says environmental res
toration may be construed as requiring 
a contract to be awarded or, as re
quired, a grant to be made to a specific 
non-Federal entity for a program or ac
tivity. 

I require $1.5 million to be given to 
Kotzebue. It is a fair contribution. As a 
matter of fact, they should pay for the 
whole thing. They destroyed the land
fill for what is really a very small Es
kimo town in northwest Alaska. I 
think this amendment covers that kind 
of earmarking. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
make it clear that some of this dialog 
is coming out of the time of the Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. Mine is. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will 

yield the floor, as I know the Senator 
from Georgia wants to speak on this 
issue. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 3 minutes 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I want to 
commend the Sen a tor from Arizona 
and the Senator from New Mexico for 
offering their amendment to make it 
clear that it is the policy of Congress 
that defense funds should not be ear
marked for specific contractors or 
grantees. 

I would also like to commend the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee 
for their approach to this bill. While I 
do not agree with every element of 
their bill-and I would not expect them 
to agree with every element of the au
thorization bill-! believe that the gen
eral· approach of appropriations bill re
flects the genuine concern of the lead
ership of the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee for our national secu
rity. I particularly note section 8130, 
which prohibits earmarking the tech
nology reinvestment projects, as well 
as the general absence of university 
earmarks from the bill. 

The leaders of the Defense Appropria
tions Subcommittee know as well as 
anyone what difficult choices we now 
face in meeting the requirements of na
tional defense. They have, for example, 
reduced the administration's request 
for funding of research and develop
ment programs by $5.2 billion, or 14 
percent. In a budget that has already 
been reduced considerably over the 
funding proposed by the previous ad
ministration, that is an enormous fig
ure. It is $2.5 billion less than the 
amount provided for research and de
velopment in the authorization bill. 
Given the deep decline in funds avail
able for research and development, we 
simply do not have the luxury of ear
marking funds for parochial interests. 

As defense spending is reduced, it is 
essential that the limited funds which 
remain be used to support the pro
grams of the Department of Defense in 
the most cost-effective manner pos
sible. Congress has a vital role to play 
in this process, by establishing sound 
acquisition policy and making wise · 
funding decisions. I do not believe, 
however, that in authorizing and ap-

propriating funds for the Department 
of Defense, Congress should not act as 
super contracting officers and selecting 
the specific contractors or grantees 
who will be recipients of defense funds. 

There is a big difference between de
ciding which programs are necessary to 
the national defense and deciding 
which contractors or grantees are best 
capable of meeting the objectives of 
those progr'ams. The award of a con
tract or as grant should be made on the 
basis of an objective evaluation of the 
capabilities of the contractor or grant
ee. That is the type of decision that is 
best made on the basis of objective, 
professional judgments by officials in 
the executive branch using procedures 
and criteria established by Congress. 

Mr. President, the defense budget 
was never large enough to justify ear
marks for specific museums, specific 
universities, specific contractor 
claims, specific environmental restora
tion projects, specific conversion pro
grams without regard to national de
fense needs or priori ties. There are a 
large number of these kinds of ear
marks proposed in the House-passed 
Defense appropriations bill. In the cur
rent budget environment, such ear
marks not only are unjustified, they 
are harmful to the national defense be
cause they take limited defense dollars 
away from critical projects. 

The safety, welfare, and success in 
combat of the men and women in our 
Armed Forces-today, and 20 years 
from today-is directly dependent on 
the spending decisions we make here in 
Congress. We must ensure that these 
decisions are based on the merits of our 
national defense needs by supporting 
the Bingaman amendment. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sen
ator from Hawaii and the Senator from 
Alaska for a very commendable job on 
this appropriations bill. The Senator 
from Alaska has mentioned the outlay 
problem they struggle with, and we ac
knowledge right up front that we did 
not meet that outlay target. The rea
son is that we hoped it would be 
changed. It has not been, and we are 
going to have to meet the outlay at 
some point. The Senator from Alaska 
is correct on that. They struggled with 
the outlay problem that we did not 
meet, and I think they are to be com
mended for that. 

The second thing I want to say, if my 
friend from Alaska will listen, is the 
Senator from Hawaii and I have talked 
about this at length, and the Senator 
from Hawaii has assured me he is going 
into conference determined not to have 
earmarks. This bill does not have ear
marks, as we interpret it. The bill that 
came out of the Senator's committee 
does not have earmarks of the kind 
that is set-aside· money for specific 
contractors and specific entities that 
are nongovernmental. We do not aim at 
any of those provisions that go to ac
tivities and programs. 
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This amendment, as I understand it 

from the Senator from New Mexico, is 
aimed at preventing set-asides for peo
ple who would really not be competing 
but, rather, getting their grants or 
their contracts by act of Congress. 
What that does is gives a fair playing 
field to those who are competing. If we 
do not have some policy like this, these 
thousands of proposals out there on de
fense conversion and other funds that 
are coming in in good faith, thinking 
there is going to be merit competition, 
are not going to be funded, and those 
being chosen by the Congress in an ap
propriations bill will be funded. 

So we are not in any way attacking 
this bill before us. I believe what the 
Senators from New Mexico and Arizona 
are trying to do is commendable, be
cause their amendment would say in 
advance that we do not support these 
earmarks because it is not fair to the 
taxpayer or to the other people trying 
to compete when there is no competi
tion. Really, it is being set aside by an 
act of Congress, and it is not fair to the 
whole system. That is what the amend
ment is attempting to do, and it does 
not cover programs and activities. We 
always have programs and activities 
that we set aside money for. That is 
not the same as saying who is going to 
get the award and contract. 

nation, but the easiest way is to read 
the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will permit me, he came out 
with a whole CRS report that cites all 
of these amendments. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. If the Senator will 
yield, my understanding is that the 
Senator from Arizona was giving a list 
of various items in the bill that he per
sonally objected to. It certainly is not 
the case that this amendment affects 
those items. This amendment does not. 
This amendment is a very narrowly 
drawn amendment and is not in any 
way trying to attack the items in the 
CRS report. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, that is 
not what the Record shows. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
time not be taken out of the time al
lotted. 

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

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

call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con
sent to speak as in morning business. 

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

I say to my friend from Alaska, the 
provision he alludes to is in report lan
guage, not in the bill. Therefore, it is 
not binding and covered by this amend
ment. It is up to the Secretary of De-
fense to make those kinds of decisions. CHAFEE-COOPER-GRAMM HEALTH 

So I commend the Senator from Ha- PLANS 
waii and the Senator from Alaska. Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I know 
They have been true to their word. the Senators are currently deliberating 
They have not put earmarks in this on amendments. I will be happy to 
bill. And what we are really trying to cease my remarks as soon as they are 
do is reinforce their position in con- prepared to consider another amend
ference, because that is where the prob- • ment. wish to talk briefly, if I can, 
lem usually comes. What we do not about an issue that will be the subject 
want to have happen this year is what of a great deal of discussion and debate 
happened in previous years-to have a and consideration in the months ahead. 
conference report come back full of We all know that it was just earlier 
earmarks, which destroys the competi- this month, that President Clinton 
tive process and the merit-based proc- spelled out his vision for comprehen
ess. That is as I interpret the amend- sive reform of our health care system, 
ment. I ask the Senator from New Mex- a vision that has stimulated debate 
ico, Have I described it correctly? from the Halls of Congress to cafes in 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes; that is exactly Des Moines. 
correct, Mr. President. I think that is a Our country has not been so engaged 
correct description. since Franklin Roosevelt a half-cen-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- tury ago sketched a picture of an 
ator from Hawaii has 3 minutes 9 sec- America failing to care for its senior 
onds. citizens. Not since then have we 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield myself 30 sec- worked together again to secure a new 
onds. right of citizenship in our land. We 

Mr. President, this discussion has have reached a crossroads, and it is 
just convinced me that the authors of time again for another great advance. 
the amendment are not quite certain The President has paved the way by 
what the intent is. Both of you have in- introducing a bold health reform plan, 
dicated that it does not cover any so- and the ensuing debate has encouraged 
called earmarks in this bill. Yet, the Republicans and Democrats in Con
Senator from Arizona has pointed out a gress to introduce their own reform 
whole list of items that he feels are bills, many containing important ele-
covered by this. ments of the Clinton plan. 

Mr. NUNN. I was not here when the The public and the media have scru-
Senator from Arizona gave his expla- tinized carefully the President's plan, 

as well they should. This is, after all, 
perhaps the most important domestic 
policy initiative in history. 

Now I believe we must analyze all of 
the proposals before us, comparing 
them against a checklist of principles 
important to our Nation, just as we 
have done with the President's plan. 

We must be sure that the rhetoric 
rna tches the reality. 

I would like to do that with the three 
major plans that have been recently in
troduced in the Congress. 

Within the last several weeks, health 
care reform plans have been introduced 
in the Senate by the Republican health 
task force, under the leadership of our 
colleague, JOHN CHAFEE, and by Sen
ators GRAMM and MCCAIN. In the 
House, Representatives COOPER and 
GRANDY have advanced a comprehen
sive reform bill, with bipartisan co
sponsorship. 

I applaud their contribution to the 
health care reform debate, and am 
pleased that all of these bills mirror 
the President's plan in some important 
ways, by emphasizing competition, in
creasing consumer cost consciousness, 
and by cracking down on insurance 
practices that leave so many without 
coverage. 

Their bills all represent serious ef
forts, and I welcome the sponsors' par
ticipation in the debate. 

With that said, I must also express 
reservations about the ability of these 
measures to fulfill all of the goals I be
lieve are vi tal to the success of health 
reform. 

Most notably, neither the Cooper nor 
Gramm bill provides health security 
for all Americans-security that citi
zens of every other nation take for 
granted; security that our citizens 
want and deserve. Security that the 
President has stated is one of the most 
important goals of health reform. Only 
Senator CHAFEE's plan makes this a 
priority and in my view does not reach 
that goal any time in the foreseeable 
future. 

None guarantee that skyrocketing 
health costs will be reined in. They all 
fail to assure businesses and individ
uals that their premiums will be af
fordable if competition fails to contain 
costs. 

These are two of the most important 
aspects of health reform, and I believe 
these proposals, for the most part, fall 
short on both of these counts. 

Let us explore further how these bills 
measure up on these and other impor
tant goals of health reform. 

Most important of all, we must have 
health security, Mr. President. We need 
to assure Americans that they will 
have coverage that is always there. 

This guarantee is important for con
taining costs; it is important for put
ting an end to cost shifting; and it is 
important for the security and peace of 
mind of all Americans. 

I commend Senator CHAFEE for tak
ing this goal seriously, with a plan 
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that strives for universal coverage by 
the 21st century. 

While I have some concerns, as I said, 
that he will wait until savings are 
achieved before providing this security, 
and put the onus for purchasing only 
on the individual, rather than creating 
a partnership between businesses and 
their workers, I believe that this plan 
takes an enormous step forward with 
its recognition that all Americans 
must be guaranteed coverage. 

On the other hand, I am deeply dis
appointed that the bills Representative 
COOPER and Senator GRAMM introduced 
do not achieve this most important 
goal. 

Neither mandates coverage, anyway. 
They do not require anyone-not em
ployers, not · individuals, not even the 
Government-to take responsibility for 
health care. Instead, their bills hope to 
expand access to care almost solely 
through competition and shifting more 
responsibility onto the consumers. 

This will certainly result in a high 
number of uninsured Americans. 

In fact, a July 1993 Congressional 
Budget Office analysis of the Cooper 
approach projected that it would result 
in 22 million people uninsured. And 
Senator GRAMM's bill actually puts 
more Americans at risk by leaving in
surance companies free to drop people 
and raise their rates for reasons beyond 
the consumers' control. 

Under either plan, employers could 
continue to drop costly workers from 
coverage or not cover their work force 
at all, adding to the rising number of 
uninsured Americans. 

Under all three plans, job lock would 
continue, since employees will be un
willing or unable to change jobs if they 
fear losing coverage. 

Under either plan, we would see the 
continued negative effect of high num
bers of uninsured patients: 

Cost shifting would continue, since 
individuals could still decide that 
health care is not their responsibility, 
thus shifting their expenses onto those 
who purchase insurance; 

The uninsured will forego preventive 
and primary care and will instead re
ceive expensive emergency room treat
ment; 

In economic terms, this hurts indi
viduals, it hurts businesses, and it cer
tainly hurts the Nation. 

Second, there is absolutely little ef
fr · to contain costs under the ap-
1 .ches by some of our competing 
p1a.ns. None of the plans guarantee our 
taxpayers and businesses that health 
care spending will be reined in, and 
this is a very important distinction be
tween the Clinton approach and the 
other plans. 

While all three plans receive piece
meal treatment, and there are provi
sions designed to control costs ranging 
from administrative simplification to 
more consumer responsibility, none 
has a comprehensive, guaranteed cost 
containment strategy. 

For example, the Chafee and Cooper 
plans help reduce costs by pooling 
small businesses in to purchasing 
groups that force plans to compete on 
price and quality. Evidence suggests 
that this will help control spending, 
but it certainly does not guarantee it. 
On the other hand, both plans cap Med
icare spending, and we know from 
years of experience that cost shifting 
occurs when we control public spending 
but leave private costs to grow. 

CBO's study of last year's version of 
the Cooper plan concluded that under 
it, health care costs would continue to 
rise at their current rate, or even fast
er. Senator GRAMM's bill does not even 
help individuals and small businesses 
join together to bargain for coverage at 
affordable rates. Instead, it relies on 
individuals with no enhanced market 
clout to negotiate with plans and pro
viders for their care. 

All three plans, in my view, fall short 
on the third principle, that of com
prehensive benefits. They do not have a 
comprehensive set of benefits guaran
teeing for all Americans the kind of se
curity that we so deeply need. Only 
Senator CHAFEE's plan attempts-and I 
emphasize the word "attempts"-to en
sure that the benefits package will 
cover a broad range of categories. But 
a health care commission must decide 
which services are affordable and guar
anteed. 

Neither the Cooper nor Gramm plan 
specifies, much less guarantees, a com
prehensive set of benefits. Neither pro
tects American families from exorbi
tant out-of-pocket expenses. 

The Cooper plan shifts responsibility 
for the range and types of services cov
ered to a national board, to be deter
mined after the legislation has become 
law. Senator GRAMM's bill moves us in 
the direction of less comprehensive , 
coverage. Not only does his bill fail to 
provide a range of benefits, it actually 
encourages people to purchase bare
bones, catastrophic policies. 

When it comes to any major invest
ment, including health care, the Amer
ican people have a right to know up 
front what the guaranteed benefits will 
be. They have a right to know that 
they will enjoy the same comprehen
sive benefits that citizens of every 
other industrialized nation now take 
for gran ted. 

Primary and preventive care, Mr. 
President, simply is not addressed in 
some of the plans, and that, too, ought 
to be a matter of concern. Reform 
should move our health care system 
from one that treats illness to one that 
prevents it. Despite the human and 
cost advantages of stressing primary 
and preventive care, only Senator 
CHAFEE's plan emphasizes this impor
tant component of health reform. 

Neither Congressman COOPER's nor 
Senator GRAMM's plan adequately ad
dresses this issue. Neither guarantees 
coverage of a range of effective serv-

ices. In fact, the Gramm bill would ac
tually provide a disincentive for seek
ing care early. Every visit for primary 
and preventive care would drain one's 
savings-exactly the opposite effect 
that we want to have. 

Americans deserve to know that a 
prenatal care is covered, cancer screen
ing will be reimbursed, and that they 
will not need to wait until they are ill 
to receive care. It is just common 
sense. 

The American people also have a 
right to choose the type of health plan 
and provider that works best for them. 
When it comes to choice, again, the 
Clinton plan is clearly superior. None 
of the competing plans guarantee 
choice. Both the Cooper and Chafee 
proposals actually may limit choice of 
plans by taxing those that exceed the 
costs of the low-cost plans in the re
gion. 

By trying to encourage consumers to 
choose tightly managed, cost-efficient 
plans like HMO's, these proposals may 
end up punishing individuals and their 
employers for any other choice they 
may make. Thus, if an individual wish
es to continue to get health care the 
way they do now, or to see the same 
doctor they have always used, they ac
tually may be taxed. There is a choice 
tax in the Cooper plan, in particular, 
that I believe most Americans are 
going to be very concerned about. 

None of these plans stop the current 
trend of employers cutting back on 
their workers' health plan options. In 
fact, the Gramm plan does not even 
begin to address the issue of choice, de
spite the fact that Americans have told 
us time and again how vi tally impor
tant it is to them. 

The Cooper and Chafee plans, Mr. 
President, squeeze Medicare also, with
out cost controls on the private side. 
They will exacerbate cost shifting and 
may actually reduce access. As the gap 
between Medicare and the private sec
tor rates continues to widen, more doc
tors will choose not to see Medicare re
cipients and more Medicare patients 
will find that they have less choice of 
doctors, as well. 

Further, these plans ask seniors to 
pay for health reform without provid
ing them with assurances that costs 
they worry about, like prescription 
drugs and long-term care, will be ad
dressed at all. 

In the worst of all worlds, the 
Gramm plan has no cost containment 
on either the public or the private 
sides. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me talk 
about the prescriptive drug and long
term care coverage. 

Unlike the Clinton plan, none of the 
three alternatives address the major 
fears of our senior citizens: The afford
ability of long-term care and prescrip
tive drugs. 

Millions of seniors, including those 
with comfortable incomes, live with 
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the fear that a serious illness could 
wipe out their savings by forcing them 
to enter a nursing home. They also face 
rising prescriptive drug costs-their 
single, highest out-of-pocket expense. 
A viable health reform plan must ad
dress these two health cost concerns. 

So, Mr. President, as we debate 
health reform alternatives, let us be 
honest about our options and let us be 
thorough with our analysis. We must 
look behind the rhetoric and give all 
the health care plans the scrutiny that 
has already been given the President's 
proposal. It does not matter if the 
plan's author is a Republican or aDem
ocrat, a single-payer advocate or a 
managed-competition fan. 

Any credible plan must match stated 
goals and must meet basic principles 
that we all hold valuable. If we give 
that kind of scrutiny to the major 
plans introduced in Congress, then I be
lieve that we will find that, despite 
claims of comprehensive reform and 
cost containment, the alternatives 
simply do not measure up. 

We may only get one shot at health 
reform this century. Let us make sure 
we do it right the first time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WOFFORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 
10 minutes as in morning business. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Pennsylvania will with
hold his statement at this moment, we 
are on the verge of resolving this. May 
we go back to regular business? 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg
ular business is the McCain amend
ment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1071, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the adoption 
and modification of my amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection? 

Mr. STEVENS. I do not have any 
problem with the modification. I do 
have objection to the adoption until we 
finish our time. We have a few minutes 
left to explain this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the amendment? 

Mr. STEVENS. There is no objection 
to modifying the amendment. 

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

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 157. between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

" SEC. 8142. No provision of this Act or any 
other Act concerning Department of Defense 

programs. projects, or activities involving 
community adjustment assistance, research 
or development at colleges or universities, 
strategic environmental research, or envi
ronmental restoration may be construed as 
requiring a contract to be awarded, or as re
quiring a grant to be made, to a specific non
Federal Government entity for a new pro
gram, project, or activity. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member have 
agreed to accept this amendment, as 
modified. Therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent to vitiate the yeas and nays. 

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

The Senator from Hawaii, the chair
man of the subcommittee, is recog
nized. 

Mr. INOUYE. Before we proceed, I 
would like to make certain the modi
fication is the one I have here. May I 
read it: 

No provision of this act
And the modification-

or any other act concerning Department of 
Defense programs * * *. 

Period after the word "activity." 
And the last proviso is stricken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii is correct. That is the 
amendment at the desk. 

Mr. INOUYE. If that is the case, I 
have no objection. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
could I ask the Senator from Hawaii a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
wanted to just clarify, it is my under
standing at least the intention here 
would be that the Appropriations Com
mittee would endeavor, as they have in 
prior years, to keep as much in the way 
of specific identification of contractors 
and grantees out of the House bill, or 
out of the final conference report that 
comes back even in areas not covered 
by the newly modified amendment. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. INOUYE. If I may, I would like 
to assure the Senator from New Mexico 
that I will do my very best. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. The one other point 
I wanted to just clarify, that is, it was 
the consensus of all that whatever gen
eral statements and general policy in 
this area should be done as part of our 
authorizing process? 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Sen

ator. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, do we 

have time remaining? 
The · PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for a 
minute or so. 

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

Mr. STEVENS. I still have reserva
tion as to the provision which deals 

with the grants that may be made to 
non-Federal governments. I believe 
that grants that must be made, par
ticularly under the program of commu
nity adjustment or under environ
mental restoration, must be made to 
cities, counties, and States, and when 
we determine those are to be made to 
them, that should be a valid exercise of 
our authority over the appropriations 
process. 

I am not going to amend it now, but 
I just want to express my reservation 
that that provision goes too far. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree
ing to the McCain amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senators 
from Alaska, Hawaii, and New Mexico 
for their willingness to see-especially 
the chairman and the ranking mem
ber-the objections and concerns of the 
Senator from New Mexico, I, and oth
ers have. I appreciate their willingness 
to work out something which I believe 
will be very helpful to all concerned. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in 

strong &upport of the McCain-Binga
man amendment. 

Mr. President, as Yogi Berra once 
said, "It's deja vu all over again." 
Every year when we consider the De
fense appropriations bill, we debate the 
issue of congressional earmarks and 
the steering of appropriated funds to 
parochial interests. And although the 
consensus always seems to be that ear
marks are wrong, somehow they show 
up in the bill again, and we are forced 
to revisit this unpleasant issue. 

Let me begin by saying that I appre
ciate the diligent effort of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee to reduce 
the number of earmarks in this year's 
Defense bill. We are making progress in 
the quest to institute competition and 
merit based selection procedures and I 
commend the appropriators for their 
constructive efforts. 

Unfortunately, the House Appropria
tions Committee has not acted with 
similar restraint. In fact, the House 
bill contains some $350 million in speci
fied, noncompetitive, earmarked fund
ing. This is simply unacceptable. 

Mr. President, defense spending is in 
free fall. We are laying off tens of thou
sands of excellent soldiers against their 
will. Readiness is suffering. Recruit
ment is down. Depot maintenance 
backlogs are increasing. The procure
ment and research and development ac
counts are being ravaged. In short, the 
United States Armed Forces are on the 
verge of becoming hollow. 

In this constrained fiscal environ
ment, we do not have the luxury of ear
marking our limited defense resources 
for pork-barrel programs. The stakes 
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are too high, and the dangers too great, 
for the Congress to continue this irre
sponsible and dangerous practice. Our 
defense expenditures must be based on 
national security, not parochialism. 

I understand that those who support 
congressional earmarks often argue 
that the established competition guide
lines are not sufficiently objective . If 
that is the case, we should be focusing 
our attention on the process and how it 
can be improved. The answer is not to 
circumvent competition; but rather, to 
enhance competition and equity in the 
selection process. Let us work together 
to reform the existing system, not ig
nore it. 

The section 800 process is an excel
lent example of the type of reform to 
which I am referring. In the next few 
weeks, I will be joining with colleagues 
from the committees on Armed Serv
ices, Government Affairs, and Small 
Business to introduce a comprehensive 
package of acquisition reforms based 
on the recommendations of the so
called section 800 panel. This initial 
draft will serve as a focal point for 
member and industry input on how 
best to streamline and reform the ac
quisition process. With effective com
munication and bipartisan commit
ment, I am optimistic that the Senate 
will take firm and constructive action 
on this important issue. 

In the meantime, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support the McCain
Bingaman amendment. The amend
ment represents a responsible and ap
propriate statement of Congress' policy 
that contracts and grants funded 
through the defense department should 
be awarded through merit-based selec
tion procedures, not parochial, pork
barrel politics. When free and fair com
petition occurs, our constituents bene
fit, the taxpayers benefit, and the na
tional interest is advanced. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important amendment, and I yield the 
floor'. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is now on 
agreeing to the McCain amendment as 
modified. 

The amendment (No. 1071), as modi
fied, was agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator from Pennsylvania be 
recognized as though in morning busi
ness for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

CONSUMER HEALTH CARE REPORT 
CARD 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, 2 
years ago this week I came to the Sen-

ate floor to set out the principles I 
thought were essential to national 
health care reform, an issue that was 
on the cutting edge of my own special 
election campaign. As a matter of fact, 
2 years ago I think I was still about 10 
points down. 

Soon thereafter, I teamed up with 
Senator DASCHLE, because he and I 
shared the basic concerns about health 
care reform. We introduced our own 
comprehensive reform bill, the 
Daschle-Wofford American Health Se
curity Act. The health care bill I actu
ally introduced 2 years ago this week 
was a symbolic one. It was to end the 
free health care those of us in the Sen
ate and the House were then receiving 
from the attending physician, because I 
said it was wrong for Members of Con
gress to receive such free care while op
posing reform that would guarantee 
coverage for the American people. 

A lot has happened since then. 
Today, Members of Congress do pay for 
their health care from the attending 
physician but, far more importantly, 
you cannot find many who still oppose 
health care reform. 

We have Democrats, Republicans, the 
President, and Congress committed to 
such reform. What is most remarkable 
is the amount of common ground we 
now share, common ground that simply 
did not exist 2 years ago. We have al
ready won the debate about whether we 
are going to reform health care. Now 
we are in the discussion about how to 
do it. Senator DASCHLE and I, and 
many of our colleagues, like Senators 
KENNEDY, ROCKEFELLER, PRYOR, JEF
FORDS, RIEGLE, KERREY, and BOXER, to 
name a few, have worked hard with 
Hillary Clinton and her team to see 
that our opinions are included in the 
President's health care proposal. 

But the fact is there are now a lot of 
health care plans on the table. Very 
few of them have actually been intro
duced as legislation. But so far, almost 
all of the public debate has been about 
the extensive draft of the President's 
proposal. That has been worthwhile, 
and there will be months more of focus 
on the President's proposals. But it is 
time also to take a full and critical 
look at some of the other key proposals 
and to tell you how we think they 
stack up and why and where we think 
they fall short. 

Our friends at the Republican Na
tional Committee livened things up 
yesterday with their new commercials, 
joining the other misleading ads of the 
Health Insurance Association of Amer
ica. But we welcome that debate. Noth
ing will do more, I believe, to build 
support for the President's proposals 
than explaining to Americans what the 
actual alternatives are, alternatives 
such as the Chafee, Cooper, and Gramm 
proposals. 

As Uwe Reinhardt put it in the New 
York Times on Monday, we think the 
burden of proof ought to shift to those 

who claim to have better answers. To 
varying degrees, each of those plans 
fails our fundamental test of real 
health care reform. They do not guar
antee comprehensive coverage for ev
eryone, and they do not guarantee con
trol over skyrocketing costs. Chafee, 
Cooper, and Gramm in that respect are 
a tourniquet, a Band-Aid, and snake 
oil, respectively. 

When measured by the realities of 
the current system and against the 
shortcomings of the alternatives in 
changing what is wrong and preserving 
what is right with the current system, 
the President's plan does the best job 
of meeting those tests. 

Everybody, every newspaper, every 
news magazine, every Member of Con
gress pretty soon will have some kind 
of chart comparing the different alter
natives. But it may not deal with the 
kinds of points that people keep asking 
me around Pennsylvania and are being 
asked right now at the Pennsylvania 
Health Care Forum organized by Con
gressmen MURTHA and WELDON, where I 
will be going in a little while. 

Senator DASCHLE and I offer our 
consumer checklist, a report card on 
how we think some of the major pro
posals meet our tests of comprehensive 
health care reform. 

It is not from the perspective of the 
Senators or Congresspersons, or report
ers or policy people. It asks what the 
alternatives would or would not mean 
for families and companies in our 
States across the country. 

First, let me talk about the Chafee 
plan. Here is our consumer checklist. 
Guarantees coverage for all, and the 
current system does not; ensures com
prehensive benefits package, and the 
current system does not; promotes pre
vention and primary care, and our sys
tem today does not; includes coverage 
for retirees, long term-care, prescrip
tion drugs, which are not covered 
today; preserves choice of health plan 
for doctors, and that plan is being di
minished all the time t oday; guaran
tees cost control for families, compa
nies, and Government programs; infla
tion is out of control for families, com
panies and Government programs; in
creases market power for consumers 
and small business; that is what is 
missing in the system today; cuts red 
tape for consumers and business; we 
are being drowned in such redtape. 

I can tell you what it was like to be 
a billing clerk in Jefferson University 
Hospital a while ago, where I saw the 
flood of paperwork that consumers and 
businesses must deal with. 

Reforms insurance industry prac
tices; obviously, there is a crisis today. 

That is why today this is a blank on 
our chart for consumers. Every one of 
those things is a critical problem for 
families, and businesses in America. 
Mr. President, the comparisons we 
need to make are not between the 
President's plan and perfection, they 
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are between the failures of the current 
system and whatever we can do to 
make it better. 

So let me first speak about the 
Chafee plan. 

The proposal introduced by Senator 
CHAFEE is a serious attempt at com
prehensive health care reform and I sa
lute him for his very fine work over the 
years in this field. 

Two years ago I would not have be
lieved that 23 Republicans would have 
come together on a plan that reflects 
so many of the things that I have been 
fighting for. The Chafee proposal rec
ognizes the importance of prevention 
and primary care. It gets a red check 
for increasing the market power for 
consumers and small business. And it 
includes necessary insurance reforms 
in full, strong red check. 

But in three of the key areas, guar
anteed coverage, comprehensive bene
fits package, and cost control, the plan 
does not go far enough. That is why I 
call it a tourniquet, because I think its 
potential impact will be to squeeze out 
comprehensive benefits. 

I give Senator CHAFEE great credit 
for proposing to guarantee universal 
access to health coverage, but to 
achieve that coverage the Chafee pro
posal requires that all individuals buy 
their own health insurance. But the 
plan will not guarantee that coverage 
until projected savings are realized. 
And since the tough cost controls are 
not in the plan, there is no telling 
when or if those savings and, therefore, 
the guaranteed coverage, will ever be 
achieved. 

Nor does the Chafee proposal ensure 
a truly comprehensive benefits pack
age for all Americans. All qualified 
health plans will be required to offer 
either the standard benefits package or 
a catastrophic benefits package alone. 

We assume the standard benefits 
package would be broadly defined in 
legislation, but we do not have the leg
islation proposed yet. But the job 
under the plan is to be left largely to a 
national benefits commission and an 
up-or-down vote later by Congress. It is 
uncertain. That is why we put a big 
question in terms of the comprehensive 
benefits package by the Chafee plan. If 
costs go up faster than expected, bene
fits could be cut back. Insurance plans 
could still impose lifetime limits on 
services. 

In short, the benefits package leaves 
too many areas unclear and leaves peo
ple insecure, as they are today. That is 
the problem people face now, and they 
want an end to just that kind of inse
curity. 

While we agree that cutting back in
flation in Medicare is a key source of 
funding, inflation in Medicare, Mr. 
President-remember every time any
one writes or talks about reductions in 
Medicare we are talking not about re
ducing Medicare but about reducing 
the increases in Medicare which are 

now three times the cost of living. We 
are trying to ratchet down those infla
tionary increases. Not cutting Medi
care, but impeding that inflation. This 
is a major source of funding. But the 
Chafee bill does not apply those sav
ings to the benefits that early retirees 
and other older citizens need so much, 
including prescription drugs and long
term care assistance in the home. 

The Chafee plan does not include a 
comprehensive plan to control health 
care costs because it relies largely on 
market competition, administrative 
simplification, and malpractice re
forms to control costs in the private 
sector. 

Those are not guarantees. The plan 
would cap the growth of spending for 
Medicare and Medicaid, but without 
stronger cost containment provisions 
for private sector spending. Thus, this 
proposal will not eliminate the current 
cost shifting from the public to the pri
vate payer, to families and businesses, 
to individuals and companies. That 
cost shifting is a major part of our 
present problem. And this plan does 
not solve that problem. 

The likely result will be that individ
uals, families, and businesses will con
tinue to pay more. The only serious 
cost control that will work must work 
for everyone, the public and the private 
sector at the same time, so we do not 
push the balloon of inflating health 
care costs down in one area, only to see 
it pop up and press more heavily upon 
American businesses and families. 

As a final note on the Chafee plan, it 
does include purchasing alliances-it 
includes them and it is part of our 
common ground, common to several of 
the plans, including the Cooper plan. 
But the Chafee plan only provides alli
ances for small firms with fewer than 
100 employees, and it calls for them to 
be voluntary. 

Under this system, any group that 
can get a better deal for premiums out
side of the alliance will stay outside. 
But by pooling vulnerable small busi
nesses with the poor and the uninsured, 
it almost guarantees that premiums in 
the alliance are going to be higher than 
outside. · 

So in spite of some very important 
steps forward, which I endorse and ap
plaud, the Chafee plan still fails the 
consumers' fundamental tests of health 
care reform. It cannot guarantee a 
comprehensive benefits package that 
will be easily portable from job to job 
and into retirement, and it does not 
guarantee cost controls for families 
and companies. So it is just another 
way of forcing people to accept fewer 
benefits. 

I hope we can work together with 
those supporting the Chafee plan to 
find a stronger common ground. 

I commend Congressman COOPER for 
offering a serious proposal, which re
flects his deep commitment to health 
care reform. The Cooper plan has been 

well analyzed just now by my col
league, Senator DASCHLE. Therefore, I 
would like to finally talk about the 
Gramm proposal. 

This is the snake oil. It is called 
medisave, but it is really medispend. 
Medispend down your life savings. It 
has the rhetoric of choice, but the only 
real choice it provides is to help Amer
ican families spend their life savings 
on a health care system whose costs 
are already out of control. 

Senator GRAMM's proposal fails mis
erably against our proposed goals for 
health care reform. While the proposal 
does include some insurance industry 
reforms and some administrative sim
plification, even that is inadequate. 
Senator GRAMM's proposal does not 
even claim to insure universal cov
erage, and does not even come close to 
moving us in that direction. Americans 
would have the same lack of security 
in their health insurance coverage as 
they do today. 

The Gramm proposal does not only 
lack a guarantee of comprehensive ben
efits, but it encourages the purchase of 
bare-bones policies that cover only cat
astrophic health care costs. 

The medical savings accounts pro
moted under this plan would discour
age the use of preventive care. Without 
proper preventive care, families will 
pay huge human and financial costs 
down the line. People will wait until 
they are really sick before seeing their 
doctor for treatment. That is the point 
at which their illnesses are most dif
ficult and most expensive to treat. Peo
ple will have to spend their savings on 
care, whose costs are out of control. 
The bottom line: costs go up and fami
lies' savings go down. 

The Gramm proposal does not in- . 
elude any additional assistance for the 
elderly and leaves our older citizens 
also vulnerable to today's spiraling 
health care costs. The Gramm proposal 
does nothing to preserve a consumers' 
choice of plan or choice of physician. 
These kinds of choices would continue 
to erode under the Gramm reform plan, 
as companies try to curtail their costs 
and reduce the benefits, and people find 
themselves with fewer and fewer 
choices of plans or of doctors. 

As far as controlling costs, Senator 
GRAMM's proposal relies on consumers 
being prudent shoppers. That is like 
leaving Bambi to fight against 
Godzilla. It does not give consumers 
any kind of real purchasing power to 
deal with the big insurance companies. 

The Gramm proposal allows small 
businesses to group together volun
tarily to purchase health insurance, 
but this change will do virtually noth
ing to improve the market power of 
consumers. In fact, under the Gramm 
plan, there would be strong incentives 
to shift people from the comprehensive 
benefits packages they have today to 
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bare bones coverage. The Gramm pro
posal includes some changes in insur
ance industry practice, including a pro
hibition of preexisting condition exclu
sions, which everyone, I am glad to 
say, now agrees must happen. Yet, 
without a community rating require
ment, people with unfortunate health 
conditions will still be charged more 
for health insurance. 

As you can see, the Gramm proposal 
does almost nothing to change the sta
tus quo-shown by the blanks here, all 
the way down to the half check on ''re
forming of insurance industry prac
tices." It is not comprehensive; it is 
not real reform. ·For all of the talk 
about freedom of choice, it leaves 
American families to sink or swim in 
an ocean of insurance industry red tape 
and fine print. 

The Gramm plan does almost nothing 
to reform a health care system in 
which costs are out of control. Millions 
of Americans are losing their coverage, 
and millions more are worried about it . 
It does not even accept the idea that 
coverage ought to be guaranteed, that 
benefits ought to be comprehensive, or 
that costs ought to be controlled. It 
leaves consumers and providers also 
alone to sink or swim in that ocean of 
redtape. It is medispend, not medisave. 

We believe the Clinton plan fulfills 
the fundamental test of comprehensive 
reform. It guarantees coverage for ev
eryone throughout their lives, no mat
ter where they live or work. It guaran
tees cost controls for both the public 
and the private sector, and it assures 
that benefits will be truly comprehen
sive-no lifetime limits, preventive 
care, consumer choice of health plan 
and doctor, real simplicity through the 
health security card and electronic 
billing system. It is a serious reform 
proposal which reflects the essential 
principles which Senator DASCHLE and 
I and many of our colleagues have 
worked for and campaigned for. 

In that spirit, with this consumer 
checklist being included in the debate, 
I call on us to stop thinking solely in 
terms of all of the structures and all 
the policy problems that we face today 
and put ourselves in the shoes of the 
American consumers. If you do not like 
our checklist for consumers, you can 
add to it or subtract from it; but let us 
test all of these plans so that we can 
work together to get a plan that passes 
these and maybe some other tests that 
will be added. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that I may proceed for 
10 minutes as in morning business. 

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

Mr. BOND. I ask my friend from 
Pennsylvania if he would be so kind as 
to share his chart with me? I happen to 
be one of those on the Chafee plan. Un
fortunately, I am farther down the food 
chain, so my name does not appear 

there. But I am most interested in the 
Senator's comments, and I certainly 
appreciate the comments that he has 
made. Is my colleague willing to share 
his chart? 

Mr. WOFFORD. Yes, I am. 
Mr. BOND. I thank my colleague 

from Pennsylvania, because I think 
there are some very interesting points 
that need to be raised here. I do believe 
that there are many areas of agree
ment where people of good faith and 
commitment have looked at health 
care and say that we need to make re
forms. Certainly, reform of the insur
ance market is one area in need. 

A year ago, I introduced a bill in this 
body to ban the exclusion of conditions 
that were preexisting, to assure port
ability, and to stop the practice of of
fering low-ball insurance premiums, 
cheap insurance premiums, to a 
healthy population and then jacking up 
the costs when somebody gets sick. In 
my own State-and I am sure my col
league from Pennsylvania has exam
ples in his State, and in every State
we can cite examples of families who 
have been bankrupt when, say, the 
birth of a child with a significant birth 
defect has resulted in cancellation of 
their policies, and the family has gone 
broke trying to pay for the care of that 
infant. That is an outrage. I hope and 
believe there is broad agreement that 
we must deal with this. 

Second, as I look down this chart, 
when we talk about assuring that we 
cut out red tape for consumers and 
businesses, I gather that we are talking 
there about the electronic filing of 
health care information, filing of 
claims, processing of claims, and pay
ing claims. 

Mr. WOFFORD. If the Senator will 
yield a moment. I salute the Senator 
from Missouri for his leadership in that 
area in this bill, and I look forward to 
working with him in regard to elec
tronic billing and a single claims form. 

Mr. BOND. I am grateful for the com
ment that my colleague from Penn
sylvania made. I wonder if he could 
give us a bright red check mark, be
cause last year the Senator from 
Michigan and l- and again this year
have introduced a measure to provide 
for an electronic claims billing. 

There has been a lot of controversy 
over this health security card. Some 
people think that the health security 
card is the be-all and end-all. I have 
even heard it sold as being such a great 
cure-all that if one is sick, one bites 
in to the card and becomes heal thy. 

Basically, it is the same as a bank 
ATM card. It does not create benefits 
that are not there, but it gives you ac
cess to what you have. It means that 
we will save several billions of dollars 
in administrative costs. It means we 
will save doctors and health care pro
viders some of the time they now waste 
on paper forms. The AMA has said that 
may be as much as 30 hours a month 

for a doctor. It will help us eliminate 
waste and fraud in Medicaid and Medi
care, and it will assure a consumer, 
when traveling outside of the area or 
away from home, that if he or she be
comes sick or has an accident, they can 
get information immediately in the 
emergency room. I think that is very 
important . 

I hope we get a bright red check on 
that. We have the bright red check for 
reforming insurance industry practices 
and on the other areas on this chart, 
increasing market power for consumers 
and small business. The Chafee plan 
gets a little orange mark instead of a 
big red mark. Frankly, I think there is 
one way that we can make some 
progress in health care, and that is by 
using the marketplace. Right now, we 
do not have a marketplace when people 
have first-dollar insurance. They go in 
and buy whatever they want, without 
regard to cost. 

Mr. President, if we had a grocery in
surance card which said that any time 
you went to the grocery store some
body would pick up the bill, then you 
would go in and buy the most expen
sive cuts of meat, and also the grocer 
would raise the price of those expensive 
cuts of meat. 

I believe we can give consumers 
power, and we can do that by voluntary 
purchasing cooperatives. I believe that 
having a choice between where you 
choose your plans is more important 
and more significant than the manda
tory single health alliance that the 
Clinton plan prescribes. The Clinton 
plan says that if you want to get 
health care, you are going to have to 
go to a federally designated- maybe 
State elected, but federally des
ignated-health alliance. It is like 
going to the post office and knowing 
that you do not have the option of 
UPS, or Federal Express or DHL; you 
have one place, and if they do not give 
you any service, you are turned away. 

I believe that you can make competi
tion work, and I think competition is 
working in those areas where large em
ployers have gotten together. We would 
say that all employers, employees, and 
self-employed people would have the 
opportunity. 

I am a little bit concerned about the 
big red checkmark, because if you read 
the 290 pages of the Clinton health care 
plan-and I have done it and I guess ev
erybody should do it--I find in there 
many, many things where the health 
alliance can allocate who gets to get in 
which plan. Also the health alliance is 
administering a global budget, which I 
think is absolutely impossible to im-:
plement. 

The health alliance that is mandated 
under the Clinton plan actually gives 
less market power for consumers and 
small businesses than the Chafee plan, 
in my opinion. 

Let me speak just a moment about 
curbing cost, cost control. If this big 
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red checkmark here and the absence of 
a checkmark here for the Chafee plan 
means that we do not have Govern
ment price controls, we do not have 
global budget or premium caps, I think 
there ought to be no checkmark here. 

Mr. President, wherever had we seen 
a system under which the Government 
has been effective in controlling prices 
or allocating budgets throughout the 
economy? If central governments were 
that good, I submit that the Soviet 
Union would be the economic power
house in the world today. 

We have enough trouble and we have 
enough problems trying to make our 
own budget decisions. Frankly, part of 
the problem that we have in health 
care today comes about because the 
Government has done a bad job, a bad 
job of trying to control prices. 

This body has been unable to deal 
with the exploding cost of Medicare 
and Medicaid, other than by lowering 
the reimbursement rates. You know 
what happens when you lower the re
imbursement rate for Medicare. You 
cost shift. The estimates are $15 mil
lion a year is cost shifted on to the pri
vate payers because the Federal Gov
ernment has been reimbursing these 
services on the cheap. 

I will tell you something else that is 
even more tragic in individual situa
tions. I travel around my State, and I 
talked to people in small communities. 
They find that doctors are only able to 
take so many Medicare patients. Many 
Medicare patients say, "I can't get 
service because my doctor says the re
imbursements are so low he can only 
take so many Medicare patients and 
still cover his costs." 

So to the extent we disagree on this 
one, I think that is a very significant 
disagreement. 

Now, as to coverage for retirees' 
long-term care and prescription drugs, 
we take a different approach than the 
Clinton plan. 

The Clinton plan has outlined every 
kind of possible health care service 
that could be desired. Surely, we would 
all like to have every service. But can 
we afford it? 

That gets to the very real question 
raised by many economists, and others, 
who have examined the Clinton health 
care plan. Can we afford it-two-thirds, 
three-quarters of a trillion dollars? 

Mr. President, I am afraid that that 
package promising all these many 
things that they promised, including 
early retiree health care benefits, 
drives the price out the ceiling. 

In the Chafee-Dole-Bond plan, we 
would have a commission recommend a 
minimum basic benefits package which 
would be 

These options, in my view, would 
cover prescription drugs. They would 
be available for everybody. We also in
clude in the Chafee plan equal tax 
treatment for long-term care. 

I know this is an important area, but 
when we promise many of these things, 

I do not think that the American peo
ple want to have a program that prom
ises more than it can pay for. 

We have taken a conservative ap
proach, and there are some that my 
friend has done who object to a pay-as
you-save approach. 

Mr. President, if any of us looks at 
the experience that Congress has had 
in controlling health care costs, I 
think we have every reason to be hum
ble. If I recall, when we voted for that 
1990 budget agreement, we were assured 
that it would cut $45 billion off Medi
care and Medicaid over 5 years. Three 
years later-and I think some nine 
technical reassessments or readjust
ments, which is the Federal Govern
ment term for "Whoops, we missed 
it"-it now appears that we will not 
save $45 billion; the expenses will be 
$120 billion more. 

That is the kind of error that has 
cost us. It has cost the credibility of 
Congress. But, more importantly, it 
has cost the economic stability and 
welfare of this country and driven the 
deficit up. 

So while I say to my colleague we ap
preciate the work that he has done, we 
are delighted with the kind comments 
that he has even though I would give us 
a brighter red checkmark and saying 
we are only promising what we can 
provide. In some areas, we are proud 
not to have a checkmark. 

I think there are areas of definite dis
agreement, but I believe we do have a 
number of items where we can agree. I 
look forward to working with my col
league and other colleagues as we move 
forward on this vitally important 
health care debate. 

There are a lot of bombs that we can 
throw at each other, but I think we 
might succeed again by working on 
those areas where we can work to
gether, such as insurance market re
form and electronic data filing for 
health insurance claims and cards. 

I thank the Chair, and I particularly 
thank my colleague from Pennsylva
nia, and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROBB). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the spirit of the remarks of 
the Senator from Missouri. 

My previous remarks included the 
Chafee plan for the point of view it 
made. I believe it is a real start. That 
includes common ground. I look for
ward to working together with the 
Senator from Missouri. I look forward 
and add as often as welcome sharing 
this chart with the other side of the 
aisle. I will take it back for a few min
utes. 

First, to answer why the two checks 
on the cutting of red tape and increas
ing the market power for consumers 
and small business are faint and not 
big and bright and red. 

The electronic billing and the single 
claims form and the card, of course, 

will be a smart card which will help in 
making that possible. It is a part of 
what gets the redness in the check. But 
where it fails is on a T-score, that it 
does not take the burden-I am talking 
about now, first of all, the redtape-it 
does not take the administrative bur
den off the hundreds of thousands of 
millions of businesses in this country. 

Secretary Bentsen and I were the day 
after the President's first launching of 
the plan in the joint session visiting 
small businesses in Pennsylvania. The 
chief executive of Stockwell Rubber 
Co. in Philadelphia assigned out his 
most talented vice presidents and man
agers who spent about a half day or 
more per week dealing with their em
ployees' health care questions and 
problems in a company that has less 
than 100 employees. 

He said just imagine the burden on 
business all over this Philadelphia area 
with thousands and thousands of busi
nesses doing just what I am doing, ad
ministering these separate plans, an
swering our employees' questions 
about them, negotiating with them at 
contract time as to what the plan will 
be, trying to deal with our costs to 
bring those plans down, having the 
problems with labor, lack of morale as 
you reduce benefits or reduce costs. 

He was saying if the regional alli
ance, the purchasing cooperative, in
cludes all 'employers in an area, that 
burden gets shifted. They pay their 80 
percent of the average premium in that 
region, but they no longer have the 
rest of the administrative cost. 

That is a huge administrative load on 
American businesses today. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. WOFFORD. I yield. 
Mr. BOND. I thank my colleague. 
I would say to him that the idea of 

having private purchasing cooperatives 
is to provide a means for handling the 
administrative burdens. I would cer
tainly agree that the administrative 
cost of small business is one of the 
things that is a very real burden. That 
is why purchasing cooperatives are 
available, to do this under the Chafee 
plan. 

And they are also available to bar
gain. If you have a single, exclusive 
health alliance, as planned by the Clin
ton proposal, a mandatory alliance, 
they cannot bargain because anybody 
they cut out is out of business. They 
have life or death powers to cut people 
off. 

Second, do you really want to have 
the Post Office handling all of the ad
ministrative details for your business, 
or even for your own insurance policy? 

I believe that the one way that you 
could get effective administrative serv
ice is by having the cooperatives com
pete. I wonder if we could redden up 
the mark on the chart that my col
league has for the purchasing coopera
tives voluntarily established and vol
untarily chosen that would do the ad
ministrative work? 
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Mr. WOFFORD. Not yet, Mr. Presi

dent; not yet . 
I cannot, as much as I would like to

and I hope we can work together and 
we will get redness back on the check. 
The major reason I cannot get -redness 
in on the plan just described is that the 
plan is, as the Senator from Missouri 
said, voluntary. Some companies will 
do it; some will not. People will be left 
out, sink or swim, who are not in it. 
The individuals who are not in a com
pany who has chosen to work with the 
voluntary alliance is left out, left in 
the lurch. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wonder if 
my colleague from Pennsylvania real
izes that the purchasing cooperatives 
must be open and available to individ
uals, and either businesses or indi vi d
uals can purchase through the purchas
ing cooperatives which are voluntary 
and the subject of choice under the 
Chafee plan, but limited to the health 
alliance under the Clinton plan? 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, since 
the Chafee plan makes such employer 
participation voluntary and not man
datory, and there is a mandate for 
every individual to have health insur
ance, how that is to be enforced, I am 
not certain; but there is to be an indi
vidual mandate. 

What we are facing now-because 
once again, I want to stress that we are 
comparing these plans not with perfec
tion but with our present system; and 
what is wrong with our present system 
very much is that every employer has 
the incentive today to get out of con
tribution, which is so costly to them. 
But if it is not a universal mandate, it 
will be an invitation to every em
ployer-if they have a union, in every 
bargaining period; if they do not have a 
union, on their own-to reduce benefits 
to get out of contributing at all. So the 
security that comes from the guaran
teed coverage for all is gone, and the 
consumer power for most of the con
sumers who are the citizens of this 
country gets very short shrift. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would 
ask my colleague from Pennsylvania, if 
the employers now are not required to 
provide insurance, but they do so, why 
do they do so? It seems to me, quite 
simply. because providing health insur
ance coverage is a valuable employ
ment benefit. 

Now, will that benefit be more or less 
valuable to employees once everybody 
has to have it? I submit it would be 
more important. It is an important 
benefit, and employers who can do it 
want to do it because they know that it 
is an attractive way to get employees 
to choose their business rather than a 
competitor who does not have a man
date. 

So I say that there is likely to be 
more employer-provided health insur
ance, particularly when the adminis
tration can be done through voluntary 
purchasing cooperatives. And for any-

body who is not in the plan, whether 
they be a self-employed person-the 
farmer in my State and across the Na
tion today, who is only able to deduct 
25 percent and has to do all the paper
work, clearly is heavily burdened. But 
here he would have the opportunity to 
get the administration done through 
the purchasing group. 

And I ask why that will not give the 
same benefits to everybody through 
the voluntary, self-selected, competi
tive purchasing group that would be 
available under a mandated single, 
one-size-fits-all alliance. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I will 
return to the one-size-fits-all mis
understanding or inaccurate descrip
tion in a moment. 

But the first answer to the Senator 
from Missouri is that, yes, there are 
maybe two-thirds of the American peo
ple who work for employers that now 
are providing health insurance. But if 
you look around today-come with me 
to Pennsylvania; I am sure it is the 
same in Missouri-the pressure on em
ployers to reduce benefits, to reduce 
choice, to force the employees to have 
only one plan, an HMO plan, to go to a 
low-cost plan and, preferably, if they 
can, to get out of benefits altogether, 
the economic pressures on those em
ployers, in a situation where the costs 
are increasing for employers three 
times the cost of living, those pres
sures are enormous today. And they 
are beiJ;Ig reflected in what is happen
ing. 

Just look at what is happening to re
tirees. A major corporation in the 
country and in Pennsylvania canceled 
benefits for its retirees because of the 
financial crunch. The crunch is ter
rible. And the retirees all over this 
country are living under the shadow 
that those benefits, for which they 
thought they were working and for 
which they gave up wage increases, are 
going to be taken a way. I do not un
derstand how, under the Chafee plan
to paraphrase a leader I do not usually 
quote-the sucking sound of employees 
withdrawing, withdrawing from their 
benefits, reducing their benefits, why 
that is not going to be greater. 

And let me make another point in 
terms of equity to the employers that 
are enlightened and have been doing it 
for the reasons the Senator from Mis
souri gave: Is this equity that some 
employers do it and their competitors 
do not? 

I say to the Senator from Missouri
if I could just finish the point for one 
moment, and then I will yield the floor 
to him-we had hearings in Pittston, 
PA, about a week ago on small busi
ness and the impact on small business 
of the President's proposals and the 
other proposals that are being pre
sented. The president of the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses 
came, presumably opposing employer 
mandates. 

I cannot speak for the process that 
led to the answers he gave, but as we 
finished this very penetrating hearing 
with his own very good testimony 
about his own experience as a small 
businessman, who does provide insur
ance and whose competitors, in many 
cases, do not, he ended, when asked, 
"Isn't the logic of everything you said, 
these facts that you are piling up, that 
it should be asked of all employers, the 
way Hawaii did, without any drastic ef
fect or any measurable negative effect 
on business or small business in Ha
waii?" When asked why the logic of 
facts did not point to a universal em
ployer mandate, he said, "I guess they 
did. ' ' 

I am not quoting him directly, but 
the thrust of what he said was very 
strong and clear. The New York Times 
reported it firsthand. He said: I suppose 
that is the logic. I think we have to do 
it. It is the fairest thing to do. We 
might as well get on with it. 

It is only if you get to the universal 
employee mandate that you can con
trol costs, that you can guarantee cov
erage for all, and that you can pay for 
this without shifting the burden to the 
individuals, which, under the Chafee 
plan, is being proposed, or to the Gov
ernment for additional subsidies. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th, 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mh 
so uri [Mr. BOND]. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I regret t . 
advise my colleague from Pennsylva 
nia, I understand there are people who 
want to get back to presenting amend
ments and debating the bill. As much 
as I have enjoyed this exchange, I dr 
feel that we need to get back to tb 
bill. 

But a couple of points. 
No. 1, the employer mandate de 

hide costs. If you can stick_ somethi:.
on employers, then you do not have ·· 
pay for it off budget. But it is not 
free benefit. 

There is no question among ecor 
mists that mandating more costs · 
businesSE;lS will cost jobs. You can g< 
an argument whether it will co' 
600,000 jobs or 3 million jobs or mort 
jobs. But the businesses that are at 
fected-many, many individual busi
ness people, such as retailers, fast foot 
operators, and restaurateurs-hav 
said they will have to cut back employ 
ment. 

At that point, when you throw the 
person out of work who had a job and 
who did not have health coverage, ther 
you still have to get that person heal· : 
coverage, and you shake your h r 
that your mandate has just cost tr.
job for the employee. 

We have a system in the Chafee P~ · 
for providing voucliers, 100 percc 
vouchers up to the level of poverty i 
come, sliding vouchers scaled to redu 
to 200 percent, full deductions for t .. 
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;+ standard employee benefit above. And 

economists who tell you that the bur
den of paying for those benefits does 
not ultimately rest on the consumers 
on one side, and the employer on the 
other, do not understand economic the
ory. 

There are obviously some political 
benefits to an employer mandate. The 
last time I checked, there were a whole 
lot more employees out there voting 
than there are employers. And that is 
one of the reasons it is more attractive 
to say employer mandates. 

But we, frankly, looked at the em
ployer mandates and we concluded that 
having employer mandates was a sig
nificant step away from providing the 
jobs and keeping the jobs that we need 
to provide in this country. 

With that comment, I thank my col
league from Pennsylvania and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Will the Senator 
from Missouri yield P/2 minutes more 
to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will remind Senators any debate 
under the Pastore rule is appropriate. 
The Senator from Missouri currently 
controls the floor. At such time as he 
yields the floor the Senator from Penn
sylvania may be recognized. 

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

9 1 The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
-e Chair recognizes the Senator from 

Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD]. 
o; Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I look 
- forward to continuing this debate with 
, the Senator from Missouri. I think 

there is plenty of good evidence that 
jobs are not going to be lost, but that 

c. there is going to be a net gain of jobs. 
sr We heard good testimony to that effect 

in the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee yesterday. We will debate 

ascthat in full and will go into detail in 
arr.the hearings. 
J j Just imagine what would be the in

.a centive for business to move forward if 
the present, ever-increasing cost bur

-orden of health care is reduced for Amer
rro ican business; if the present cost-shift
js;:ing onto the employers who are cover
j aring it is removed and they are on a 
s level playing field with others. 
- But I want to close primarily on a 
- clarification of the health alliance, the 
b purchasing cooperatives. The kind of 
s · health alliance that I will be fighting 
-"'( for, and I believe the President will be 

proposing, is a nonprofit corporation 
,. run by consumers' and employers' rep-

resentatives-not a Government en
n tity. 
rU1 The reason you do not want a variety 
'!SS>f competing health alliances is that 
· a .hat creates, again, the whole maze of 

different plans. You want one regional 
.si.qonprofit corporation, consumer driv
nsen, to run it like a supermarket or run 

·rrUt like the Federal employees and 
orState employees plans and the best 

erl corporate plans that give the choices 
69-{)59 0--97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 18) 2 

to the individuals, that let those plans 
compete in a region. To establish a new 
maze of competing regional purchasing 
cooperatives takes the redness totally 
out of the check for cutting bureauc
racy and red tape. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does any 

Senator seek recognition? 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I said, 

we are going to have to get on with 
other debate. I thank my colleague. I 
only point out that, if the supermarket 
analogy is correct, and I believe it is, 
you can choose what supermarket you 
go to. I believe that is not swimming in 
a sea of red tape. I believe that is the 
marketplace. That is free competition, 
which gives us the best of all systems. 

Again, I thank my colleague for his 
analysis, for the kind words, and the 
red and orange checkmarks. I look for
ward to working with him as this de
bate continues. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. In 
the absence of any Senator seeking the 
floor, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may I in
quire whether the understanding of the 
Senator from North Carolina is correct 
that the pending business is an amend
ment offered by the distinguished Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is not correct. The pending 
amendment is the third committee 
amendment on page 154, lines 7 
through 22. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

The Senator from Vermont is recog
nized. 

ARAB BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the hopes 

of all Americans for peace in the Mid
dle East soared with the historic meet
ing between Prime Minister Yitzhak 
Rabin and Chairman Yasser Arafat on 

September 13 on the lawn of the White 
House. The image of the leaders of two 
peoples who have warred for decades 
shaking hands in front of the President 
of the United States is marked indeli
bly in our minds. All of us who wit
nessed this dramatic event believe it 
symbolized the beginning of a long and 
difficult process of reconciliation. 

Recently, Prime Minister Rabin and 
Chairman Arafat met in Cairo under 
the aegis of President Hosni Mubarak. 
According to press reports, the talks 
were serious, although Prime Minister 
Rabin is said to have complained to 
Chairman Arafat that it is time to get 
beyond generalities and to begin nego
tiating detailed arrangements and 
agreements. These press reports do 
stimulate concerns in my mind that 
the peace process must now move 
quickly beyond symbolic gestures, 
however dramatic, to the practical 
steps of working out how Isrealis and 
Palestinians can live side by side in 
peace. 

One of the most important of those 
steps toward reconciliation and nor
mality would be the ending of the Arab 
economic boycott of Israel and of for
eign firms that do business with Israel. 
Last June, some encouraging steps to
ward easing this obsolete and counter
productive economic boycott were 
taken. Kuwait announced publicly that 
it intended to cease enforcing the sec
ondary boycott of firms that do busi
ness in Israel, although it apparently 
could not bring itself to terminate the 
primary boycott against Israel itself. 
The State Department reports that 
some Arab States indicated an inten
tion to ease other aspects of the boy
cott, such as requiring certification 
that goods did not originate in Israel, 
accepting passports with Israel stamps 
in them, and similar measures. 

Unfortunately, these positive steps, 
though grudging and far short of what 
was required, have been eclipsed by the 
astonishing declaration by many Arab 
States in the wake of the historic Sep
tember 13 meeting that the economic 
boycott of Israel is to continue. This 
was a blow to the peace process. Now, 
on the heels of his White House meet
ing with Foreign Minister Shimon 
Peres, Crown Prince Hassan is reported 
to have said for the Arabs to terminate 
the boycott would be "economic sui
cide." This is economic suicide? This is 
economic baloney. 

There is no excuse or justification for 
such a position by the Arab States. Im
mediately terminating the economic 
boycott of Israel would be a major first 
step toward the economic cooperation 
among Israel and her Arab neighbors, 
including the Palestinians, that holds 
the key to a tremendous future for this 
region. Reportedly, Crown Prince Has
san said the Arabs must "get some
thing" for lifting the boycott. How 
about an opening of the door for eco
nomic investment and growth that will 
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stimulate the economies of the entire 
region, Jordan included? Is not that 
getting something? If they lift this 
boycott, there will be economic advan
tages to their own people, as many 
Arabs already recognize. 

There was a fascinating article in the 
Washington Post this morning on the 
potentiality for Israeli-Arab economic 
cooperation. Many Arab business peo
ple are already positioning themselves 
for the economic boom that is likely to 
follow on measures to implement Pal
estinian autonomy. They, too, recog
nize that the boycott stands in the way 
of Arabs sharing in that boom. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from the Washing
ton Post of October 12, 1993, entitled 
"Arab and Israeli Businessmen See 
Gold in Accord" be included in the 
RECORD at the end of my remarks. I 
also ask unanimous consent that an ar
ticle on the Arab boycott from the New 
York Times of October 11, 1993, also be 
included at the end of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let me 

close with this, because I see Senators 
on the floor now who wish to offer 
amendments to this bill. I just want to 
say the primary and secondary boy
cotts of Israel are anachronisms, they 
are holdovers of wars fought long ago. 
They are totally out of place in an era 
of peace, an era that is being born right 
before our eyes. 

I call on all Arab States, but most es
pecially the moderate Arab States such 
as Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Mo
rocco, and Tunisia, to take immediate 

-steps to end this obsolete, blunted 
weapon of economic warfare. If they 
did that, it would collapse throughout 
the rest of the Arab world. 

I also would like the administration 
to make it abundantly clear to these 
nations which look to us for political, 
military, and economic support that 
we expect them, too, to play their 
parts in making peace a reality in the 
Middle East. 

Frankly, Mr. President, they are un
willing to . When the United States is 
being called upon to carry so much of 
the burden and cost of the peace in the 
Middle East, then I think that each one 
of us, with the legislation we write and 
votes we cast, ought to consider that 
factor when issues involving these 
Arab States come up. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, Oct. 18, 1993] 
DESPITE U.S. URGING, ARAB LANDS HOLD 

FIRM TO THEIR ISRAEL BOYCOTT 
(By Chris Hedges) 

CAIRO, October 17.-Diplomats said today 
that the 43-year-old Arab ban on commercial 
and financial ties with Israel would not be 
lifted anytime soon and that the official 
blacklist of foreign companies that do busi
ness with Israel might even be expanded at 
the urging of hard-line countries. 

Arab League officials are to meet in Da
mascus on Oct. 24, to discuss increasing the 
blacklist despite appeals from United States 
officials, who argue that the boycott of 10,000 
companies should be lifted soon to add mo
mentum to Middle East peace talks. 

Assistant Secretary of State Edward 
Djerejian told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on Friday in Washington that 
the Arab blacklist was " totally unaccept
able. " 

THE WRONG DIRECTION 
He said the Clinton Administration had 

told several Arab countries. including Syria, 
that adding companies to the list " would be 
a step, obviously, in the wrong direction" 
after the signing of an accord last month by 
Israel and the Palestinians. 

But Arab diplomats in Damascus and Cairo 
said that hard-line Arab countries like 
Syria, Iraq and Libya were seeking to widen 
the boycott, in part because they were un
happy with the accord. 

" Any lifting or alteration of the boycott, " 
said a senior Arab diplomat, " would have to 
be unanimous, and since unanimity is impos
sible, it will remain in force. " 

Even moderate Arab governments like 
Saudi Arabia's are reluctant to support are
peal because they do not want to give ammu
nition to their Islamic hard-line critics, the 
diplomats said. Militant Islamic groups have 
denounced the pact on self-rule in the Is
raeli-occupied Gaza Strip and Jericho as a 
sellout that compromises Palestinians' in
terests. 

Several Arab officials said they would be 
reluctant to give up the boycott as long as 
Israel has nuclear weapons, continues to oc
cupy Gaza, the West Bank, the Golan 
Heights and southern Lebanon and fails to 
reach an agreement with its neighbors on 
sharing scarce water. 

The boycott was adopted by Arab countries 
in 1950 to isolate and cripple Israel. The Arab 
League operates a Boycott Office in Damas
cus where Arab representatives are to meet 
this month to consider adding new compa
nies to the list, the Arab diplomats in Cairo 
and Damascus said . During its last meeting, 
on May 1, the Boycott Office added 13 new 
companies to the list , including Rubbermaid 
and General Dynamics. 

"It is too soon to talk about lifting the 
boycott, " Fahem bin Sultan al-Qasimi, the 
Secretary General of the Gulf Cooperation 
Council, was quoted today as saying by the 
Arabic daily Al-Hayat. 

THREE ASPECTS 
The boycott includes a ban on commercial 

activity with Israel and a " secondary boy
cott" that blacklists companies doing busi
ness in Israel. A tertiary boycott targets 
companies dealing with blacklisted compa
nies . 

The Federation of Israeli Chambers of 
Commerce estimates that the boycott has 
cost the country $20 billion in lost exports 
and $16 to $32 billion in lost investment. But 
Arab officials contend that the losses are 
probably much smaller because of Arab vio
lations of the ban. Saudi Arabia, along with 
other Arab states, already ignore the boy
cott when it is commercially convenient, 
these officials said. 

Israel sells agricultural products, furniture 
and electrical appliances, valued at several 
hundred million dollars a year, to Arab coun
tries-including Lebanon , Libya and Iraq
through third countries, including Greece 
and Cyprus, Arab diplomats and Israeli offi
cials say. 

Most gulf countries buy weapons from 
American companies that are also Israel's 

main military suppliers. " When it is in the 
Arab interest, they turn a blind eye to the 
sanctions," said Harry Wall, director of the 
Israeli Office of the Anti-Defamation 
League, in a telephone interview from Jeru
salem. 

SOME DO BUSINESS ANYWAY 
Ford, General Dynamics, General Electric , 

Hilton , General Motors, Coca-Cola, Hertz and 
Avis are among the companies that do busi
ness with Israel and some Arab countries. 
Most major international banks and large fi
nancial institutions, however, refuse to do 
business with Israel because of a fear of Arab 
restrictions. 

President Hosni Mubarak of Egypt said in 
1991 that he would push for an end to the 
" secondary boycott" or blacklist if the Is
raeli Government, then led by Yitzhak 
Shamir, stopped building settlements in the 
occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

But the proposal was never accepted by 
other Arab nations. 

" It was refused by Shamir at the time, " 
Mr. Mubarak said in a recent interview. 

Israel 's current Prime Minister, Yitzhak 
Rabin, has said that he will not link the lift
ing of the boycott to the current autonomy 
negotiations with the Palestinians. 

" Israel cannot at present demand the lift
ing of the boycott as a condition for talks 
with the Palestinians ," Mr. Rabin said last 
week . 

SEEN AS AN INSULT 
But Israeli organizations that have tried to 

fight the boycott said the move was a slap in 
the face to Israel. 

" The continuation of the boycott, the 
most tangible symbol of the refusal to recog
nize Israel 's right to exist, is incompatible 
with the goal of the peace process, " Mr. Wall 
said. 

The determination to extend the boycott 
has stirred anger in many Western nations 
and in Japan. The leaders of the Group of 
Seven leading industrialized nations called 
last summer at a meeting in Tokyo for an 
end to the boycott. 

Some Arab states. including Kuwait , have 
already officially eased restrictions on com
panies that do business in Israel. 

Even Egypt, which has been at peace with 
Israel since 1979, has failed to develop signifi
cant trade links with its neighbor, despite 
numerous commercial agreements. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 12, 1993] 
ARAB, ISRAELI BUSINESSMEN SEE GOLD IN 

ACCORD 
(By Nora Boustany) 

AMMAN, JORDAN.-Eilun Meni, an Israeli 
who manufactures fitness equipment, used to 
enjoy traveling from Ashdod in Israel to the 
West Bank town of Bethlehem to visit his 
Palestinian client Issa Abuaita in his office . 
They would sip coffee and talk about their 
dream for the future- a partnership for ex
panding business to other parts of the Arab 
world. 

The day the Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion and Israel signed a milestone peace ac
cord that also sets the stage for economic co
operation, Abuaita, a specialist in the plas
tics industry, got a telephone call. " I told 
you that our cups of coffee will one day be 
real. They were not wasted, " Meni said 
excitedly, Abuaita recalled recently. 

Despite official mutterings that the dec
ades-old Arab trade boycott of Israel will 
continue, businessmen and financiers are 
convinced that things are going in a new di
rection-unless politicians intervene. It is 
too early to speak of Arab-Israeli joint ven
tures before a comprehensive political settle
ment has been reached, the cautious insist. 
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But as money comes pouring into the new 
Palestinian entity to be created in the Gaza 
Strip and the town of Jericho in the West 
Bank, the only question now is how pros
perous this new peace will be for everyone, 
and who will get in first-strong pressures 
that could turn the boycott into an anachro
nism. 

" From a business point of view, when there 
is an opportunity one has to grab it. Emo
tionally and morally, however, people may 
need more time ," one Palestinian here re
marked. 

" If the Israelis demonstrate their goodwill 
with more concessions to Palestinians, the 
time will come very shortly when we will be 
sitting together with the Israelis after all 
the prohibitive [boycott] laws are lifted, " 
said Tawfiq Kawar, managing director of 
Amin Kawar and Sons Shipping and Charter
ing Agents, one of the firms looking into 
plans to build a harbor in Gaza. 

Although a Palestinian administration is 
not yet in place , Palestinian investors al
ready have formed holding companies. Those 
groups are expected to develop cement fac
tories that will supply the expected con
struction boom of hotels, banks, an airport 
and seaport, television and radio stations, 
hospitals and schools. 

French firms reportedly are planning to 
build a 70-mile highway fro Gaza across He
bron to Jericho and to the King Hussein 
Bridge, linking the West Bank to Jordan, ac
cording to business sources here. 

Many of the big Palestinian contractors, 
engineers, bankers and former cabinet min
isters who helped build up oil-rich Kuwait, 
Jordan and other Arab countries are putting 
their hearts, heads and money together to 
contribute toward the evolution of an entity 
that, they hope , will resemble Singapore 
more than Somalia. 

If the new momentum persists, some busi
nessmen say, and the region remains tran
quil , private investment may prove to be 
more important than the $2 billion pledged 
by the United States, the European Commu
nity , Japan and Saudi Arabia over the next 
five years to help the Palestinians take ad
ministrative control of the territories. 

" Those [Palestinians] who built Jordan 
and Kuwait will go back to building their 
own country ," Nadim Zaru, a former trans
port minister in Jordan, said. " Now the pri
vate sector is excited. If there is stability 
th·ey will perform miracles." Zaru has been 
rallying Palestinians from throughout the 
world to chip in. 

" I think for the first time , we see an op
portunity for better living," said Sabih 
Masri , a Palestinian-born Saudi businessman 
and one of 20 financiers who have joined Pal
estinians in setting up a holding corporation 
capitalized at $200 million for investing in 
the new Palestinian entity. " Before, there 
was always an excuse that there was an 
enemy next door. This excuse does not exist 
anymore for a lot of people ." 

Questions still unanswered include how the 
new administrative areas will be structured 
through the planned transitional period
whether there will be tariff borders, or how 
customs duties will be imposed and enforced 
to prevent smuggling, as well as a key ques
tion to many here: How will it all be linked 
to Jordan? 

" Israelis are contacting us continually, 
trying to establish relations in the hope that 
there will be future cooperation, " West Bank 
businessman Abuaita said. " I tell them it all 
depends on what kind of entity , what kind of 
market s, what kinds of laws we will have. 
Will we have part of the Israeli market, for 
example?" 

While economic dealings with israelis may 
become the last taboo to be dropped in the 
peace process, the vision of businessmen is 
proving to be more clear-eyed than others. 
" Some say Israelis will swallow us," mused 
Kawar, "but they are as afraid of us as we 
are of them. " 

Abuaita, 45, a business graduate of the 
Technical College in Cambridge, England, 
shuttles between his plastics plant in the 
West Bank and his office on Gardens Street 
here in Amman, a thoroughfare buzzing with 
new enterprises started by wealthy Palestin
ians expelled from Kuwait during the Per
sian Gulf War. 

" What we need from the Israelis is tech
nology. Joint ventures? Why not?" Abuaita 
said. ·" Israelis always considered that it is a 
privilege for them to get into the Arab mar
ket. I think eventually they will . They have 
some unique technology in the field of agri
culture. " 

" Israelis could have a competitive edge 
over Western suppliers, because they are sit
ting in the Middle East," he added. " After 
the interim period is over, Arab buyers could 
just drive over, and they will not have to buy 
in container loads as they do from Europe." 

At a recent conference in Ireland, Abuaita 
described what it was like to survive as a 
businessman under military occupation, 
with unrealistic income taxes imposed to 
discourage free enterprise . 

" Two month ago I was living in economic 
depression. We were not going anywhere," he 
said. " Now I have high hopes that new ideas 
can be implemented and that they will be 
profitable as well. I can' t forget the past so 
easily, but I definitely have to look for the 
future. I hope Israel will help us. " 

"I benefited from being in contact with Is
raeli producers, by seeing what technology 
they have, how they work, organize, market 
and export their products," he said . 

" Israel is a large consumer and it has a 
good export network for Europe, " Abuaita 
said, adding: ''This could be good business 
for Arabs and Israelis." 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the courtesy of the Senator from 
North Carolina who made it possible 
for me to go forward at this time. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1072 

(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for 
conducting operations in Haiti) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS] , for himself and Mr. BROWN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 1072. 

At the end of the committee amendment 
on page 154, insert the following: 

SEC. 8142. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended for the Armed 
Forces of the United States to conduct oper
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti 

are specifically authorized in a law enacted 
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi
dent certifies in writing to Congress that 
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi
nent danger and that a temporary deploy
ment of the Armed Forces of the United 
States into Haiti is necessary in order to 
protect and evacuate United States citizens 
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under 
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated 
and expended for the Armed Forces of the 
United States to conduct operations in Haiti 
only to the extent necessary for the Armed 
Forces to provide the protection and com
plete the evacuation certified as necessary. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the distinguished occupant of the 
chair· will inquire for me of the Par
liamentarian as to whether I have the 
section number correct. Is 8142 correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that the 
clerk is reviewing the bill at this time 
and will be able to respond to the Sen
ator's question momentarily. 

Mr. HELMS. I believe I will suggest 
the absence of a quorum until that is 
settled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. I have a slight modifica
tion, changing the section number to 
8137 A. I send the modification to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is modified accordingly. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the end of the committee amendment 
on page 154, insert the following: 

SEC. 8137A. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended for the Armed 
Forces of the United States to conduct oper
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti 
are specifically authorized in a law enacted 
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi
dent certifies in writing to Congress that 
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi
nent danger and that a temporary deploy
ment of the Armed Forces of the United 
States into Haiti is necessary in order to 
protect and evacuate United States citizens 
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under 
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated 
and expended for the Armed Forces of the 
United States to conduct operations in Haiti 
only to the extent necessary for the Armed 
Forces to provide the protection and com
plete the evacuation certified as necessary. 

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

ator from North Carolina, Mr. HELMS. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 

amendment, as we always say around 
here, is very simple. It allows United 
States forces to be sent to Haiti under 
two conditions only: The first one 
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being if the President asks and receives 
approval from Congress; and the second 
one being to protect and evacuate 
American citizens. 

President Clinton has temporarily 
pulled back United States troops bound 
for Haiti. They are now at Guan tanamo 
Bay awaiting his order to sail back to 
Port-au-Prince. 

Stopping ships bound for Haiti with 
six United States Navy warships con
stitutes a blockade, by definition and 
otherwise, no matter what anyone else 
chooses to call it, including the Presi
dent of the United States or any part 
of his administration or any Member of 
this Senate. It is a blockade. Many of 
the newspapers-not that it makes any 
difference as to accuracy- are descri b
ing the President's actions as a block
ade. This time they are correct-it is, 
indeed, a blockade. You can look in 
this morning's paper and see the word 
"blockade" in just about all the head
lines. 

So, for all practical purposes, wheth
er we like it or not, the United States 
is technically at war with Haiti. But 
the President has yet to explain what 
United States interests may be in Haiti 
that are worth risking the life of even 
one American soldier or one American 
sailor. 

In my judgment, the United States' 
only interest in Haiti is to stem the 
flow of illegal immigrants into the 
United States. But the United States 
Government has established offices 
throughout Haiti to process Haitians' 
r~·quests to emigrate and the procedure 
is working satisfactorily, I am in
formed. Most important, the majority 
of these refugees are leaving Haiti for 
economic reasons, not political. If they 
were political refugees, they would 
simply walk across the border to the 
Dominican Republic and, so far as I 
know, few are doing that. 

So it appears that the President, 
under the auspices of the United Na
tions-and this frightens me; anything 
under the auspices of the United Na
tions frightens me these days-the 
President and the United Nations obvi
ously wish to remake Haiti in the 
image of the United States. But this 
should never be United States policy in 
any country, as to any country, cer
tainly not in Haiti and certainly not 
with President Aristide installed by 
use of United States military force. 

Now, Assistant Secretary Watson and 
United States Ambassador to Haiti, 
Mr. Swing, acknowledged during their 
confirmation proceedings that the 
State Department has ample evidence 
that Aristide incited mob violence and 
encouraged necklacing when he was in 
power. 

In case there may be somebody some
where who does not understand the 
term "necklacing," that means the 
practice that originated in South Afri
ca, with the Mandela crowd, which de
lighted in assembling their political 

enemies, taking bicycle or automobile 
tires, hanging them around the neck of 
victims, tying the victims hands be
hind them, putting gasoline in the tire 
and setting them afire. 

Now, that is "necklacing," and Mrs. 
Mandela, I am bound to observe, made 
a fiery speech on one occasion when 
she advocated " necklacing," and she 
said, " We have the tires and we have 
the gasoline and we have the matches." 

Now, who is this President Aristide 
whom so many in United States politi
cal circles want to put back in office? 
The State Department's own report of 
1991 said this about Mr. Aristide. Mind 
you, this is the U.S. State Department, 
the same crowd that is pushing to get 
Artistide back in office today. The 
State Department Human Rights Re
port in 1991 said: 

President Aristide appeared less concerned 
about prosecuting members of the military 
accused of human rights abuses if they were 
supporters or appointees of his government. 
* * * President Aristide also failed to con
demn categorically all recourse to popular 
justice through mob violence. 

This is the State Department-U.S. 
State Department. I continue to quote: 

The Aristide Government made no effort to 
identify and to bring to justice those respon
sible for the wholesale killing, looting, and 
burning. 

On September 27 of 1991, Aristide 
made a speech to his followers in which 
he encouraged neck lacing. 

Yesterday, I looked at a videotape in 
my office of that speech. Clearly, 
Aristide described necklacing, which is 
putting a burning tire filled with gaso
line around a victim's neck and setting 
it afire. What this man Aristide said
And he is talking about the guy who 
was about to die a horrible death at the 
hands of Aristide: 

A faker who pretends to be one of our sup
porters, just grab him; make sure he gets 
what he deserves-

Meaning necklacing-
with the tool yb u now have in your hands. 
The burning tfre-
What a beautiful tool-
He said. 
What a beautiful instrument. It' s fashion

able . It smells good. And wherever you go, 
you want to smell it. 

Now, I have a reproduction of a piece 
of art and I ask that a staff member 
bring two charts with him, placing 
them on the easel here beside me. 

I hope, for the benefit of Americans 
who are viewing this on television, C
SP AN will focus its camera on it. 

First of all, on Aristide's statement 
on this necklacing-this is a direct 
quote: "Make sure he gets what he de
serves"- talking about the victim
"with the tool you have now in your 
hands." And he was referring to the 
burning tire. 

That was a speech Aristide made on 
September 27, 1991 in Port-au-Prince. 

If my associate will put this "work of 
art" up-this is the painting that intel-

ligence sources assured me was hang
ing in Aristide's office. I hope the C
SPAN cameras will zoom in on that. It 
is hard to make a whole lot out of it, 
but there is the throne of the Presi
dent, you see, and the burning tires are 
here, you see. And the rest of it-an ab
solute advocacy and glorification of 
the most horrible killing of one 's polit
ical enemies that can be imagined. 

President Aristide kept this painting 
on the wall of his presidential office. It 
depicts Aristide smiling down on a 
crowd brandishing the automobile 
tires. On the other side is another pile 
of tires, and a bottle of gasoline and a 
book of matches. And on the painting 
are these words which translated read: 

If our power is threatened, Little Aristide, 
if you have a problem, command us to march 
and solve them with necklacing. 

Back to the State Department's own 
Human Rights Report of 1991, in Janu
ary 1991, Aristide's supporters forced 
the Archbishop of Port-au-Prince to 
flee for his life because he had dared to 
criticize President Aristide who, by the 
way, is himself a defrocked Catholic 
priest. Aristide's mobs also attacked 
and destroyed the Embassy of the Vati
can. 

Aristide has publicly cursed the Unit
ed States. He has ·condemned a Presi
dent of the United States, President 
Reagan. He has blamed Hatian deaths 
and that country's misery on America. 
He even promised to give Hatians what 
Fidel Castro has given to the Cuban 
people, whatever that means. 

So this is the man that is extolled by 
so many and one who some Senators 
declare deserves to be restored to office 
having been elected in free elections. 

In my judgment, this man is a psy
chopath. I do not think we have any 
business whatsoever, Mr. President, 
risking the life of one soldier or one 
sailor or any other American to put 
Aristide back into office. Let the 
Hatians decide that. 

Aristide is not a symbol of democ
racy. He may have won an election but 
he is not likely to win a medal for pro
moting true democracy. 

Parenthetically, Mr. President, let 
me say that my associates recently re
ceived a CIA briefing on President 
Aristide. I do wish there were some 
way to persuade the distinguished ma
jority leader and the distinguished Re
publican leader of the U.S. Senate to 
call the CIA to Capitol Hill and ask 
them to explain to Senators what this 
man Aristide is and what his back
ground is. Certainly, we should do that. 
We owe that to the young men and 
women in our Armed Forces to do that 
before we send them into harm's way, 
into Haiti. 

Aristide has known ties to Fidel Cas
tro. He is a human rights abuser who 
controls Haiti through his blood
thirsty mobs. He has yet publicly or 
privately to renounce violence and 
necklacing. I have my doubts that he 
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will ever rule democratically if he 
should regain office. 

I do not mind telling Senators that 
"Papa Doc" Duvalier was also elected 
President of Haiti. That was back in 
1957. I had one Senator shout at me and 
say he had never been elected. Not so. 
He was elected in 1957 in what was de
scribed as a free election. I do not 
think anybody today would say "Papa 
Doc" Duvalier was any kind of advo
cate of democracy. 

Let us look at the truth of it. Haiti is 
one of the most violent societies in the 
world. It is not a Western Judea-Chris
tian society, nor has it ever been. Ear
lier in this century, six Haitian Presi
dents met violent deaths in a 4-year pe
riod. Politics and violence are moti
vated by voodoo factions warring 
against each other-conducting wars 
and violence against each other. 

And the State Department's Human 
Rights Report to which I alluded ear
lier admits that the majority of the 
Haitian people practice voodooism. 
How do you feel about sending Amer
ican soldiers and sailors in there now? 

Either the State Department does 
not understand the terrible effect that 
this has had on Haitian society, or they 
may be just a bit embarrassed to admit 
this very dirty little secret. But the 
fact remains that if we now make a 
misstep, if the President of the United 
States makes a misstep on this one, a 
lot of American lives could very well 
be lost. 

I heard President Olin ton say the 
other day that United States troops 
will be sent to Haiti to "restore"-that 
is the President's word-"restore" de
mocracy. But I have to reiterate that 
democracy has never existed in Haiti in 
the first place. 

If anyone has gathered that I am con
temptuous of the actions of President 
Aristide and his henchmen, you got it 
right. But that does not mean that I 
support the commander of the Haitian 
military for his actions, a pox on both 
of them. 

Let me state clearly my position: 
The United States does not have a dog 
in this fight, and I am unwilling to risk 
the life of even one American soldier or 
sailor for that hornet's nest in Haiti. 

And there are several points that 
need to be made, must be made. 

First, the commander in chief of the 
Haitian military should relinquish 
power, which, as I understand it, he 
wishes to do. I do not know, but I have 
been informed of that. But he did not 
have to retire on October 15, or before 
Aristide returned to Haiti, as those in 
the media have reported. That is an
other mistake that the news media 
have made. They do not know what 
they are talking about. The October 15 
date was set arbitrarily by the U.N. 
envoy, without the general's agree
ment, the commander in chief of the 
Haitian military. 

Contrary to what the administration 
has said and what U.N. officials have 

asserted, there is no specific date in 
the Governors Island accord. 

Mr. President, I have obtained a let
ter that the commander in chief of the 

· Haitian military wrote to President 
Aristide over the weekend telling 
Aristide that he will retire and discuss
ing the so-called amnesty. The problem 
is that President Aristide merely an
nounced an amnesty. His representa
tives never submitted it to the Haitian 
parliament for approval, as agreed to 
by all political parties in a pact signed 
by the United Nations on July 16. So, 
as it stands, the amnesty is absolutely 
meaningless, and Aristide knows it. 

There is one reason, and one reason 
only, why the United Nations wants a 
military force in Haiti before Aristide 
returns. They want to reinstate 
Aristide as President. All of this gib
berish from Foggy Bottom about civic 
action projects and retraining the Hai
tian military and the police is just 
plainly a subterfuge. I hope no Senator 
will be taken in by that. 

So the administration's pursuit of a 
globalist agenda puts American forces 
in jeopardy without competent com
mand, all in the name of-and you have 
heard it time and time again-nation
building. 

Why would anyone want the United 
States to be the peacekeeper of the 
world? It is an impossible job, and it is 
never going to happen. A State Depart
ment official recently made this com
ment in reference to Haiti: 

Never before has the international commu
nity been so united. 

Of course, the international commu
nity is united because the United 
States will be sending in virtually all 
of the troops that are sent in, while the 
other countries sit back and watch. I 
am against that. That is the reason I 
have offered the pending amendment. 
Senators can vote it down if they wish. 
But I would like to be a fly on the wall 
when they go home and try to explain 
it to the American people in their re
spective States. 

A high-level State Department offi
cial said recently that United States 
troops will go into Haiti "to show the 
Haitian military what a professional 
soldier looks like.'' 

Well, then, if that is our mission, 
President Clinton should send a video
tape of our military to the Haitian 
military and keep our boys the heck 
out of there. If the Haitian military 
wants to learn about American sol
diers, they can fly to Fort Benning or 
Fort Bragg and take a look. Do not 
send our troops or our sailors into 
Haiti. 

Call it what you want to, Mr. Presi
dent-peacekeeping, monitoring, civic 
action, all of these bullish words-but 
there should be no misunderstanding. 
If the President of the United States, 
Mr. Clinton, plans to send United 
States servicemen into Haiti, where 
peace has never existed, into a society 

where voodoo-induced violence is the 
answer to many problems, and into a 
land where our Armed Forces will not 
be welcome, I say that is a bad deal. It 
is the worst possible deal for the sol
diers and sailors who will be sent into 
that tragic set of circumstances. There 
are no acceptable rules of engagement, 
no clear objectives, and, most impor
tant, no strategy for getting out of 
there. In the judgment of this Senator, 
the planned Haiti operation does not 
meet President Clinton's own criteria 
for sending troops abroad under U.N. 
command. 

The President and Ambassador 
Albright outlined quite to the contrary 
at the United Nations what they pro
posed to do, but this does not qualify in 
one instance. The distinguished Am
bassador to the United Nations was be
fore the Foreign Relations Committee 
this morning. She is a very, very 
charming lady, very intelligent. I 
asked her some questions, and she is 
going to give me some written answers 
because, frankly, she did not ~now the 
answers to some of the questions I 
asked. I will await hearing from her in 
writing. 

The sum total of what I have tried to 
say here this afternoon, Mr. President, 
is that Mr. Clinton should reconsider 
his decision, and he should redirect 
United States policy concerning Haiti. 
He should bring home the young men 
and women waiting at Guantanamo 
Bay, and he should ask the United Na
tions to undertake this mission with 
armed forces from other member coun
tries who are willing to send their sol
diers and their sailors into Haiti. 

You are going to see a lot of other 
countries rushing for the boondocks. 
They are not going to send their sol
diers and sailors in there either. That 
is how bad they read the attitudes of 
the American people. I hear from an 
awful lot of them. They do not want 
their sons and daughters to be sent to 
Haiti. That is putting it mildly. You 
ought to hear some of the telephone 
calls. You ought to read some of the 
mail that I have received. 

The U.N. plan is just another pie-in
the-sky experiment in nation-build
ing-whatever that is-in which U.S. 
service men and women will be guinea 
pigs. I am against that, and I assert 
that the vast majority of the American 
people are likewise opposed to it. 

There is no reason, I reiterate, no 
reason to risk the life of even one 
American sailor or soldier in Haiti. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ha
waii. 
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994 DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS
SIONS ACT, 1993---CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 2492, a bill making appro
priations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activi
ties chargeable in whole or in part 
~gainst the revenues of said District 
fbr the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1?94, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Represen ta ti ves: 

I 
That the House insists on its disagreement 

to all the amendments of the Senate and 
asks for a further conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate further insist on its 
amendments and agree to the con
ference with the House, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to , and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. KOHL, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. MACK, and Mr. 
HATFIELD conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from Hawaii would with
hold on that request so I can make a 
unanimous consent request that I be 
permitted to proceed in morning busi
ness for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INOUYE. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Michigan is recog

nized. 
Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and I 

thank my friend from Hawaii. 

NAFTA MATH: IT DOESN'T ADD UP 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I 

am releasing a booklet I prepared to 
explain how the administration is 
using distorted math to claim job gains 
from NAFTA. It's called "NAFTA 
MATH: It Doesn't Add Up." 

This booklet challenges the adminis
tration's often stated claim that we 
will gain 200,000 jobs from NAFTA. 

Obviously. people will ma ke their own de
cision about whether or not to support 
NAFTA, but they should do so based on a full 
picture of the facts , not just on what they 
get from listening to the supporters of 
NAFTA. 

Let me explain. The underlying 
premise supporting NAFTA is that 
United States exports to Mexico will 
increase and all exports create jobs. 

The Commerce Department hands 
out a book-this book, which I have 
here-showing State-by-State exports 
to Mexico and the Commerce Depart
ment translates every billion dollars in 
exports into roughly 20,000 additional 
American jobs. 

President Clinton himself has said: 
"Every time we sell $1 billion of Amer
ican products and services overseas, we 
create about 20,000 jobs." 

The administration has estimated 
that exports to Mexico will rise by ' '$10 
billion over the next 3 years with 
NAFTA." And, according to the admin
istration's math, or NAFTA math, 
since each $1 billion in exports creates 
about 20,000 jobs, $10 billion in addi
tional exports would create about · 
200,000 jobs. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, Lloyd 
Bentsen, says: "We calculate we'll pick 
up 200,000 more jobs" from NAFTA. 

But that claim of 200,000 more jobs 
and NAFT A's very foundation is based 
on highly distorted export figures. 

First, those calculations are based on 
export figures alone. The projection of 
200,000 additional jobs from NAFTA 
conveniently ignores the job loss which 
results from imports from Mexico to 
the United States, which will be in
creased under NAFTA. It is a major 
distortion to only look at half the pic
ture and claim job gains based on ex
ports alone. It is like looking at half a 
ledger sheet-the revenue half-and ig
noring the expense half of the ledger. 

The administration has even ac
knowledged, after being pressed in a 
Washington Post article, that it does 
not deduct job losses from the added 
imports which will result from Mexico 
in its overall job gains claim. 

An October 13 article by Howard 
Kurtz says a "USTR official confirmed 
that the 200,000 estimate is not a net 
figure." In other words, it only looks 
at the alleged gains from exports and 
does not deduct the jobs which will be 
lost as a result of increased imports. 
The Commerce Department does not 
give us figures on job losses from in
creased imports; it does not give us net 
job figures. All it gives us is the 200,000 
additional jobs claim and totally ig
nores the job losses from imports. 

Second, Mr. President, even if you 
only look at exports, one-third of 
American exports to Mexico go across 
the border for a few days or weeks for 
assembly and then come right back to 
America for consumption. 

But, believe it or not, the Depart
ment of Commerce classifies as exports 
those American parts that are tempo-

rarily sent to Mexico for assembly and 
then shipped right back to the United 
States for consumption here. In re
ality, one-third of American exports 
represent little more than trading with 
ourselves. It is a little like an actor 
mailing himself fan mail and then cit
ing that as evidence of his box office 
appeal. 

What is more, Mr. President, that 
same one-third of American exports 
that the Commerce Department shows 
going to Mexico not only does not rep
resent jobs gained, they often actually 
represent lost jobs to Americans. 

Let me just give you an example. 
Take an assembly plant in the United 
States with a thousand workers that 
closes and movee to Mexico-1,000 jobs 
are lost. But some United States parts 
suppliers continue to supply the new 
Mexican assembly plant. 

Mr. President, according to NAFTA 
math, if every American assembly 
plant closed and moved to Mexico, we 
would have a big jump in job creation 
in America. Because as long as some of 
the parts and components previously 
assembled here go to Mexico for assem
bly, they count as exports. And since 
exports are translated into job cre
ation, the closing of every assembly 
plant in America would be a big job in
creaser, according to the Commerce 
Department, just so long as some of 
the parts and components are shipped 
to those assembly plants after they 
move to Mexico. 

Now NAFTA math, which excludes 
the impact of additional imports and 
counts as exports items which actually 
have cost jobs in America, is math 
which would make most elementary 
school math teachers wince. It is a 
gross distortion. NAFTA math would 
make most elementary schoolteachers 
wince. The new jobs claimed by back
ers of NAFTA based on this NAFTA 
math is a gross distortion. It is based 
on a false assumption that all exports 
should count as job producers, even the 
ones representing lost jobs while job 
displacement for increased imports 
need not be counted at all. It is also 
based on the false assumption that al
though a significant portion of United 
States exports to Mexico are of parts 
and components to be assembled and 
promptly returned to the United 
States, that they still all count as job 
producing exports. 

I put together this booklet to dem
onstrate in simple terms why the ad
ministration's NAFTA math does not 
add up. I am delivering copies of my 
NAFTA MATH booklet to the Depart
ment of Commerce, the U.S. Trade 
Representative, and the Treasury De
partment. 

I am asking the administration to 
drop its use of the 200,000 jobs gained 
claim. 

I am also asking the administration 
to give us a new figure-not the 200,000 
figure-but one that includes job dis
placement from imports and excludes 
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exports that are merely parts and com
ponents that were once assembled here 
in the United States. 

We have asked the Commerce De
partment, and we are asking today, 
that they withdraw the 200,000 figure, 
that they give us accurate numbers on 
both job gains that they project, but 
also that they deduct job losses that 
they admit will occur. 

It is time for the administration to 
abandon attempts to sell this agree
ment with distortions and NAFTA 
math. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask we 
return to regular business. 

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec
ognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the pending Helms amendment. 
I would like to take a few minutes to 
address the issue of Haiti generally, if 
I may, and then I will urge my col
leagues to reject this amendment for 
the reasons I will outline in these re
marks. 

The American people are looking for 
some very clear answers about our for
eign policy. We have had an extended 
debate now, going on almost a week, 
regarding events in Somalia, culminat
ing with the resolution adopted early 
last Friday morning. We have had a de
bate about the role of U.S. forces in 
multilateral peacekeeping operations. 
We have had amendments proposed on 
Bosnia and Haiti. And we now have one 
before us which, in effect, would pro
hibit the President from taking some 
very specific action should events war
rant it, outside of the protecting of 
American lives, as I understand the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

I think it is important to point out 
that each one of these situations is dif
ferent. Somalia is not Haiti. Bosnia is 
not Somalia or Haiti. Each situation 
needs to be looked at in its own right: 
How we have arrived at the situation 
we are in, what are the interests of the 
United States, and how we ought to re
spond to those interests in an appro
priate fashion. 

I think the point raised by Senator 
BOREN of Oklahoma and others yester
day is important. We are in a new age, 
an age that many thought might never 
come in our lifetimes. Who would have 
imagined, 4 or 5 years ago, that we 
would be debating a world situation in 
which the Warsaw Pact no longer ex
isted; that the Berlin Wall had been 
torn down and was nothing more than 
a collection of mementos on people's 

desks and mantels; that debate about 
the Soviet Union would be merely a 
historical discussion and not some
thing that was a major focus of our at
tention every single time a foreign pol
icy bill or a foreign aid bill was 
brought to the floor, every time a De
fense appropriations bill was brought 
to the floor? 

There was not a debate, not an 
amendment that was ever raised in 
which the subject of the Soviet Union 
and the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union was not an integral part of that 
debate . Yet here we find ourselves in 
the fall of 1993, talking about a com
pletely different world, a world that no 
one-or very few people-could have 
imagined would have existed. So it is 
critically important at this juncture 
that we start to reconfigure a foreign 
policy where we are the only super
power left in the world, the only one. 
The only comparable time in this cen
tury was in the immediate aftermath 
of World War I, when there were other 
similar debates, I might add, in this 
very Chamber about the League of Na
tions and the role of the international 
community and the role of the United 
States. 

That debate and that discussion col
lapsed. What took its place, basically, 
was a vacuum. Many highly respected 
historians will argue that the collapse 
of that debate and that discussion, and 
the absence of formulating an architec
ture for the U.S. foreign policy in the 
1920's and 1930's contributed to the 
events that unfolded in the late 1930's 
and early 1940's and, of course, the 
events thereafter. 

So it is very important we take time 
to think about what we are doing here 
and not just lurch from one foreign pol
icy crisis to the next with amendments 
being offered here on the floor of the 
Senate as a way of trying to deal with 
these issues. 

Let me, if I can, focus specific atten
tion on Haiti. As I said a moment ago, 
the American people want some clear 
answers. They want to know what ini
tiatives we intend to pursue, how long 
they will take, how much they are 
going to cost, and whether these initia
tives will involve placing the men and 
women of the U.S. military in poten
tial harm's way. I believe the American 
people are certainly entitled to the an
swers to those questions, and I believe 
they are entitled to know exactly why 
we remain involved in Haiti, what we 
hope to accomplish there, and how we 
intend to accomplish these goals. 

At the same time I also believe we 
should not let these difficult questions 
prevent us from taking appropriate 
steps, where necessary, to restore de
mocracy to a people who have been 
long suffering in the island nation of 
Haiti. 

Since taking office President Clinton 
has, in my view, clearly articulated the 
direction he believes we should take 

with respect to Haiti. Whatever legiti
mate criticisms people may have had 
about Somalia, do not apply those 
critic isms to Haiti. They do not apply 
to Haiti. 

From the very outset, President Clin
ton has been publicly committed to a 
process that would lead to the restora
tion of democracy and the return of 
President Aristide to Haiti. I fully sup
port that policy and so do most Ameri
cans. I was pleased to see early on that 
President Clinton turned to our allies 
in this hemisphere and around the 
globe, just as President Bush did when 
facing the crisis in Iraq. He was not 
going to go it alone, but he tried to 
build a coalition to respond to the coup 
d'etat that threw out President 
Aristide, the only democratically 
elected President in the almost 200-
year history of that country. 

Haiti is the second nation in this 
hemisphere ever to achieve its inde
pendence, in 1804. Until just a few years 
ago, it had never had a democratically 
elected President. The first time it oc
curred was in December 1990, when 
President Aristide was elected by al
_most 70 percent of the people of that 
country. Whether or not each and 
every one of us like President Aristide 
is totally irrelevant. Whether or not 
you like the artwork in his office is to
tally irrelevant. What he has on his 
desk, what he hangs in his closet is to
tally irrelevant. He was elected in the 
most free and most fair election that 
the people of that country have ever 
held. We in this Nation ought to be 
willing to support that process. That is 
in our interest to do so. It is in our in
terest to do so, to support nations that 
seek democratic alternatives. 

That is what happened in that coun
try. Then a group of thugs threw him 
out into exile. 

President Bush and President Clinton 
have tried to come up with some an
swers on how you could restore that de
mocracy. You do not need to remind 
people in this country of what hap
pened afterward when the thugs threw 
him out. Remember the picture on the 
television screens of boatloads of peo
ple in rickety crafts making their way 
across the Windward Straits to find 
their way to the shores of Florida? 

I promise you this, Mr. President: If 
the Helms amendment is adopted, I 
guarantee that those flotillas will start 
again. Remember how it occurred. 

I also promise that if this amend
ment is adopted, you will see unprece
dented carnage in that country, with 
the thugs absolutely and systemati
cally taking the lives, as they have 
over the last 2 months, of people who 
tried to fight for democracy. 

I also guarantee it will be very dif
ficult, if not completely impossible, for 
President Aristide to return as the 
democratically elected President of 
that country. President Clinton has 
worked hard from the very outset of 
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his administration to come up with 
some answers here on how this might 
occur. 

He has worked with the United Na
tions and the Organization of American 
States. Dante Caputo, a distinguished 
diplomat in this hemisphere, has been 
the U.N. Special Envoy and has been 
active in attempting to restore this de
mocracy. This agreement, which many 
may recall is known as the Governors 
Island accord, sets forth a series of se
quential measures to be taken over a 4-
month transition period culminating 
with the return of President Aristide 
to Haiti on October 30. 

Among the measures set forth to 
occur during that transition was the 
development of a group of military ex
perts by U.N. members to assist in the 
professionalization of the Haitian mili
tary and to undertake other civic ac
tion programs. 

Not everyone may have agreed with 
the sequencing of the measures con
tained in the Governors Island accord. 
However, the most important point to 
keep in mind is that upon signing the 
document each side pledged before the 
international community to abide by 
its terms. Each side made that pledge. 

Clearly, .for reasons that are best 
known to himself, the military com
mander in Haiti, Gen. Raoul Cedras, 
has had second thoughts about what he 
signed in New York. That was made 
abundantly clear when a frigate con
taining 218 United States and Canadian 
troops attempted to dock in Port-au
Prince last Monday, to carry out the 
U.N.'s commitment to professionalize 
the Haitian military. This frigate was 
met by an armed gang of thugs who 
prevented the troops from landing, and 
attacked the U.N. and U.S. officials 
who were there to greet the military 
personnel. 

The message was made even more ex
plicit with the brutal murder last 
Thursday of President Aristide's Jus
tice Minister, Guy Malary, and the sub
sequent refusal by General Cedras to 
step down last Friday, which was part 
of those accords, as was called for, as I 
said, in the Governors Island accord. 

There can be no doubt that the cur
rent military leadership of Haiti has 
very little intention of living within 
the bounds of the agreement it entered 
into only a few short months ago. 

In response to this obstruction by 
General Cedras and his followers, 
President Clinton has wisely, in my 
view, made it clear that reneging on 
this commitment is unacceptable to 
our country and to the international 
community. The unanimous vote by 
the Security Council and the decision 
of our allies in this hemisphere and 
elsewhere to participate in the deci
sions that we have made in response to 
the reneging of the Governors Island 
accord, I think, bear witness over
whelmingly to the soundness of those 
policies. 

We expect and demand that General 
Cedras and his military colleagues will 
stay the course outlined in that accord 
or suffer the consequences of sanctions 
and other possible manners of retalia
tion by the international community. 
Specifically, the President has delayed 
the deployment of United States mili
tary trainers and engineers to Haiti, 
sought the reimposition of economic 
sanctions through the U.N. Security 
Council, and has sent six United States 
warships to enforce a naval embargo to 
cut off the provision of supplies to the 
de facto Haitian leadership. 

The United Nations has responded 
quickly and positively to these impor
tant U.S. initiatives, voting last 
Wednesday to renew the economic 
sanctions-it did so unanimously, I 
might add-and voting on Saturday to 
approve the U.S . naval blockade-also 
unanimously-as well as sending other 
countries to participate in that block
ade. 

That only came about as a result of 
the international effort from the very 
beginning to come up with some an
swers to the problems of Haiti and the 
coup that caused the ouster of Presi
dent Aristide. 

Mr. President, at this juncture, it is 
far too early to tell whether the agree
ment reached at Governors Island last 
July can be put back on track. We hope 
it will. We do not know the answer to 
that. We know that elements of the 
Haitian military and the business sec
tor were responsive to international 
sanctions when they were proposed ear
lier this year. In fact, I do not think 
you would have had a Governors Island 
accord had we not imposed those sanc
tions. Indeed, I think it is what helped 
to make the July agreement possible. 

I have no reason to believe that they 
will be any less susceptible to eco
nomic pressure today. We hope that is 
the case. In fact, perhaps reactivating 
sanctions will help them to clarify 
their thinking with respect to their ob
ligations. I certainly hope this will be 
the case so that President Aristide can 
return to Haiti at the end of this 
month. However, I also know that it is 
possible- ! think all of us do-that 
these efforts at economic leverage will 
fail and more difficult and direct meth
ods to restore democracy will have to 
be considered, including perhaps the 
use of U.S. forces, as part of a multilat
eral military intervention. 

Let me say here, I can assure my col
leagues that President Clinton has no 
more desire to engage in that option 
than any of us do. None of us do. We 
want to avoid that at all cost. But to 
write into statutory law that this is 
absolutely to be prohibited, except to 
save American lives that may be in 
jeopardy, sends one clear and unequivo
cal message to General Cedras and his 
friends . And that is: "Just stay the 
course; stay where you are; don't worry 
about a thing; do whatever you want to 

do; we are really not that interested; 
and that ultimately, sanctions and em
bargoes leak like a sieve and you will 
end up getting exactly what you 
want.'' 

I am not advocating the opposite to 
what our colleague from North Caro
lina is proposing in his amendment. I 
do not want to see United States forces 
sent into Haiti. We have a history of 
having been involved in that island for 
many years. It has not been forgotten 
by many people in Haiti. So we want to 
avoid that option, if we can. 

I do not think at this juncture, given 
the steps that the President of the 
United States, the Commander in 
Chief, has gone through to bring us to 
this point that alternatively we want 
to adopt an amendment that abso-
1 u tely precludes and sends a message to 
our enemies about what steps we will 
take or not take. That is the danger in
herent in this approach. 

So I hope this amendment will be re
jected. Clearly, I can agree that we 
need close consultation with the ad
ministration before any action is 
taken. Clearly, closer consultation be
tween the administration and Congress 
before any steps are taken is not only 
advisable but absolutely essential, in 
my view. 

But I think we would make a tremen
dous mistake if we went the route the 
Senator from North Carolina is advo
cating here. It would be a wrong mis
take for the reasons I mentioned. Not 
only do I think you guarantee Presi
dent Aristide would not go back to 
Haiti, not only would you guarantee 
that Raoul Cedras and his cronies 
would stay in power, but I also think 
you can guarantee what I said a mo
ment ago, and that is that you would 
have a massive exodus-a massive exo
dus-of Haitians heading for our 
shores. I also think you would have a 
significant and systematic slaughter of 
innocent people in that country. 

I disagree with those who say we 
have no interest in those kinds of 
events. I think they do interest us. It is 
in our hemisphere. It is important to 
try and at least do what we can. I point 
out to my colleagues that at no point 
in the history of this hemisphere have 
we ever had as many democracies as we 
do today. No one ever imagined, in 
some places, that we would have the 
kind of governments we do. 

It is in our interest, Mr. President, to 
support and nurture, where possible, 
those democracies, to give them root. 
That strengthens our cause. If we have 
governments and countries that share 
like-minded values with us, then it is 
easy for us to safeguard those ideals 
and values around the world. If we 
abandon democracy here, as some are 
suggesting, if we say that we have no 
interest and who cares what goes on 
there, then the signal to others who 
may have similar intentions in other 
places where the interests are not as 
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clear as they are here, is that they can 
do anything they want and the United 
States, basically, does not care at all 
about what happens. 

I do not think we want to send that 
message today. I do not think that is 
our intention, nor should it be our pur
pose. Nor is it, am I suggesting, by re
jecting this amendment, that we are 
advocating a military intervention pol
icy. At this point in time, that would 
be a mistake as well. 

So I hope that this amendment will 
be rejected; that President Clinton's ef
forts will be given a chance; that we 
will do what we can here to bring ade
quate pressure on those in Haiti. Let 
them know there is a sense of solidar
ity here in support of restoring the le
gitimately elected President of that 
country, to get him back to his nation. 

In fact, I will tell my colleagues, in a 
few short minutes, President Aristide 
will be here on Capitol Hill to meet 
with Members of the Senate and talk 
with them. If they have questions or 
would like to raise questions and get 
an update as to what is transpiring in 
Haiti, I invite therr. to come to that 
meeting and to listen. 

Again, I emphasize that this notion 
somehow that we have to like every as
pect of President Aristide's life has lit
tle or nothing to do with the question 
of whether or not we ought to support 
the will of the Haitian people as ex
pressed when they freely chose Presi
dent Aristide to lead their country. 

That is in our best interest to sup
port that decision and to try and effec
tuate his safe return to that country. 
It will be hard under any set of cir
cumstances. 

I would argue forcefully, Mr. Presi
dent, it would be a lot harder to effec
tuate that goal if the amendment of 
the Senator from North Carolina is 
adopted. That narrows and shortens 
and abbreviates considerably our abil
ity to achieve the desired results that 
I hope and believe most Members of 
this body support. 

So for those reasons, I urge the rejec
tion of the Helms amendment this 
afternoon. Instead I support the pro
posals and the efforts that are pres
ently being undertaken by the inter
national community to restore Presi
dent Aristide as President of Haiti and 
to give democracy a chance in a coun
try that has never had a chance before 
and to give people in a little country
the poorest in this hemisphere, the 
most desperate in this hemisphere-a 
chance for a better life. 

We, by voting today, can express our 
desire and our determination that we 
do care; that we do care what happens 
even in the poorest of countries in this 
hemisphere, even in the most 
uneducated and the most desperate; 
that we do care about what happens 
there and that we are willing to stand 
up and to fight for the restoration of 
democracy in that country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. DODD. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Has the Senator ex

amined the series of quotes the Senator 
from North Carolina provided us, 
"Aristide on Aristide"? 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I looked at 
quotes from colleagues made here, 
from politicians all over the country. 
This is a pretty trivial game we some
times play about quoting out of con
text or selecting quotes that are made 
in various places. 

I say to my friend from Alaska, I am 
sure people may go back in my politi
cal career, or his political career, and 
find some convenient phrases or 
speeches or something that we have 
made that we would not necessarily 
want to have pulled out of context. 

My point to my colleague from Alas
ka and others is, look, the people of 
Haiti expressed a choice. I certainly 
was troubled by some of the remarks 
attributed to President Aristide. I get 
disturbed by the remarks of a lot of dif
ferent people, different Presidents 
around the world, when they say things 
about my country or things in their 
own country. 

But I think we have to step back and 
say, is it our job, necessarily, to act as 
critic here on every statement or every 
speech that gets made? I do not think 
so. The fact is that 70 percent of the 
people of that country elected this gen
tleman to be their President. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, that is 
not my question. Should the power of 
the United States be used to return to 
the Presidency of Haiti a person who 
has made these statements concerning 
not only the United States, but Presi
dents of the United States and the poli
cies of the United States? It is not a 
question of what they want. It is a 
question of should we use our power to 
restore him to power. 

Mr. DODD. If I may reclaim my time, 
Mr. President, I think what the Sen
ator from Alaska is advocating is that 
we ought to walk away from Haiti alto
gether, not be involved in any way. I do 
not believe that is what we ought to 
do. You start playing that game 
around the world and there is no end to 
it, in my view. Either you support a 
process here that we think is in our in
terest to perpetuate, and that is demo
cratic institutions, democratically 
elected leaders in these countries, or 
not. 

If we are going to make the decision 
about whether or not we support de
mocracy based on whether or not each 
of these candidates or Presidents 
passes our particular political correct
ness test, then we will have a never
ending problem in this body. 

I hear a lot of people complain about 
political correctness. Now we are going 
to apply it here, as well. Was this man 
democratically elected in this country? 

Yes or no? The answer is yes. Accord
ing to every international observer and 
everyone else there, it was one of the 
freest elections that could ever be held. 
Is it in our interest to see democracy 
supported, underpinned, in Haiti? I be
lieve the answer is yes. Does that mean 
we necessarily would have voted for 
this candidate or support this particu
lar candidate or have to support this 
particular. President in every step we 
take? No. We are supporting a process 
and a decision made by the people of 
Haiti. 

So I think it is in our interest. 
Take President Yeltsin, for in

stance-or Gorbachev, for that matter. 
Had we made a decision in this Cham
ber whether or not to support a reform 
process in the Soviet Union based on 
every quote of Mikhail Gorbachev or 
Boris Yeltsin, we would not have done 
anything. We would not have done any
thing at all. 

We saw something larger and more 
important instead of political speeches, 
or quotes from those speeches. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield again? 

Mr. DODD. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator re

member any time when we sent a 
blockade to help either Gorbachev or 
Yeltsin? 

Mr. DODD. I think we were prepared 
to provide whatever support was nec
essary. I think the President's decision 
the other day to lend the full force of 
the United States behind the events 
that were unfolding in Moscow is a 
critical example of our willingness to 
stand up and support that process in 
that country. 

If my colleague will note, had the 
elements that had taken over the par
liament building in Moscow prevailed, 
is there any doubt in anyone's mind 
here about what actions we would have 
taken in response to that activity? 
Would we have had a speech on the 
floor saying, well, Boris Yeltsin had 
some art work in his office, and so the 
fact a bunch of thugs had thrown him 
out means we would not help? I do not 
believe we would have said that. We 
would have been outraged by it, and we 
would have taken steps to try to do 
something about it. We would not have 
had a description about Boris Yeltsin's 
office as a justification for deciding not 
to support democracy in that country. 

That is all I am saying here. The 
same thing has happened,, unfortu
nately, here. The thugs won in Haiti. 
They threw a democratically elected 
President out. Now the issue is, will 
this country, that believes in those 
ideals and values, support his return? I 
think we ought to. I think it is in our 
interest to do so. In the absence of 
doing so, I think it is far more dan
gerous than the particular statements 
that this individual may have made. 
And that is the point I think needs to 
be made in this particular case . 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I find 
it hard to support, on the one hand, the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina. On the other hand, I do not 
find it hard to reach the conclusion 
that "Aristide on Aristide" is a very 
enlightening document, and it cer
tainly should make every Member of 
the Senate think as to whether or not 
we want to support the use of Amer
ican force to restore this person to con
trol of a nation in this hemisphere. 

The Senator from Connecticut has 
some interesting points, but I think he 
fails to really look into the basis of the 
presentation of the Senator from North 
Carolina. I have not heard anyone talk 
about necklacing yet. I have asked the 
CIA to confirm or to not confirm the 
statements made by Senator HELMS 
today concerning necklacing and the 
use of that and the advocacy of that by 
Aristide. 

I really find it abhorrent that we 
would use our power to put in charge of 
a nation of this hemisphere a person 
who has this kind of venom for the 
United States. What are we doing? 

On the other hand, the real question 
is whether we should take action to so 
tie the hands of the President of the 
United States, as suggested by my good 
friend. The real problem is it appears 
the President has already made the de
cision to do it. The Senator from Con
necticut has indicated he thinks that is 
perfectly fine. 

I find very great difficulty with the 
idea that we should restore a person of 
this caliber to power. I am very wor
ried about what the Senate is about 
ready to do today. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. 

HEALTH CARE DEBATE 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I will be 

brief in imposing on my colleagues. 
I understand that Senator WOFFORD 

from Pennsylvania today engaged in an 
attack on the Republican health plans, 
and it strikes me that the members of 
the Democratic Party are obviously 
panicked that the American people are 
rejecting ·the President's program of 
socialized medicine. It seems to me 
that since the President cannot quite 
write a plan that the Democrats could 
have any hope of paying for, they are 
now forced to attack the only real pro
posals to deal with the medical pro b
lems of America by attacking Repub
lican plans. 

Let me say to my dear colleague 
from Pennsylvania that I am going to 
be in Pittsburgh having a townhall 
meeting on health care in general, and 

the Clinton plan in particular, and I 
would be delighted to have our dear 
colleague come and join with me in 
that forum and debate that issue. 

I would also be happy to go on over 
to Philadelphia and do it again, should 
he be happy to do that. I think Amer
ica needs to hear about these issues. I 
look forward to the day coming when 
we can have this debate. I think it is 
very important, and I believe when all 
is said and done, the American people 
are going to conclude that there is not 
enough money in the world to pay for 
the Clinton health care plan and that 
they would not want it even if it were 
funded. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN]. 

(The remarks of Mrs. FEINSTEIN per
taining to the introduction of S. 1571 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
commend the Senator from California 
for this most extraordinary and illu
minating presentation of immigration 
and related problems in her State. I 
hope that my colleagues will give Sen
ator FEINSTEIN's legislation concerning 
southwest border control and drug 
interdiction their most serious consid
eration. 

Once again, I wish to commend my 
colleague. 

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

ator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the pending business before 
the Senate is an amendment to the De
partment of Defense appropriations 
bill, as introduced by the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
amendment which has been proposed 
states that "None of the funds appro
priated"-in the Defense appropria
tions bill-"shall be obligated or ex
pended for the Armed Forces of the 
United States to conduct operations in 
Haiti unless" those operations "are 
specifically authorized in a law enacted 
in advance of the operations, or (2) the 
President certifies in writing to Con
gress that the United States citizens in 
Haiti are in imminent danger and that 
a temporary deployment of the Armed 

Forces of the United States into Haiti 
is necessary in order to protect and 
evacuate United States citizens in 
Haiti," and to the extent that such a 
deployment is necessary, funds can be 
expended for that purpose. 

Mr. President, I believe this is an ex
tremely permc1ous and negative 
amendment in terms of U.S. interests. 

I would like to discuss this amend
ment around a series of questions. Why 
is Haiti important to United States na
tional interests? What is the role of the 
United States military in advancing 
our national interests in Haiti? What 
would be the consequences of the adop
tion of this amendment in Haiti? And 
what would be the consequences of the 
adoption of this amendment on the 
conduct of American foreign policy? 

This amendment, Mr. President, 
looks around a globe which has ap
proximately 180 nation states and se
lects one, Haiti, and says that in that 
nation, the United States cannot uti
lize its Armed Forces in the manner 
that the President is authorized in 
every other nation, unless these ex
treme limitations are met. That would 
indicate that we have less national in
terest in Haiti than in virtually any 
other nation in the world. 

I would suggest that that conclusion 
is fundamentally wrong, that, in· fact, 
the United States has very major na
tional interests in Haiti. 

What are those interests? 
First, Mr. President, we have an in

terest in avoiding Haiti becoming the 
role model for democracies across the 
Caribbean and Latin America. 

If we were holding this session of the 
Senate 20 years ago, and had a map of 
the Caribbean and Latin America, and 
had the countries designated by those 
that were ruled by a democracy and 
those ruled by an authoritarian gov
ernment, the map would be a sea of au
thoritarian government flags. Today, 
the map would be exactly the opposite. 

In 20 years, this hemisphere has be
come a garden of emerging democratic 
governments, but it is a garden in 
which the roots of most of those de
mocracies are still relatively shallow. 
There are, in the barracks of the Carib
bean and Latin America, the sons of fa
thers who used to rule those countries, 
sons who feel that it is their right to 
one day rule those countries, not 
through the democratic election proc
ess, but by a restoration of a military 
dictatorship. Those in the barracks are 
looking to Haiti as an example of how 
much resolve, how much commitment, 
does the international community 
have, particularly the democracies of 
the Western Hemisphere and specifi
cally the oldest democracy, the United 
States of America, how deep is our will 
to protect the still fragile plants that 
are growing throughout this hemi
sphere. 

The United States has a tremendous 
interest in the protection of those de
mocracies, in the stabilization of those 
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governments, and through those stable 
political institutions to begin to have 
countries that will grow in their eco
nomic strength and prosperity and be
come contributing and participating 
members in the world economy. 

Second, Mr. President, we have an in
terest because Haiti is not thousands of 
miles away. It was suggested last week, 
almost as an axiom, that Somalia was 
bad. Haiti is Somalia. Therefore, Haiti 
is bad. We should be out of Somalia. 
Therefore, we should be out of, or never 
enter, Haiti. 

Haiti is not Somalia. Haiti is 800 
miles from the United States of Amer
ica. Somalia .is many thousands of 
miles away. 

As much as we grieve for the cir
cumstances in Somalia which led to 
the United States entering that belea
guered country, the consequences of a 
collapse in Somalia are relatively lim
ited on the United States. The con
sequences of what has already hap
pened in Haiti, and what could happen 
if there was a further deterioration of 
conditions, will be direct and imme
diate on the United States of America. 

One of those forms of immediate im
pact will be refugees. We already have 
seen waves of refugees from Haiti, not 
only in the United States but also from 
other countries in this region such as 
the Bahamas. Those are just an indica
tion, a harbinger, of what will happen 
if the hopes for restoration of democ
racy in Haiti are crushed. 

Haiti has also become a major trans
shipment point for drugs as other coun
tries throughout the Caribbean have 
turned away from authoritarian gov
ernments, as they have developed effec
tive law enforcement and judicial sys
tems. Haiti has increasingly stood out 
as a place in which it was relatively 
comfortable, accommodating, and 
highly profitable to conduct drug oper
ations. 

One of the principal sources of in
come of the military coup which has 
controlled Haiti for the past 25 months 
has been through the expansion of drug 
trafficking, using that country almost 
on a lend-lease basis to the worst ele
ments of the drug trade. The United 
States has an interest in preventing a 
further use and expansion of Haiti for 
that purpose. 

I know, Mr. President, it is somewhat 
unpopular now to talk about the U.S. 
interest from a humanitarian stand
point. In some ways, to suggest that 
the United States has an interest in 
human rights and how people are treat
ed around the world puts you in a cat
egory of those who are out of touch 
with a tougher standard of America. 

I had the recent experience of visit
ing the Holocaust Museum here in the 
Nation's Capital. As I left that mu
seum, I was haunted with some ques
tions. 

One of those questions was, why did 
the United States act as it did during 

the 1940's when it was informed of what 
was happening in Nazi Germany and 
had some capabilities to moderate, to 
resist, to make it at least significantly 
more difficult for Hitler to carry out 
his horrendous program of elimination 
of the Jews of Europe? 

The second question is, where is 
something that has those same seeds of 
hatred and bitterness happening 
around the world today, and what is 
the United States doing about it? 

Mr. President, I was in Haiti a week 
ago. I would not analogize Haiti in 1993 
to Nazi Germany in 1943. But there are 
tremendous human rights violations 
which are occurring in Haiti. 

Last week, a very promising young 
man, trained both in Haiti and the 
United States, the Minister of Justice 
of Haiti, was assassinated in front of a 
church where another member of the 
opposition to the military coup was as
sassinated just a few days earlier. 

Those are two examples of the level 
of violence which is occurring in that 
country, which I think should move 
the hearts of Americans who are con
cerned about human rights, who be
lieve that when Thomas Jefferson 
wrote in the Declaration of Independ
ence that all men are born with certain 
inalienable rights, that he was not 
speaking just to those men who happen 
to occupy the British colonies along 
the Atlantic coast but was making a 
universal statement that would influ
ence the way the United States would 
use its role in the world. I believe in 
those words of Thomas Jefferson, and I 
believe they are another reason the 
United States has a national interest 
in what is happening in Haiti today. 

Finally, Mr. President, if you are not 
moved by humanitarian concerns or by 
concerns of democracy or by the poten
tial of refugees and drugs arriving on 
our shores or even concerned about the 
United States citizens who are in Haiti, 
of which there are somewhere between 
1,000 and 10,000, depending on your defi
nition of single and dual citizenship 
persons, we should be concerned about 
the fact that the United States has en
tered into some binding, legal obliga
tions to the international community. 

We were not a parent of the Gov
ernors Island accord, the set of nego
tiations which concluded in early July 
of this year with an agreement signed 
by President Aristide and by Com
mander in Chief Raoul Cedras, but we 
were certainly the godparents after 
that negotiation. We fostered, nur
tured, and led to the completion of 
those agreements. 

Under those agreements and subse
quent United Nations resolutions, we 
took on certain national obligations. 
And that moves, Mr. President, to the 
second question. 

What is the role of the United States 
military in advancing the United 
States national interests in Haiti? 

There has been a long history of rela
tionship of the United States military 

with Haiti. It is well known that we oc
cupied Haiti from 1915 to 1934. What is 
less well known is that we have since 
that date had a continuing role in the 
training and equipping and basic accul
turation of the Haitian military. When 
you go to Haiti and look at their mili
tary and look at their equipment, look 
at their arms, they look very much 
like an American military unit because 
almost every piece of equipment from 
the clothes worn to the rifle carried are 
American. 

The United States has had a signifi
cant role in the training of the Haitian 
·military. On one of my visits to Haiti 
prior to the 1987 election, I met with 
Gen. Raoul Cedras who, at that time, 
was one of the three people in control 
of the Haitian Government setting up 
for what was hoped to be a democratic 
election. I asked Gen. Raoul Cedras if 
he ever visited the United States and 
he said he had on several occasion. I 
said: "In what capacity?" He said, 
"Participating in a United States mili
tary training exercise." I asked him, 
"What were you being trained to do?" 
He said, "Fight World War II as an in
fantry officer." 

That is what we have essentially 
trained the Haitian military to do. The 
fact is the Haitian military had rel
atively limited prospects of participat
ing in World War II. They have used 
the skills that we have largely pro
vided them, as well as the equipment, 
to terrorize their people rather than 
serve as a force for positive good with
in an impoverished country which 
needs every positive institution avail
able to it. 

And so what is the role of the United 
States military in fulfilling our na
tional interests in Haiti? They were 
spelled out in these series of U.N. reso
lutions and the Governors Island ac
cord, and they were that the Haitian 
military was to be divided. It was to be 
divided with the police becoming an 
independent law enforcement agency 
and the military becoming a defense 
institution. 

Today those two operations-police 
and defense-are merged. It would be 
the responsibility of the set of nations, 
largely French-speaking nations such 
as France, itself, Canada, and others to 
help in the professionalization of this 
newly created independent police func
tion. 

It was felt that because of their lin
guistic capabilities, their familiarity 
with some of the French law enforce
ment traditions which will be the tra
ditions of the Haitian police, that they 
represented the appropriate institu
tions, the appropriate nations, to be as
sisting in the police training. 

But, as it came to the defense train
ing, we stood out as the one nation in 
the world, because of this long history 
of involvement, best equipped to carry 
out that function. 

So we set about committing our
selves to two essential tasks: One task 
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was to work with the Haitian military 
in terms of educating it as to how a 
military functions in a democracy; how 
does a military organization itself be
come responsible to civilian direction 
and control. 

I think we have a lot to contribute to 
the Haitian military in that regard. 
For 200 years, we have had a military 
that has functioned in that manner. 

Also, Mr. President, a second task of 
our military was to assist the Haitian 
military in acquiring a new set of 
skills. It was not by accident that the 
military personnel on the U.S.S. Har
lan County in the port of Port-au
Prince last Monday and Tuesday were 
Seabees, Corps of Engineers; they were 
construction workers; they were civil 
engineers. 

They were going into Haiti to assist 
in rebuilding some of the shattered in
frastructure of that country. The very 
first project was going to be to put a 
roof on a school. At the same time, 
they were going to be educating ele
ments of the Haitian military as to 
how to conduct those type of oper
ations in hopes that over time-and 
neither of these two functions, the cul
tivation into democracy or conversion 
into a Corps of Engineers-Seabee type 
of operation, are going to occur quick
ly-this would be a beginning toward 
that fundamental conversion of the de
fense component of the Haitian mili
tary into an institution that would be 
one of civic action and assistance to 
the country rather than one of repres
sion. 

I think those are in the best tradi
tions of the U.S. military. 

The amendment that we have before 
us would preclude those type of activi
ties from occurring. 

I believe that those are exactly the 
kind of roles that the U.S. military 
will increasingly be called upon to 
play, particularly in this hemisphere as 
we begin to assist in converting mili
taries that have previously had a re
_tJJ.'e'3sive role into militaries that will 
be positive and constructive. 

Now, because of that role, our troops, 
had they landed, would have been rel
atively lightly armed. The understand
ing was that they would carry only 
sidearms. 

The fact is that their entry into 
Haiti was conditioned upon two cir
cumstances: One, that there would be a 
permissive environment; that is that 
there will be sufficient tranquility; 
that they could actually climb up on 
this roof of this school and put it up 
without being in danger. And, second, 
that the Haitian military would guar
antee their safety-safety coming off 
the boat, safety at the encampment 
which was going to be established near 
the international airport. 

Neither of those two conditions on 
Monday or Tuesday of last week hap
pened, and the President exercised ab
solute prudence in his decision to not 

allow the troops to disembark. To do so 
would have meant that our troops 
would have been unable to carry out 
their mission and it would have acqui
esced into a violation of the commit
ment the Haitian military had made to 
provide safety and security for these 
United States Seabees and Corps of En
gineers. 

So I believe that the United States 
military has a very important role in 
advancing our national interest in 
Haiti and contributing to deepening 
the roots of democracy in that coun
try. 

Mr. President, the third question is 
what would be the consequences of 
passing the amendment that is before 
us, first, in Haiti, and then what would 
be the consequences in terms of United 
States foreign policy? 

The consequences in Haiti are very 
clear. It would send the strongest sig
nal to the military dictators that they 
had won; that, by intimidation, by re
fusal to meet their international com
mitments, they had been able to over
turn the strongest nation in the world. 
It would give to those military tyrants 
the comfort of knowing that they were 
not going to be held to account for the 
violations they had committed against 
the human rights of their own people 
and the jeopardy in which they had 
placed other nations in this hemi
sphere. 

It would also mean, Mr. President, 
that we would be held responsible for 
the final collapse of the Governors Is
land accord. The Governors Island ac
cord still, today, on October 20, rep
resents the best hope of restoring de
mocracy to Haiti with a limited 
amount of bloodshed. Granted, it is a 
hope which is flickering, but the pa
tient still has a slight heartbeat. I do 
not believe that the United States 
should take the responsibility for dis
engaging the patient from the life sup
port system. The adoption of this 
amendment would be such an act of 
disengagement. 

Finally, it would mean that the Unit
ed States, not only in Haiti but 
assumedly by extension to other na
tions, particularly in the Western 
Hemisphere, would not be prepared to 
play a role in deepening the institution 
of democracy by participating in those 
ways in which important institutions, 
particularly the police and military, 
can be brought into a new relationship 
with the democratic government. All 
those things are going to happen, in ad
dition to the direct impacts on the 
United States of refugees and drugs. 

Fourth, Mr. President, what will be 
the consequences of the adoption of 
this amendment on the conduct of the 
U.S. foreign policy? 

I do not profess to be a Ph.D. student 
on the history of U.S. international re
lations, but I know of no instance in 
which the Congress would have singled 
out one nation in the world and im-

posed such severe restraints on the 
President's ability to conduct foreign 
policy, including the requirement of 
prior approval of a President's actions 
for any action other than the evacu
ation of U.S. citizens. 

I know of no example in American 
international history in which we have 
set such a limit on our U.S. President. 

I would say this is an especially inap
propriate place and an especially inap
propriate time to be considering such a 
limitation on the President. 

In today's Washington Post, there is 
an article written by the former Na
tional Security Adviser to both Presi
dent Bush and President Ford, Brent 
Scowcroft, and the former Under Sec
retary of State for Political Affairs to 
President Bush, Mr. Arnold Kanter. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of my remarks, the full col
umn be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. GRAHAM. I would like to read, 

however, one paragraph of this very il
luminating column entitled "Foreign 
Policy Straitjacket." 

Maneuvering in the complex environment 
of a Somalia-or of a Haiti, Bosnia or the 
other crises that loom on and just over the 
horizon-requires the agility of a ballet 
dancer, not the Mack truck of legislation. In 
a world that increasingly places a premium 
on a rapidly adaptable foreign policy, codify
ing highly detailed requirements in a public 
law is a recipe for ineffectiveness. It under
mines the president 's ability to threaten, ca
jole and pressure our adversaries by publiciz
ing the costs we will and won't pay and by 
broadcasting the conditions and constraints 
under which our forces will operate. At the 
same time, it leaves our friends and allies, 
whose cooperation we seek, to wonder 
whether Congress will permit the president 
to follow through on his promises and com
mitments. Finally , it stays on the books, 
continuing to tie the president's hands as 
circumstances change and Congress's atten
tion shifts to other priorities. Now more 
than ever, trying to legislate foreign policy 
is simply a bad idea. 

Mr. President, this amendment de
nies the fundamental reality that Haiti 
is a neighbor and what happens in that 
country is going to affect our neighbor
hood. It denies the fact that the U.S. 
military has a very positive, construc
tive role to play in converting a nation 
which for the better part of two cen
turies has been wracked by despots and 
by a poverty unknown in any other 
country in the Western Hemisphere. 

To deny to those people the best 
chance they have had for the establish
ment of a government of respect and 
dignity and hope, and our assistance in 
converting institutions which have 
stood in the way of all of those prom
ises, would have devastating con
sequences today in terms of what will 
happen in Haiti. It will have even 
greater potential consequ~nces in what 
will happen to democracy throughout 
this hemisphere. And, at a time when 
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the United States is searching for what 
its role will be in the post-cold-war era, 
while we are looking for an adept lead
ership to respond in our national inter
ests to a whole set of challenges the 
likes of which we have not seen in the 
world since at least the interwar pe
riod, to use this time as the time we 
will single out this one country of 
Haiti and impose this highly legisla
tive, restrictive set of constraints on 
our President's ability to carry out 
America's national interest I think 
will be the height of folly and a folly 
for which this Nation would long pay. 

I urge the defeat of this amendment. 
Rather, I urge, positively, that the 
United States look for some of the 
positive things that are in Haiti and 
can happen in Haiti. We have the best 
chance of restoring democracy. There 
is an absolutely superb Prime Minister, 
Robert Malval, who is currently lead
ing that government. The inter
national financial institutions have in
dicated their desire to be quickly avail
able to assist in the economic restruc
turing of that impoverished country as 
soon as there is political stability. 

The leadership of the country has a 
vision for its future, which is one that 
Americans should share and rejoice in. 
I believe this is not the time to turn 
our back on a neighbor, but rather to 
continue to extend the hand of friend
ship, knowing through that friendship 
not only would the interests of the peo
ple of the United States be advanced, 
but that a neighbor who has been for 
too long held in poverty and in oppres
sion will soon be at the point where 
they can live in the full sunshine of de
mocracy. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1993] 
(By Brent Scowcroft and Arnold Kanter) 

FOREIGN POLICY STRAITJACKET 

Following intensive negotiations with the 
administration, the Senate last week passed 
the Byrd amendment to the fiscal year 1994 
defense appropriations bill, setting a variety 
of conditions on U.S. military involvement 
in Somalia. This action has been described as 
a good example of bipartisan leadership in 
the Senate, of the spirit of constructive com
promise between the executive and legisla
tive branches and as a political victory for 
the administration. 

But it was something more. Whatever its 
impact on our Somalia policy, the Byrd 
amendment also sets an important precedent 
in redefining the respective roles that the 
president and Congress will play in deciding 
when, where, why and how U.S. military 
forces are used. It is a precedent that has 
disturbing implications for this or any presi
dent's ability to conduct an effective foreign 
policy in the post-Cold War world. 

This is not the place to debate whether our 
Somalia policy is sensible or misguided, or 
whether the particular provisions in the Sen
ate bill are wise or foolish. Somalia may be 
the case at hand, but what is at stake is 
nothing less than defining the proper role of 
Congress in the conduct of foreign policy and 
the use of our armed forces as an instrument 
of that policy. Not only may the " Dole 
amendment" on Haiti present that issue 

again in the days ahead, but we are likely 
also . to face it with increasing frequency as 
part of the larger debate about the purposes 
and limits of U.S. engagement in the world. 
It is important that we get it right. 

From this broader policy perspective. the 
Byrd amendment poses two kinds of prob
lems. First. it goes beyond the legitimate 
congressional role in establishing policy pa
rameters to spell out in detail what the 
president may and may not do in carrying 
out that policy, including setting a deadline 
for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Soma
lia, specifying the military mission of our 
forces while they remain there, describing 
the capabilities they are to possess and even 
defining the command arrangements that 
are to govern them. Second, it sets out all 
these requirements in legislation that is in
tended to become the law of the land. 

There are sound constitutional grounds for 
arguing that wherever one reasonably draws 
the line that separates the foreign policy re
sponsibilities of the president from the job of 
Congress, the Byrd amendment crosses it. 
But there also are practical reasons for being 
concerned that if the Byrd amendment be
comes the model for future congressional in
volvement, U.S. foreign policy will be the 
victim. 

Maneuvering in the complex environment 
of a Somalia- or of a Haiti, Bosnia or the 
other crises that loom on and just over the 
horizon-requires the agility of a ballet 
dancer. not the Mack truck of legislation. In 
a world that increasingly places a premium 
on a rapidly adaptable foreign policy, codify
ing highly detailed requirements in a public 
law is a recipe for ineffectiveness. It under
mines the president's ability to threaten, ca
jole and pressure our adversaries by publiciz
ing the costs we will and won't pay and by 
broadcasting the conditions and constraints 
under which our forces will operate. At the 
same time , it leaves our friends and allies, 
whose cooperation we seek, to wonder 
whether Congress will permit the president 
to follow through on his promises and com
mitments. Finally, it stays on the books, 
continuing to tie the president's hands as 
circumstances change and Congress's atten
tion shifts to other priorities. Now more 
than ever, trying to legislate foreign policy 
is simply a bad idea. 

The alternative is not for Congress to give 
the president a blank check and abdicate its 
constitutional responsibilities in foreign pol
icy. Congress is a valuable sounding board 
and source of wise counsel. It can offer in
valuable assistance in rallying public opin
ion behind the president and is uniquely po
sitioned to run political sanity checks on the 
president's proposed policies and actions, of
fering its distinctive insights into the mood 
of the country and how best to take the vot
ers ' concerns into account. 

Nor is Congress without leverage in help
ing presidents remember this essential les
son. It can hold the president accountable 
for his actions before the bar of public opin
ion-and ultimately the ballot box-by call
ing hearings and requiring the administra
tion to send reports detailing the progress, 
problems and prognosis of particular issues. 
If all else fails, of course, it can resort to the 
power of the purse to enforce its will. 

The president too must do his job. First, he 
must exercise the foreign policy leadership 
that is his unique responsibility, or Congress 
surely will be tempted- or feel obliged-to 
cross the constitutional line and fill the vac
uum. Second, he must build and sustain pub
lic and congressional confidence in that lead~ 
ership by means of frequent, serious con-

sultations with the Hill and clear expla
nations to the American people about our 
purposes and stakes. The recent congres
sional actions on Somalia and the current 
debate about Haiti can be read as evidence of 
what happens when the president does not 
accomplish both these tasks. 

All presidents know-or learn-that their 
foreign policy cannot succeed and their 
tough foreign policy decisions will not be 
sustained without bipartisan support borne 
of clear, honest dialogue between the two 
branches of government. But Congress can
not exercise foreign policy leadership, and 
the president must not acquiesce in its ill
considered efforts to do so. Congress cannot 
conduct a successful foreign policy; only the 
president can. Likewise, Congress cannot 
formulate and execute an effective political
military strategy to accomplish foreign pol
icy objectives; only the president can. 

Put simply, our country can ill-afford 535 
secretaries of state, and still less 535 com
manders in chief. Congress, for its part, must 
participate in the grand debate about the 
scope and nature of American engagement in 
the new world order, but it also must resist 
the temptation to legislate our foreign pol
icy and how military forces will be used to 
support it. For his part, the president should 
encourage and benefit from Congress 's legiti
mate participation, but he also must stand 
ready to veto any legislation that under
mines his ability to fulfill his foreign policy 
responsibilities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in con
sidering the pending amendment by the 
distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina, I believe the Senate should 
be cautious in undercutting Presi
dential authority based on our con
stitutional power over the purse, even 
where the circumstances show the U.S. 
foreign policy is· most unwise. 

It is understandable the temptation 
is present to bring amendments to 
limit Presidential authority in light of 
the serious miscalculations in Somalia 
and in Bosnia and in Haiti. But I sug
gest that this is a time for prudence be
fore we undercut the delicate balance 
of constitutional authority between 
the President, as Commander in Chief 
and the principal architect of foreign 
policy, and the authority which the 
Congress has in a variety of ways, in
cluding the power of the purse. 

For most of the time prior to coming 
to the Senate and after being here, my 
concerns have been over excessive exer
cise of Presidential authority in dero
gP tion of the sole power of the Con
g ·ess to declare war. I recall very well, 
as a student at the University of Penn
sylvania majoring in in ernational re
lations, the concerns wl~i .hI had about 
the involvement of the United States 
in a war, the Korean war, without the 
appropriate constitutional declaration 
of war by the Congress. I remember 
well the day the Korean war started, on 
June 25, 1950, because I was among sev
eral thousand Reserve Officer Training 
Corps Cadets at Lowry Air Force Base 
in Denver, CO, on a Sunday, June 25, 
1950. 

As that conflict started, most of us 
who were issued khakis that day 
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thought we would never return to the 
universities for our final year in col
lege, but we did. That was a very spe
cial recollection for me about a war 
which Congress never declared. I have 
raised that issue on this floor on a 
number of occasions, including a de
bate with Senator Percy, then chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, when we were considering the War 
Powers Act in about 1983, concerning 
Lebanon, and Senator Percy concurred 
with my assessment that Korea was a 
war. 

I have sought, on a number of occa
sions, as the distinguished Presiding 
Officer may recollect, in Judiciary 
Committee hearings, to ascertain the 
status of Korea as a war in terms of 
some guidance from Supreme Court 
nominees as to how they might view 
the congressional authority to declare 
war contrasted with the President's au
thority as Commander in Chief. Korea 
is an event which will never recur, so it 
is not a matter to come before the 
Court in that form. 

This is a matter which has been of 
real concern. I also expressed the con
cern in the debates on the War Powers 
Act during Lebanon when it seemed to 
me the President was beyond his 
power, with the failure of the Congress 
to invoke the War Powers Act and the 
challenge of the President to the con
stitutionality of the War Powers Act. 

We have seen a significant shift, I 
submit, in the course of the past sev
eral months, as we have had indecisive 
and vacillating policy from the Presi
dent in three major ar~as: Bosnia, So
malia, and now Haiti. 

There have been a series, really a 
raft, of amendments; a number by the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]; by the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. MCCAIN]; the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. NICKLES]; and now by the 
Sen a tor from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS]. It seems to me that we have to 
be cautious and not create the con
stitutional confrontation and the up
setting of this delicate balance. 

When we talk about the constitu
tionality of the War Powers Act, it is 
worth noting, as I mentioned briefly on 
the floor yesterday, that there had 
been an effort made to have a test case 
of the War Powers Act back in about 
1983, an effort that was encouraged by 
then majority leader Howard Baker, 
when a number of us prepared legal pa
pers seeking the agreement of the 
President, but that was not forthcom
ing, and there was never a constitu
tional test in the Supreme Court. 

I think had the War Powers Act been 
sustained, it would have taken a lot of 
pressure off the challenges which are 
now being made. 

Turning to the specific language of 
the amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina, 
it ca:lls for a cutoff of funds where 
there are "operations of the Armed 

Forces of the United States in Haiti 
unless * * * specifically authorized in 
* * * advance of the operations, or the 
President certifies * * * to Congress 
that United States citizens in Haiti are 
in imminent danger and that a tem
porary deployment of armed forces is 
necessary in order to protect and evac
uate United States citizens. * * *" 

In my view, Mr. President, it is inap
propriate and, beyond being inappropri
ate, dangerous to prescribe limitations 
on the actions of the President as Com
mander in Chief in advance as to what 
he may do. It seems to me that the War 
Powers Act struck the appropriate bal
ance in not disallowing the involve
ment of U.S. troops and hostilities for 
at least 60 days and then calling for 
their withdrawal at the end of a 60-day 
period, unless specifically authorized 
by Congress. But there are too many 
emergency situations for the Congress 
to cut off funding, as drastic a remedy 
as that is, in advance of the operations. 

Further, it is my view that there 
may be other reasons why the Presi
dent would have to act, beyond the pro
tection of United States citizens in 
Haiti, and that language limiting such 
Presidential action through a tem
porary deployment is also unwise. 

There are, of course, very substantial 
reasons why the intuitive reaction is 
opposed to having United States troops 
involved in Haiti. There are very seri
ous questions about the national inter
est of the United States going there. 
There are very serious questions about 
the propriety of the role of the United 
States in trying to put President 
Aristide in power. But it seems to me 
that under our constitutional form of 
government, those are judgments 
which have to be made by the Presi
dent, and that, if there is to be appro
priate Executive authority, it would be 
a very bad precedent for the Congress 
to exercise its authority to cut off 
funds, as proposed by this amendment. 

The constitutionality of such an 
amendment, I think, is in real ques
tion. Certainly, if there is to be a chal
lenge of the President's authority as 
Commander in Chief, the strongest 
grounds for such congressional action 
would most likely be the cutoff of 
funds since the Constitution expressly 
authorizes the Congress to control the 
purse. 

But as a matter of prudence and as a 
matter of long-term institutional stat
ure and stability, it is my view that we 
should not interfere in this way with 
the power of the President to operate 
as Commander in Chief. 

There is a considerable body of pres
sure in the political arena and in the 
political context that may be exerted 
to preclude unwise actions by the 
President. There is certainly oppor
tunity for consultation and for Con
gress to make its views known, but the 
precedent for cutting off funds on the 
limited circumstances prescribed by 

this amendment, and especially requir
ing authorization in advance of emer
gency action by the President, I think, 
would be very unwise. 

Although I understand the reasons 
for which my colleague from North 
Carolina has brought this amendment 
forward- because of his very substan
tial disagreement with the policy-! 
believe, in the first instance, that pol
icy appropriately remains with the 
President, with the power of the Con
gress to act thereafter in pursuit of the 
provisions of the War Powers Act, 
which I believe to be constitutional 
and enforceable. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

WELLSTONE). The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. HATFIELD per

taining to the introduction of S. 1572 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield the floor. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
· APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. MACK addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. MACK. Thank you, Mr. Presi

dent. 
What is the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is amendment 1072 of
fered by the Senator from North Caro
lina. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chair. 
I rise in opposition to the Helms 

amendment on Haiti. There are several 
reasons why I do so. The first of which 
I wish to speak about, which several 
others have already touched on, is that 
it restricts the power of the President 
by limiting his options. 

I should like to read a portion of a 
letter that the President has sent 
which touches on a lot of different 
amendments that have been proposed 
or that are being offered during this de
bate. 

The letter says: 
I am fundamentally opposed to amend

ments which improperly limit my ability to 
perform my duties as Commander in Chief. 

He goes on further to say: 
And which could weaken the confidence of 

our allies in the United States. Such amend
ments would provide encouragement to ag
gressors and repressive rulers around the 
world who seek to operate without fear of re
prisal. 

That letter could have been written 
by any President of the United States. 
It addresses an argument and debate 
that has gone on in this country for 
over 200 years regarding the role of the 
Congress and the role of the President 
with respect to foreign policy. 
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MAZZOLI, BRYANT, FISH, and MCCOL
LUM. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, for the consideration of sec
tions 1351, 1352, and 1354-1359 of the 
House bill and sections 654 and 3501-
3506 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. STUDDS, TAUZIN, LIPIN
SKI, FIELDS of Texas, and BATEMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, for consideration of sections 
265, 1314, and 3137 of the House bill and 
sections 328, 2841, 2851, 2915, 3103, and 
3135 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
and Messrs. REED, FIELDS of Texas, and 
BATEMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Natural Resources, for 
consideration of section 2818 of ·the 
House bill and sections 2855, 3132, 3139, 
and 3147 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. MILLER of California, 
VENTO, LEHMAN, and YOUNG of Alaska, 
and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, for consideration of sections 
364, 901, 934, 943, and 1408 of the House 
bill and sections 523, 1064, and 3504 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, and Mrs. 
MORELLA. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation, for consideration of sections 
2816 and 2841 of the House bill and sec
tions 1063, 1087, 2833, 2842, and 2917 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Messrs. 
MINETA, APPLEGATE, WISE, SHUSTER, 
and CLINGER. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Rules, for consideration 
of section 1008 (relating to funding 
structure for contingency operations) 
of the House bill, and modifications 
committed to conference: Messrs. DER
RICK, BEILENSON, FROST, SOLOMON, and 
QUILLEN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, for consideration of sec
tions 215, 262, 265, 1303, 1304, 1312-1318, 
and 3105 of the House bill and sections 
203, 233, 235, 803, and 3141-3148 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. VALENTINE, Ms. E.B. 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WALKER, and 
Mr. FAWELL. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Small Business, for con
sideration of section 829 of the House 
bill, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Veterans ' Affairs, for 

consideration of sections 1071 and 1079 
of the Senate amendment, and modi
fications committed to conference: 
Messrs. MONTGOMERY, SANG MEISTER, 
and STUMP. Provided, Mr. SLATTERY is 
appointed in lieu of Mr. SANGMEISTER 
solely for the consideration of section 
1079. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of sections 653, 705, and 
1087 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. ROSTENKOWSKI, GIB
BONS, PICKLE, ARCHER, and CRANE. 

There was no objection. 

0 1930 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2519, 
DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1994 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 2519) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus
tice, and State, the judiciary, and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill . 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Thursday, October 14, 1993, at page 
24542.) 

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

The Chair recognizes the distin
guished gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. 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 conference report and the 
amendments in disagreement on H.R. 
2519, the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice, and State, the Judiciary and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 
1994, and that I be permitted to insert 
a table and extraneous matter follow
ing my remarks on the conference re
port. 

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

There was no objection. 

0 1940 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I will only take about 1 
minute. This conference report has 

been available for the Members for 5 
days. I think most everybody knows 
what is in the report. I will just sum
marize very briefly. 

The total amount of money for budg
et authority is $23,396,781,000. Of that, 
$3.8 billion is to continue various pro
grams for technology enhancement, 
economic development incentives, sci
entific research, fisheries development, 
weather forecasting services, inter
national trade and tourism promotion, 
and for small business development. 

There is $10.1 billion in discretionary 
appropriations for the Department of 
Justice and the law enforcement agen
cies. The conference report also in
cludes $2.7 plus billion for the judici
ary. The conference agreement also in
cludes funding for related agencies 
such as, $374.4 million for the Maritime 
Administration, $400 million for the 
Legal Services Corporation, $657 mil
lion for the Small Business Adminis
tration, and $1.142 billion for the U.S. 
Information Agency. 

Mr. Speaker, 178 amendments were 
added to the bill when it went to the 
Senate. We have been able to resolve 
all of these. I think there is only one 
upon which we will probably have a 
vote. It is my hope that that is the 
case. 

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 17 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope not to take that 
entire time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the conference report to ac
company H.R. 2519, the fiscal year 1994 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
State, the judiciary, and related agen
cies appropriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the chairmen of the 
House-Senate conference committee, 
and all the members of the conference 
committee, are to be commended for 
their diligence in crafting a conference 
report which I believe all Members 
should support. 

Under the leadership of the chairmen 
of the conference committee-the gen
tleman from Iowa and the gentleman 
from South Carolina-and with the 
help of a revised 602(b) allocation, the 
conferees were able to make some im
portant improvements over the House
passed bill, particularly in high prior
ity areas such as law enforcement, and 
immigration controls. In addition, the 
conferees have placed controls on U.N. 
peace keeping. 

For the Department of Justice, an 
area of particular concern to many 
Members of this body, the conference 
agreement provides a $130 million in
crease over the House-passed bill. A 
sizable portion of this increase finances 
a comprehensive immigration initia
tive which will allow us not only to de
tect and apprehend, but also to detain 
and deport, illegal aliens. The con
ference report provides a $90 million in
crease over the House-passed bill for 
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democracy are spotted on the open 
seas-! might add many times, and 
thank God they are spotted by their 
Cuban brothers in airplanes flying over 
the Florida straits- the United States 
Coast Guard goes out and picks them 
up and brings them to Florida where 
they are welcomed with open arms. 

But in the case of the Haitians, as 
soon as they get in their boats they are 
interdicted by that same Coast Guard 
and returned to the island. 

It is a policy that will not hold up 
very much longer. So I say to my col
leagues, who have trouble and who are 
concerned about what our policy in 
Haiti should be, I would ask you to re
ject this amendment because this 
amendment really does not address the 
situation in Haiti and, in fact, ham
strings the President's ability to deal 
with that situation. 

In conclusion, I would say to my col
leagues I hope that they will reject this 
amendment because this Nation should 
continue its commitment to the pro
jection of the principles and the ideas 
of freedom and democracy around the 
world. 

I yield the floor. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, what is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the Helms amend
ment. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you . 
I would like an opportunity to ad

dress that amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi

dent , the debate on this amendment 
raises two fundamental, basic sets of 
issues. One set of issues goes to the 
question of Haiti directly and what the 
United States policy should be with re
gard to that country, which is only 600 
miles off of the coast of Florida. 

The second issue is a much larger 
one . It is the relationship between Con
gress and the Presidency on the con
duct of U.S . foreign policy in the post
cold war world. The key question is 
whether our foreign policy is going to 
be driven by CNN and opinion polls and 
political expediency, or a race for the 
Presidency, or whether coherent archi
tecture and criterion can be developed 
in the new era. 

As my colleagues know, the situation 
in Haiti is complex and fast moving. 
Our policy, however, Mr. President, 
must not simply be reactive. Instead, it 
must be based on the fundamentals of 
the situation there, and establish a 

framework for dealing with the events 
as they arise- based on our interests 
and on our values. 

Mr. President, Haiti has a long his
tory of dictatorship and oppression. 
Their recent legacy is of the Duvalier's 
" Papa Doc" and " Baby Doc" and a suc
cession of military coups . The people of 
Haiti , however, want an end to mili
tary dictatorship and corruption. They 
want a chance to choose their own 
leaders. Mr. President, they want de
mocracy. 

The first time the people of Haiti 
were given the opportunity to vote in 
December 1990, they elected President 
Aristide with an overwhelming 67 per
cent of the vote. This was an enormous 
victory for the deepening of democratic 
institutions in that country. 

Unfortunately, 9 months later, Presi
dent Aristide was ousted in yet another 
illegal coup that has been condemned 
by the entire international commu
nity, including the administrations of 
both Presidents Bush and Clinton. 

The U.S. Government under Presi
dent Clinton's leadership, working 
under considerable handicaps, in a fast 
moving, fluid situation, has consist
ently worked diplomatically to bring 
about the conditions for the restora
tion of democracy. 

It executed a policy of sanctions in
tended to isolate the Haitian military 
and bring them to the negotiating 
table. The President revoked the visas 
of coup supporters and their family 
members. At the request of Ambas
sador Albright, the U.N . Security 
Council passed Resolution 841 on June 
23 imposing an arms and oil embargo 
on Haiti. 

Mr. President, these sanctions were 
extremely successful. Haiti does not 
have large storage facilities for oil, and 
the military leaders did not impose 
strict rationing. As a result, after only 
2 weeks, the sanctions began to have 
real bite, and General Cedras was nego
tiating with President Aristide at Gov
ernors Island in New York. 

Those of us in Washington who fol
lowed this event knew that there was 
an accord signed by President Aristide 
and General Cedras on July 3. This 
agreement committed both sides in the 
Haitian conflict to peace and democ
racy. The Governors Island accord was 
not widely reported in the media as an 
important breakthrough. But this 
agreement, Mr. President, is critical to 
the future of a peaceful Haiti. 

The Governors Island accord is a 
nine-step process to deny a dictator
ship and restore democracy. The accord 
required both sides to make significant 
compromises, and until last week, was 
well on track. 

In step 4, the suspension of U.N. sanc
tions occurred at the end of August. 

In step 6, an amnesty granted by 
President Aristide to those participat
ing in the coup that overthrew him was 
declared October 3. 

The first six steps had been com
pleted. 

Step 7 was for Police Commissioner 
Francois to step down and the Haitian 
Parliament to implement legislation 
separating the police from the mili
tary. This was supposed to happen on 
October 15. But Mr. Francois did not 
step down , breaking, instead, the terms 
of the accord. 

He decided to defy the Governors Is
land accord by arranging that the only 
slip in the port of Port-au-Prince that 
could hold, the U.S. Harlan County, 
would be occupied. It is important that 
the Harlan County, the ship, was not 
bringing in an occupation force . In
stead, the ship carried United States 
forces who were to train the Haitian 
police and begin to work on restoring 
the country 's devastated infrastruc
ture. 

Mr. Francois, head of the police, con
trols the port, so if he wanted the slip 
to be opened, it could have been. In
stead of assisting efforts to implement 
the accord, he organized a group of 
armed thugs to protest at the port. 
Those protests, and pictures of the mob 
harassing U.S. Charge d'Affaires, Vicki 
Huddleston, the highest ranking offi
cial at the U.S . Embassy at the time , 
as she tried to meet that ship, were 
broadcast into our living rooms. 

After the military 's abrogation of the 
commitment, the U.N. Security Coun
cil passed Resolution 875, which reim
poses the oil and arms embargo against 
Haiti. President Clinton sent six war
ships to ensure that oil and arms do 
not sail into Haiti. The United States 

. is being joined in this effort by Canada, 
Argentina, France, the United King
dom, and the Netherlands. I support 
the enforcement of sanctions, and I 
support the President 's decision to 
send those warships. 

This policy is prudent . It sends a sig
nal that the United States will not per
mit business as usual in Haiti, will not 
allow a coup to go forward because, un
fortunately, business as usual means 
dictatorship, oppression, and poverty 
for all but a handful of elites. 

In the specific case of Haiti, the prac
tical effect of this amendment is to 
embolden those elements in Haiti that 
are committed to blocking the imple
mentation of the Governors Island ac
cord, which undermines the govern
ment of President Aristide. 

I believe, Mr. President, the U.S. 
Government in this situation, and in 
many other situations, that, we are 
taking up now, must speak with a sin
gle voice. We must tell the illegitimate 
dictators of Haiti that they cannot in
definitely defy the will of their own 
people and of the international com
munity. We must tell them they can
not destroy democracy. We do not want 
to reward the forces of oppression and 
instability by overly restricting Presi
dent Clinton's ability to handle the sit
uation in Haiti and its ramifications. It 
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is not prudent policy to weaken the 
President's hand and ensure that the 
situation we are trying to avoid in 
Haiti, namely, the further entrench
ment of the military, occurs. It is the 
President's concern that this is exactly 
what would happen if this amendment 
were to pass. 

I would like to quote a letter from 
President Clinton to the majority lead
er with regard to this subject gen
erally. It says: 

With regard to the potential amend
ment on Haiti, let me caution against 
action that could aggravate that na
tion's violent conflict and undermine 
American interests. The situation on 
the ground in Haiti is highly unstable. 
Limiting my ability to act, or even cre
ating the perception of such a limita
tion, could signal a green light to Hai
ti's military and police authorities in 
their brutal efforts to resist the return 
to democracy, could limit my ability 
to protect the more than 1,000 Ameri
cans currently in Haiti, and could trig
ger another mass exodus of Haitians at 
great risk to their lives and potential 
costs and disruption to our Nation and 
others. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
a clear interest in making sure that 
the Haitian Government can provide a 
secure environment for its citizens. 
But if the Haitian people believe the 
current human rights abuses and polit
ical oppression will continue indefi
nitely, they will begin to build boats 
and sail for our shores. 

The people of Haiti will travel at 
great risk to themselves in search of 
freedom. It is imperative the people of 
Haiti be able to live in freedom in 
Haiti. 

Let me say clearly that Haiti's crisis 
cannot be solved entirely by us. It can 
only be solved by the Haitian people. 
All segments of Haitian society must 
participate. In the current climate of 
violence and intimidation in Haiti, the 
majority cannot participate. 

This amendment would continue the 
instability because it would be inter
preted by the military that they can 
indefinitely delay the return of democ
racy. 

Mr. President, there are some com
parisons in the discussion between this 
and the crisis in Somalia that are on
going as well. This is not the same sit
uation. This is not the same as the cri
sis in Somalia. The American people 
understand that. But for timing one 
would not be compared to the other. 

I would like to quote from an edi
torial a few days ago from a major 
daily newspaper in central Illinois, the 
Peoria Journal Star: 

Somalia has important lessons for fu
ture missions. The Haitian one is not 
one among them. In the case of Haiti 
the cause is callous repression and mis
ery 600 miles off our shores. Wholly 
apart from the humanitarian argu
ment, a stable, peaceful democratic 

Haiti is very much in the interest of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD the entire 
editorial. 

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

While Somalia has important lessons for 
future missions, the Haitian one is not 
among them * * *. In Somalia * * * for hu
manitarian reasons we dropped nearly 30,000 
American soldiers into a civil war in a coun
try 8,000 miles away, where we had not been 
invited. We assumed our hosts would be so 
grateful they would put away their guns. We 

. were wrong. In the case of Haiti , the cause is 
chaos, repression and misery 600 miles off 
our shores * * *. If the fledgling government 
falls again to the military , refugees will fall 
again this way. For us, they will create an 
impossible dilemma. We cannot afford to ab
sorb all of those who will have a legitimate 
claim for political asylum, but neither can 
we afford to exempt only Haitians from our 
asylum policy. Wholly apart from the hu
manitarian argument, a stable, peaceful, 
democratic Haiti is very much in the inter
est of the United States. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, last week the Senate passed the 
Byrd amendment to pull United States 
troops out of Somalia by March 31. We 
had a major debate about our policy to
ward that country. That debate was 
important and it is just as important 
for this body to debate United States 
policy toward Haiti. But we do not 
want to do so in a way that creates 
precedent on the relationship between 
Congress and the Presidency on an ad 
hoc basis. That can have enormous 
consequences in the future. 

The conflict between the Congress 
and the President over their respective 
roles and responsibilities concerning 
the conduct of foreign policy toward 
Haiti is not unique. We are likely to 
find ourselves in similar situations in 
the future. 

While, the Congress has the power to 
declare war and fund military actions, 
the Nation's founders intentionally 
created a tension between the execu
tive and legislative branches of Gov
ernment, as the distinguished minority 
leader so eloquently explained on the 
Senate floor on July 20, 1973, during the 
debate on the War Powers Act where he 
says: 

The draftsmen of the Constitution clearly 
intended to divide the war power between 
the President and the Congress, but just as 
clearly, did not intend to precisely define 
that boundary. They rejected the traditional 
power of kings to commit unwilling nations 
to war to further the king 's international po
litical objectives. At the same time, they 
recognized the need for quick Presidential 
response to rapidly developing international 
situations. The Framers of the Constitution, 
in making this division of authority between 
the executive and legislative branches, did 
not make a detailed allocation of authority 
between the two branches. But nearly 200 
years of practice has given rise to a number 
of precedents and usages , although it cannot 
be confidently said that any sharp line of de
marcation exists as a result of this history. 

The distinguished Senator from Kan
sas went on in that debate to, 

* * * dispel any notion that the United 
States engage in armed hostility with a for
eign power only if Congress declared war. 
From the earliest days of the Republic, all 
three branches of Government has recog
nized this is not so, and that not every 
armed conflict between forces of two 
sovereigns is " war." 

Mr. President, there are many armed 
conflicts in our history in which Con
gress did not declare war: 

In 1801 President Jefferson sent 
American naval vessels to the Medi
terranean to protect commerce against 
attack by the Barbary pirates. 

In 1846 President Polk ordered mili
tary forces to Mexico and the independ
ent Republic of Texas in order to pre
vent interference by Mexico with the 
proposed annexation of Texas to the 
United States. 

In 1861, President Lincoln called for 
75,000 volunteers to suppress the rebel
lion by the Southern States and pro
claim a blockade of the Confederacy. 

In 1900, President McKinley sent 5,000 
United States troops as part of an 
international force to stop the Boxer 
rebellion in China. 

In my lifetime, the Korean war was 
not declared as such by the Congress. 
And finally, the military action in 
Vietnam never received explicit con
gressional authorization, although the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution was some
times cited as congressional approval 
for that conflict. It was that conflict 
that caused Congress to assert its role 
in the decision on whether to go to war 
by enacting the War Powers Act of 
1973. 

The War Powers Act was passed to 
ensure if U.S. troops were to be used 
extensively, for a period longer than 60 
days, Congress would have a veto. It 
was approved over President Nixon's 
veto, by a vote of 75 to 18 with over
whelming bipartisan support. 

The War Powers Act, with its more 
precisely defined relationship between 
Congress and the President in this 
most critical of policy areas, was not 
entered into lightly. Extensive hear
ings were held in both the House and 
Senate beginning in March 1973. That 
bill did not pass until November of that 
year, a full 8 months later. This was 
not an example of congressional 
gridlock. It was an example of appro
priately thorough investigation and de
liberation, because this body recog
nized the significance of the War Pow
ers Act and the precedent it set. 

Mr. President, we should not revise 
the relationship between the Congress 
and the President set out in the War 
Powers Act by forcing the President to 
get congressional authority for United 
States policy in Haiti before he takes 
action. That would be extraordinary 
change in the latitude and the author
ity of the President to conduct foreign 
policy. 
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This kind of change must not be 

made without full hearings and with
out careful thoughtful consideration. 
Acting on an appropriations bill, as 
this is, on a rushed, ad hoc amendatory 
basis, ties the President's hands, sets a 
precedent for future situations, and is 
an unwise way to address the serious 
issues involved with Haiti policy. It is 
a bad policy. It is bad for the United 
States. It is bad for our leadership posi
tion in the world. It is bad not only for 
this President but for future Presi
dents, and one that we should stop and 
seriously consider before we act. 

There is no good reason to ·have a 
rushed debate on this appropriations 
bill. We are 20 days into a continuing 
resolution. This is not the vehicle, nor 
is it the time, to take action with con
sequences that go well beyond this spe
cifics of Haiti. This amendment would 
affect all Presidents in the future and 
not just this President. But with this 
amendment and the amendment that 
was defeated yesterday, we are acting 
on legislation which will fundamen
tally change the relationship between 
the executive and the Congress. 

Mr. President, in the last few years 
with the fall of the Iron Curtain in the 
Soviet Union, the world has changed. 
This administration has not created 
this change. Circumstances have cre
ated change, and the old framework 
just does not necessarily apply. Put
ting a new framework into place is not 
going to happen overnight. While that 
process is underway it is not in the 
best interest of our country to hastily 
revise the relationship between Con
gress and President, just to respond to 
the situation of the moment. 

To pass this amendment is not only 
to damage this President, but future 
Presidents as well. It will be ill-consid
ered and unwise precedent for us to 
adopt. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I just 
left a meeting that I was fortunate 
enough to be able to attend with Presi
dent Aristide just moments ago. 

It was heartening to hear President 
Aristide talk about the situation in 
Haiti, how he was committed to the 
Governors Island accord, and how he 
was committed to the restoration of 
democracy. 

He said something that was really 
very crucial, given the debate that hap
pened on the floor here about an hour 
ago. He said that he has gone to great 
extent-and these are my words-to 
say yes to democracy; that he has gone 
to great extent to say "yes" to non-vi
olence. 

He gave an account of the cir
cumstances of his deposition, if you 
will, as the President of that country 
when he was actually held under armed 
guard and said, even at that point, he 
said yes to non-violence as a way of ap
proaching the situation in his country. 

He is working and doing everything 
that he can to bring about a peaceful 

resolution of the coup there, of the sit
uation there in Haiti, so as to bring 
peace and prosperity to his people. 

He spoke, and I think eloquently, 
about the need to establish peace in 
Haiti, to give people some security pre
cisely so they will not build boats and 
risk their lives to leave their country 
out of fear for that security. 

He spoke of the need to bring a halt 
to the drug trading that has so charac
terized the thugs that are now in power 
in that country right now. 

And he spoke about his love for Haiti 
and his love for nonviolence as an ap
proach to resolution of issues. He spoke 
of saying mass, and I will remind the 
Members of this body that President 
Aristide is a priest. He spoke of saying 
mass while 50 people in the church 
were killed, the church was burned 
when it was over, and he still called for 
nonviolence and he still called for 
peace. 

Mr. President, the question before us 
now is whether or not we will, as the 
old typing test used to tell us, whether 
or not this is the time for all good men 
and women to come to the aid of de
mocracy. That is the question before 
us-whether or not we are going to 
stand up for the values that we say we 
believe in to the rest of the world and 
protect a budding democracy not 600 
miles mile away from our own border. 

It seems to me that we have an obli
gation to ourselves as well as to our 
values, as well as to our future, as well 
as to the economies of our region and 
our hemisphere, to do everything we 
can to send a signal to the tyrants and 
the despots that this kind of military 
action, this kind of violence, this kind 
of coup today will not be tolerated. We 
will stand by those who believe and 
stand up for the principles that we say 
we believe in. Democracy in this hemi
sphere is important enough a value for 
the American people to stand in full 
support of the restoration of President 
Aristide to the Presidency of Haiti, of 
the restoration of democracy to that 
country, and of the development of an 
infrastructure and a construct for 
peace and prosperity for the Haitian 
people and for the people of our hemi
sphere. 

I, therefore, Mr. President, urge my 
colleagues to oppose this ill-considered 
amendment. 

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

a tor from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I just want 

to commend our colleague from Illinois 
for a very eloquent statement, and a 
very thorough and comprehensive anal
ysis of the events that led us up to the 
position we are in today, in going back 
and discussing the events of the last 2 
years, particularly the events of the 
last several months that led to the 
July 3 Governors Island accord. I also 
want to thank her for her very thor
ough analysis o"f the 1 hour and 15 or 20 

minute meeting that a rather large 
group of us from the U.S. Senate had 
with President Aristide. It was a very 
frank and open and blunt conversation, 
I might say, raising some of the very 
issues that some people have raised 
here today in the context of the 
amendment that is before us. 

Our colleague from Illinois is provid
ing an invaluable service in relating 
those responses of President Aristide, 
particularly the point that she has 
made about his nonviolent commit
ment in terms of the restoration of de
mocracy. She said something else that 
I think was particularly important, be
cause we have had a lot of discussion 
here today in this room about the im
plications of various speeches and pic
tures-which, by the way, he denies 
completely. 

She said: 
This is not about President Aristide; this 

is about democracy. It is not about an indi
vidual here; it is about whether or not this 
country has a chance at all to have democ
racy restored. 

And aside from the fact that Presi
dent Aristide has unequivocally denied 
the allegations that have been raised 
against him personally, it is impor
tant, I think, for our colleagues to heed 
the words of our colleague from Illi
nois: This is an issue that transcends 
individuals. It is about a country that 
has never known, in its almost 200-year 
history, a minute of democracy outside 
of the 7 months that President Aristide 
served as President of this country. 
And we have a chance to express our
selves in this body in terms of trying 
to do what we can to see to it that de
mocracy has a chance. 

That is really what all this is about. 
So I commend my colleague from Il

linois again for her thoughtful and 
comprehensive statement about the 
situation in Haiti. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I would just like to 
take a moment to thank my .colleague 
from Connecticut for his gracious sup
port. He is an expert on this situation. 
He is an expert on Haiti. He spent, as I 
understand it, years in the Peace Corps 
in Haiti. I daresay that was at least 30 
years ago. 

Mr. DODD. Be careful. 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I am joking. 
But he spent some time in that coun-

try. He knows it very well. He knows 
its people and he knows the issues. He 
is committed, again, to making certain 
that our response to the issues raised 
by this is an appropriate one, and is 
consistent and in the best and highest 
interest of U.S. foreign policy. 

I am just very grateful to him for his 
leadership in that area. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25471 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in op

position to the pending amendment. 
Only 2 days ago, the United Nations re
imposed an embargo that is designed to 
bring the military leaders to the nego
tiating table . The United States and 
other members of the United Nations 
have demonstrated their resolve by en
forcing that embargo. Along with the 
rest of the international community, 
we have sent a strong message to the 
military leaders and their plainclothes 
attaches-the thugs who have terror
ized Haiti for 2 years- that it is com
mitted to the restoration of democracy 
and that it will hold them accountable 
for promises made at Governors Island. 

This amendment sends the opposite 
message. If this amendment is adopted, 
the message heard on the streets of 
Port-au-Prince would be that the Unit
ed States is not committed to the res
toration of the democratically elected 
government and the Governors Island 
accord contrary to President Clinton 's 
statements. As President Clinton has 
stated, it would "signal a green light 
to Haiti's military and police authori
ties in their brutal efforts to resist a 
return to democracy.'' 

This amendment severely restricts 
the President's ability to conduct his 
foreign policy in Haiti-it even pro
hibits the United States from sending 
destroyers to enforce the embargo 
without prior congressional approval. 
The President has articulated a good 
policy in Haiti. He has worked closely 
with the international community to 
use economic pressure to restore the 
democratically elected government to 
office and acted wisely by withdrawing 
the ship carrying United States mili
tary personnel from Haiti 's harbors to 
ensure the safety of United States per
sonnel. 

As I understand, there are alter
native amendments which address the 
issue of sending Armed Forces to Haiti 
that provide the President greater 
flexibility while retaining a key con
gressional role . Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to defeat the pending 
amendment. 

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

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 

our colleague from Rhode Island, the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, for his statement. 

I would just like to make one other 
point, because I did not make it ear
lier. 

Mr. President, in the context of the 
implication of this amendment, it is 
without much question that Haiti has 
become a significant conduit for illegal 
drug trafficking. That is not my con
clusion. That is the conclusion of those 
who follow these issues very, very 
closely. That has grown considerably, I 
am told, since the coup d 'etat 2 years 

ago when President Aristide was 
thrown out of the country. And the 
principal beneficiaries of that drug 
trafficking are the very people today 
that are in control of Haiti. 

The implications of this amend
ment-putting aside other issues that 
have been -addressed-the implications 
of denying us the opportunity to utilize 
resources to be able to deal with that 
very issue, I think, ought to be consid
ered by our colleagues in weighing 
whether or not such an amendment 
ought to be approved. 

Certainly, one would hope other 
means might succeed. But to deny us 
the opportunity to deal with that pro b
lem-as we have, by the way, in other 
countries in the hemisphere-by utiliz
ing U.S. military forces, I think, would 
be a significant mistake. Not that we 
would jump to that alternative, but to 
deny us that alternative or deny the 
President that alternative seems to me 
to be a mistake of significant con
sequences. 

President Aristide specifically raised 
this issue in our meeting with him this 
afternoon. And I note that the Presid
ing Officer was also present today at 
that meeting, along with others who 
heard him talk about the serious impli
cations of the pending amendment. 

They say there is no U.S. interest 
here at all-that is the statement of 
the authors of this amendment. One of 
the major transit points of drug traf
ficking seems to me to be an interest. 
It is an interest of people in my State, 
and I presume it is an interest of peo
ple in every State in this country. 

To deny the President of the United 
States one of the means available to 
him for dealing with that issue would 
be, I think, a significant error to make. 

Second, I note that in the last 2 
years, 40,000 Haitians have fled Haiti, 
many of whom have sought refuge in 
this country. Obviously, we cannot ab
sorb every refugee who seeks to come 
to the United States. 

I do not think it is an exaggeration 
at all , Mr. President, to suggest that if 
this amendment is adopted, if the force 
that today control Haiti remain in 
power, I think there is a very strong 
likelihood that we will once again re
visit the kind of human floodtide that 
washed toward our country in the pre
vious 2 years. 

I note that during the 7 months of 
President Aristide's tenure, the depar
ture of refugees from Haiti virtually 
stopped. In fact, emigration from this 
country to Haiti began to increase
people going back to their country that 
they had left-because they thought 
there was a future for them once again. 

So, again, when the authors of this 
amendment say the United States has 
no interest, tell that to the people in 
this country who are already finding it 
hard enough to find jobs or keep jobs, 
when we find ourselves once again 
being inundated with refugees seeking 
political asylum. 

I would argue that we would see that 
happen once again, were this amend
ment to be adopted. The message to 
General Cedras and Police Chief Fran
cois, if they were to receive this 
evening the good news that the Helms 
amendment has been adopted: Relax; 
stay where you are. And the message to 
the people of Haiti would be: Pack your 
bags; leave. To the drug dealers: Relax; 
it's OK. Haiti is still a good place. 
Transit that illegal cargo to the United 
States. 

I do not think anyone here wants to 
be a party to that. So, again, Mr. Presi
dent, I urge the rejection of this 
amendment. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will just take a few moments to speak 
to the Helms amendment. 

There have been a number of argu
ments made on the floor of the Senate, 
so I do not think I want to repeat those 
arguments. Some of them have to do 
with constitutional questions dealing 
with the balance of power between the 
executive branch and the congressional 
branch of Government. Some of them 
have to do with national interests and 
how we define national interests and 
how we define our goals. 

There has been some fairly powerful 
discussion on the floor of the Senate 
about our national interest as defined. 
Both Senators from Florida talked 
about the number, really the 
floodtides, of men, women, and chil
dren coming here from Haiti, having to 
flee persecution-having to flee, I 
would argue, murder. 

Argument was made by the Senator 
from Connecticut that, as we think 
about what has happened in Haiti, let 
us understand another definition of our 
national interest which has to do with 
the drug trafficking, much of it coming 
from that country. How do we intend 
to respond to that? 

I would like to just add one more di
mension to the definition of national 
interest. I really love this country and 
I really believe in the people in the 
United States of America. I think peo
ple in this country believe that it is in 
our national interest-and it is in our 
national character-to stop killers. 
That is exactly what we have right now 
when we look to Haiti: Coup leaders 
who are killers. They are murderers. 

I simply argue , among the many, 
many problems with the amendment 
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on the floor is that right now we have 
15 ships that are interdicting oil and 
arms sales to Haiti. That is the way it 
should be. By the way, that is a very 
bold action. If you look at that action 
with a sense of history, it is not insig
nificant. Whether or not it will be 
enough, I do not know. Whether or not 
poor people in Haiti, those who have 
nothing to do with the violence and the 
murders, will suffer-I worry about 
that, as a Senator. But the last thing 
in the world we want to do is to send a 
message to these murderers, to these 
killers in Haiti-and that .is exactly 
who they are-that there will be no ad
ditional pressure beyond sanctions. 

We do not know what the next step is 
yet. But the last thing we want to do is 
agree to an amendment that essen
tially says to them the role of the 
United States will be to take some ac
tion but no more, and they can con
tinue with impunity murdering their 
own citizens. 

I hope my colleagues will vote down 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alaska. 
RUSSIAN DUMPING OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE 

WASTE IN THE SEA OF JAPAN 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few moments to alert the 
Senate to a serious environmental haz
ard that I think our Government 
should monitor. Last weekend a Rus
sian naval vessel dumped nearly 2,000 
tons of low-level radioactive waste in 
the Sea of Japan. This action, which 
was witnessed by representatives of 
Greenpeace and confirmed by top Rus
sian officials, is in direct defiance of an 
international moratorium on such 
dumping, a moratorium, incidentally, 
that the former Soviet Union pledged 
to uphold. In fact, the dumping came 
less than a week after President Boris 
Yeltsin visited Japan and signed a dec
laration expressing concern about the 
dumping of radioactive waste. 

It is time for our Government to ex
press a greater level of concern on this 
issue. This is not the first time Russia 
has used the seas as a dumping ground 
for radioactive garbage. Last year, 
Congress included $10 million, at my 
request, in the Defense appropriations 
bill to identify nuclear waste disposal 
by the former Soviet Union and deter
mine what threat, if any, that waste 
poses to the United States. 

Incidentally, those funds were the 
only resources that have been made 
available to our Government to make 
such an assessment. It is one of those 
notorious earmarks we have been hear
ing about today. Oversight of the in
vestigation was headed by the Office of 
Naval Research, which we call ONR. 
What they have reported to us is most 
disturbing. 

With the help of a report written by 
a committee led by Dr. Alexei 
Yablokov, Boris Yeltsin's environ-

mental adviser, ONR found that since 
1950, the former Soviet Union dumped 
at sea: 13 nuclear reactors from sub
marines; one complete submarine with 
a liquid metal cooled reactor; three 
damaged reactors from the ice breaker 
Lenin; and more than 17,000 containers 
of liquid and solid radioactive waste. 

ONR has documented that the Rus
sian powerplants and nuclear plants 
have dumped untold amounts of radio
active contaminants into major rivers 
which flow into the world's oceans. 

Last May, I met with Dr. Yablokov 
in Moscow, and he assured me that 
Russia was getting a better handle on 
its control of nuclear waste. Clearly, 
Russia has a long way to go to meet 
Dr. Yablokov's goals. 

Our Government's preliminary inves
tigation of this threat and the assess
ment of these wastes will continue, I 
hope, next year under another $10 mil
lion that I have urged be set as_ide for 
ONR under this bill that is before us 
now. There may be additional dump 
sites that the United States will iden
tify that contain radioactive waste 
dumped by the Soviet Union or Russia. 

We are just now beginning to reveal 
the troubling history of what the 
former Soviet Union dumped. And, un
fortunately, now Russia, as its succes
sor, is dumping more. 

When I learned of the Russians' lat
est action this last weekend, I had my 
staff contact an old friend in Alaska, 
Dr. Tom Royer, to determine whether 
any of that radioactive waste might 
come over to the North Pacific, over 
our way in the North Pacific. Dr. Royer 
is professor of marine science at the 
University of Alaska's Institutes of 
Marine Science. He is an expert in Pa
cific Ocean currents and circulation. 

He predicted for me with amazing ac
curacy the path that the oil from the 
Exxon Valdez would take after the trag
ic spill in 1989. I might say, he pre
dicted with amazing accuracy. He was 
really on point and told us where the 
oil would go, unfortunately. 

Dr. Royer has sent me some maps 
which we have produced today. I want 
to call these to the attention of the 
Senate. 

The first is Dr. Royer's map that 
shows that waste could be carried to 
the northeast where some of it would 
pass through the straits north and 
south of Hokkaido and will enter into 
the Oyashio Current. The Oyashio then 
goes on-and this is the second chart 
he sent to me-to join the northeast
ward flowing Kuroshio Current that 
eventually forms the sub-Arctic or 
North Pacific Current-which is this 
one-most important to us. This is the 
most important current to the North 
American Continent in the Pacific. 
That is the bad news. 

This current carries water across the 
North Pacific where it splits. Some of 
it goes south down by California. The 
other goes up to the Alaska Current, up 

into Alaska waters. It will go through 
Falls Pass and then up on in to the Arc
tic. It will be regurgitated by the polar 
seas and then come back down south 
again. That is the bad news, Mr. Presi
dent. This radioactive waste could 
eventually find its way into our wa
ters. 

The good news, Dr. Royer tells me, is 
that it probably will take several years 
to reach us and the level of radiation 
so far detected is low. 

Mr. President, as Dr. Royer's analy
sis suggests, United States fisheries 
will not be affected immediately by 
this latest Russian dumping. But how 
many more times can we sit by and 
watch Russia dump more and more ra
dioactive wastes into our oceans? 

Today, we can boast in Alaska of the 
purest fish in the world. Our fish come 
from cold, clear, pure water. But I am 
afraid the Russian and Japanese fisher
men will not now be able to make the 
same claim. That is not in our best in
terest. Fish caught in the North Pa
cific are the envy of the world, and I 
believe they should stay that way, not 
only for our North America, but for all 
the Pacific nations. We should join to
gether and send a clear message to 
Russia that nuclear dumping in the 
North Pacific area will not be toler
ated. 

Russia's defense for this recent act is 
that the storage facilities on land-two 
in the North and two in the Far East
are full and there is no place else for 
them to dump this radioactive waste. 

I am quite hopeful that we can secure 
the cooperation of the Secretary of 
State to ask for this administration's 
help to protect the fisheries resources 
of the North Pacific. We ought to put 
an end to this practice and protect the 
fisheries of the North Pacific for future 
generations. 

I think that we ought to see to it and 
ask that the President put this issue on 
the next summit with Russia to raise 
the question. We really ought to open 
the eyes of the administration and the 
American people to the fact that this 
nuclear dumping now will continue. If 
what they tell us as their defense is 
true-that there is no storage space 
left for them on land; that there is no 
place else for them to dump spent ra
dioactive fuel and they are going 
through this downsizing of their nu
clear systems-we can expect more ra
dioactive dumping, more and more and 
more. 

This is an issue that cannot wait if 
we are to protect the fisheries of the 
North Pacific. I am pleased to see the 
current occupant of the chair, who I 
know is very, very interested in this 
issue, is here today to see these charts 
that have been sent to me by Dr. 
Royer. 

As I said, I think he is the most emi
nent American scientist in knowledge 
of the currents of the North Pacific. He 
tells me that it is just a matter of 
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time-this dumping place, Mr. Presi
dent, again was down here. As time 
goes by, the currents will carry it out 
across the Pacific where the current 
will split and take these wastes. The 
radioactivity of these wastes will come 
to us just as they did in the days gone 
by when the Russians had their nuclear 
test in the air. 

I remember so well the problem of 
strontium 90 being found in the meat of 
caribou and reindeer being consumed 
by our Eskimo people. We wondered 
where it was coming from, and our 
studies showed the prevailing winds at 
that time brought the fallout of the 
nuclear tests in the air conducted by 
the Soviet Union to Alaska. 

Eventually, unfortunately-! hope it 
is not too soon-the radioactivity of 
this spent radioactive fuel will come to 
the North Pacific and will come to our 
shores. We ought to make sure that 
this is the last; that they do not con
tinue this ocean dumping of radio
active spent fuel. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take some time to discuss some 
of my feelings about the situation in 
Haiti, perhaps to respond to some of 
the comments that have been made 
earlier on the floor of the Senate. 

I understand at the present moment 
there is a briefing going on in S-407 by 
Under Secretary of State Watson re
garding Haiti. I would like to be there 
for it, but I am told if I do not exercise 
my right to the floor at this time I 
may not get that right to speak about 
Haiti. 

So while I wish to be involved in that 
briefing, I do want to talk about the 
situation in Haiti, what I think our in
terests are there, and to comment on 
some earlier statements made about 
President Aristide and the situations 
that occurred while he was in office. 

I have been disturbed by some of 
these comments regarding our inter
ests in Haiti. Some have effectively 
said we have no interest there. Some 
have said we have no interests worth 
pursuing even with the use noncombat 
U.S. military forces, even a statement 
somebody made that President Aristide 
is not worth one U.S. soldier's life. 

Mr. President, if we cannot support a 
duly elected democratic government of 
a nation just 800 miles from our shores, 
what kind of a message does that send 
to other potential coup leaders, mili
tary leaders who might be considering 
the overthrow of other democratically 
elected governments? How can we turn 

our backs on all those Haitians who 
have bravely backed the government of 
President Aristide through their votes, 
through their voices, and all too many 
with their lives? 

At a recent briefing, President 
Aristide said that since the coup over 
4,000 Haitians have been killed; just 
since the Governors Island accord this 
summer, over 100 Haitians have been 
killed by the killers, the thugs, the 
attaches and the members of the mili
tary in Haiti. So we cannot any longer 
turn our backs on the carnage that is 
happening there. 

We must, indeed, stand up for the 
right of the people of Haiti to deter
mine their own future. They did decide 
their future by electing President 
Aristide in an election that everyone 
has conceded was open and fair, in 
which the military-again I com
pliment General Cedras for that--did 
not intervene and in fact protected the 
people's right to exercise their vote. 
About 68 percent of the people voted 
for Mr. Aristide to be their President. 
As Ambassador Albright said, he re
ceived more votes than any other 
democratically-elected President in 
this hemisphere. 

But to really understand Haiti one 
must understand a little bit of the his
tory. The people of Haiti have never 
really had an elected government as we 
know it for almost two centuries. They 
received their independence in 1804 and 
the United States Marines · occupied 

· Haiti 18 years, from 1915 to 1934. When · 
they left, they left behind a corrupt 
U.S.-trained military. 

Again, I might add, Mr. President, 
that during all of our incursions in 
Haiti in the earlier parts of this cen
tury and since, our dealings with Haiti 
have been to prop up military rulers 
and other governments like Duvalier 
who basically did the bidding of certain 
private interests here in this country. 

I am reminded of a comment that 
was attributed-! cannot say whether 
it is real or not--to a Marine general 
who had said, at least was purported to 
have said, that he spent all of his life 
in Haiti fighting for the United Fruit 
Co. No wonder the peasants and poor 
people of Haiti did not have too high an 
opinion of the United States of Amer
ica, because for all those years we had 
propped up, recognized, dealt with gov
ernments that brutally repressed their 
people. 

Haitians suffered for 29 years under 
the absolute dictatorship of a Duvalier, 
"Papa Doc" from 1957 through 1971, and 
his son "Baby Doc" from 1971 through 
1986. Again, that whole history is one 
of torture, repression, and most violent 
kinds of acts by the Duvalier Tanton 
Macoutes against the people of Haiti. 

But in 1986, after many years of 
struggle, the people of Haiti finally 
threw out the Duvalier regime. A new 
constitution was unveiled in 1987. Five 
interim governments were formed and 

fell over the next 4 years because none 
were popularly based. In December 
1990, Jean-Bertrand Aristide was elect
ed President of Haiti with 67.5 percent 
of the vote, the largest majority any 
elected leader ever got in the Western 
Hemisphere. The U.S.-backed can
didate-sort of backed by the United 
States-was far, far behind. 

The election was widely held as fair 
and honest, with the 7,000-member Hai
tian military, effectively protecting 
the election process. A large contin
gent of international observers may 
have helped to constrain the military, 
the same mechanism proposed now to 
restrain the Haitian military when 
President Aristide is scheduled to re
turn on October 30. 

But after only 8 months in office, 
President Aristide was overthrown and 
sent into exile on September 30, 1991, 
by those same military forces. General 
Cedras, whom we have seen often on 
CNN lately, reportedly was a reluctant 
participant in that coup. He said that 
Aristide was deposed for "meddling in 
army affairs." Given all of the atroc
ities committed by the Haitian mili
tary over this century, obviously some 
meddling was definitely called for by 
the civilian elected President to make 
the Haitian military subservient to the 
President and accountable to the elect
ed representatives of the Haitian peo
ple. 

Now, some observers charge that 
President Aristide incited some of the 
violence during his brief 8 months in 
power. Some say that he even incited 
the members of the coup who forced 
him into exile. 

Quite frankly, I have reviewed some 
of the speeches, not all of them, that 
Father Aristide gave during his Presi
dency. He gave some rather strong 
speeches as the leading opponent and 
critic of the Duvalier family dictator
ship. I am sure his rhetoric made 
Duvalier sympathizers very uncomfort
able, and some of it was pretty strong 
language. I have been known to use 
some pretty strong language myself in 
debates here in the United States, and 
certainly he did. But, again, when you 
look at the history of Haiti and what 
they had to overcome, you can under
stand strong language to get the people 
to understand that they did not have to 
live under the violence and terror of 
the Tontons, attaches, and the mili
tary of Haiti. 

President Aristide wanted his people 
to join together because he understood 
that in unity there is strength and that 
it was the military and the attaches 
that continued to divide the people up 
so they could not form these strong 
popular organizations to protect and 
defend themselves. 

But to blame President Aristide for 
inciting violence? That reminds me of 
J. Edgar Hoover's efforts to falsely 
charge that Rev. Martin Luther King, 
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Jr., started the violence that accom
panied the civil rights movement. Both 
charges are outrageous. 

During his 8-month government, 
President Aristide reduced crime in the 
city and started to bring the military 
under civilian control. More impor
tantly, the civil society that sprang up 
in the rural regions of Haiti after 1986 
flourished under President Aristide's 
rule. Again, he wanted people to have 
more power, to empower the poor, to 
give them some control over their 
lives. Peasant cooperatives, church 
groups, students, literacy programs, 
rural development programs, and other 
popular organizations began to take 
control of their own lives. 

During the 8-month period of 
Aristide's government, there was a 
marked decline in violence and mur
ders in Haiti. Only 25 deaths were re
corded by human rights observers-25 
during his 8-month period versus 241 
murders in the 10 months of the 
Truilliot government that preceded 
Aristide and 89 deaths recorded during 
the 10 months of the Avril government 
before that. Our State Department has 
stated that there were no reported 
cases of disappearances during 
Aristide's period in power whereas doz
ens of disappearances have occurred 
since the coup. 

During the coup that overthrew Fa
ther Aristide on September 30, 1991, the 
State Department claims, over 300 were 
killed, while Amnesty International 
says the toll was well over 1,500 killed 
by the military during that coup. 

Since PreRident Aristide was driven 
from the ilation that he was elected to 
lead, human rights violations escalated 
in Haiti. The Lawyers Committee for 
Human Rights stated, in September 
1992, that "the human rights situation 
in Haiti is worse than at any time 
since the Duvalier era." Again, this re
port from the Lawyers Committee for 
Human Rights went on to &ay: 

The military has executed, tortured, and 
illegally arrested countless Haitians. Gov
ernment harassment and intimidation of 
journalists, human rights monitors and law
yers, priests, nuns, and grassroots leaders is 
intense. Popular expressions of support for 
ousted President Aristide are routinely met 
with violent reprisals by the military. 

That is a report of the Lawyers Com
mittee on Human Rights. 

Similarly, Amnesty International 
stated, in October 1992: 

The security forces and thousands of civil
ians acting in collusion with them carry out 
a wide range of abuses with total impunity. 
The old repressive structures, which the de
posed [Aristide] government had partly suc
ceeded in dismantling, are back in place. 

Again, from Amnesty International. 
Mr. President, these statistics on 

death do not begin to tell the full story 
of the horror ripping Haiti today, 
threatening it with a return to the 
Duvalier past. Fully 70 percent of Hai
tians live in rural areas. Although they 
pay most of the taxes, these impover-

ished citizens receive virtually no Gov
ernment services. 

After "Baby Doc" Duvalier was driv
en into exile by a popular uprising in 
1986, the rural peasants began to orga
nize. They began to build silos to store 
their grain until prices increased. They 
began literacy programs. They formed 
trade unions and even started inde
pendent radio stations. Church pro
grams and self-help activities ex
panded. In other words, the Haitians 
began to construct a civil society. 

Much of this newly developed civil 
society was a threat to the military 
elites who gained their power through 
control of the peasant population. 
After the September 1991 coup, the 
army systematically attacked this 
civil structure with arrests, beatings, 
torture, disappearances, and murder. 

After the 1991 coup that sent Presi
dent Aristide into exile, all meetings 
were banned. Grain silos that the peas
ants had constructed to store their 
grain were systematically destroyed. 
Rooms where these groups were meet
ing were gutted and doors torn off their 
hinges so they could not close the 
doors. The army stole the weapons of 
these peasant groups. I do not mean 
guns and weapons, because they did not 
have any. What the army took away 
from them were typewriters, printing 
presses, and other equipment that they 
used to communicate with the people. 

Nine independent radio stations, the 
main vehicle of communication with 
·the peasant population, were closed 
after the September 1991 coup. Nine 
radio stations just closed. Remaining 
radio stations are under Government 
control or no longer broadcast news or 
information critical of the military re
gime. 

The popular organizations, which 
were the backbone of the support for 
President Aristide, were driven under
ground. Many have been meeting se
cretly in small groups, but most have 
disbanded, giving up the power over 
their own lives that they had gained. 
This, Mr. President, is the real tragedy 
of the military control of Haiti. The 
destruction of the civil society that is 
necessary for the self-development, 
self-rule, education, and economic de
velopment of the Haitian peasants. 

Mr. President, let me turn now to the 
Governor's Island accord. As the vio
lence grew and constant calls for Presi
dent Aristide's return to power were ig
nored by the Haitian military and po
lice, the July 3, 1993, agreement signed 
by President Aristide and General 
Cedras seemed to offer some hope. This 
10-step program would require General 
Cedras and the more dangerous police 
chief, Col. Michel Francois, to step 
down and would lead to the return to 
power of President Aristide on October 
30, just 10 days from now. The accord 
also called on the United Nations to 
provide training for both the military 
and the creation of a new police force. 

While General Cedras signed this ac
cord, as did President Aristide, Colonel 
Francois did not, and his 2,500-person 
police force and his thousands of quasi
police attaches have been responsible 
for another round of escalating vio
lence. 

Since the Governors Island accord 
was signed on July 3, over 100 Haitians 
have been murdered, including, as we 
know all too well, the public execution 
of Antoine Izmery, who was dragged 
out of church during mass and shot in 
cold blood while the military and po
lice stood watching. And just recently, 
the Justice Minister Guy Malary was 
killed with his bodyguards and assist
ant; again, gunned down in cold blood. 
Worse yet, Duvalierists are filtering 
back into Haiti, ready to pick up where 
they left off in 1986, when "Baby Doc" 
Duvalier was overthrown. 

Frank Roumaine, the former mayor 
of Port-au-Prince, returned in Septem
ber. He has remained one of the most 
notorious members of the Tanton 
Macoutes, one of the most vicious of 
the killers in Haiti and Haitian his
tory. He returned in September and, re
portedly, is now organizing the old 
Ton ton Macou tes. Reportedly, he was 
responsible for the attack on Father 
Aristide's St. Jean Rosco Roman 
Catholic Church that left 12 people 
dead. 

An openly Duvalierist party has been 
formed , called the Front for Restora
tion of Democracy-how about that 
one for a play on words; it should be 
called the Front for the Restoration of 
Duvalierism-to restore the old 
Duvalier Tanton Macoutes regime. 

Since General Cedras and Colonel 
Francois were not able to maintain 
order and quell the violence, the return 
of President Aristide is in great doubt. 

At this critical juncture, some of my 
colleagues would have us throw in the 
towel and give up on the first demo
cratically elected leader of Haiti
elected with 67.5 percent of the vote. 
Give up on democracy? Give up on the 
hundreds of thousands of Haitians who 
risked their lives to support President 
Aristide, who have worked for his re
turn? 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
abandoning Haiti is in the best inter
ests of our own national security. Haiti 
is no Somalia. We have no strategic in
terests in Somalia. Our military oper
ation there was purely humanitarian, 
or should have been. Quite frankly, I 
was very proud almost a year ago when 
President Bush sent 25,000 American 
troops to Somalia to stop the starva
tion. And we did. I think that is a great 
story that we ought to be proud of, 
that we went there and stopped hun
dreds of thousands of people from 
starving to death. We have taken seed 
and fertilizer, and we have them grow
ing crops in Somalia. We should have 
maintained a purely humanitarian ef
fort in Somalia. 
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Be that as it may, Haiti is much 

more important to the United States of 
America. Haiti is in this hemisphere, 
800 miles off the coast of Florida. Our 
national security would be degraded in 
at least three aspects if we let Haiti 
fall back into the hands of the mur
derers, the police, the military, and the 
Duvaliers. 

First, a return to chaos would dra
matically increase Haitian refugees be
yond anything we have ever seen. Hun
dreds of thousands of Haitians are al
ready preparing to flock to this coun
try, flocking to airports to flee. Are we 
ready? Are we ready and prepared to 
clothe and feed a half million Haitian 
refugees? They will come. First of all, 
they will hit the Bahamas and sink 
them, and then move on to the United 
States. 

Will President Clinton send destroy
ers out there to stop their boats, to 
sink them and let them drown? Will 
President Clinton turn them around 
and take them back to Haiti and dump 
them off? For surely he knows they 
will be killed. No, I do not think so. We 
would not stand for it. 

What will happen when those 500,000 
refugees come fleeing to America? Are 
we prepared to deal with that? In no 
way are we prepared. Again, Haiti is of 
great concern to our national interests. 

Second, Haiti is a significant part of 
the drug highway from South America. 
A return to corruption and military 
rule will increase the flow of illegal 
drugs to our streets across America. 
Already, estimates are that over $500 
million a year goes into Haitian mili
tary coffers because of the illicit drug 
trade from Haiti into America. 

Are those who say we have no inter
ests there, and those who say that the 
return of President Aristide is not 
worth one American life, saying that 
stopping the flow of drugs into this 
country is not important and not 
worth the loss of one American soldier? 
Well, Mr. President, what about Pan
ama? Why did we go there? Twenty-two 
American soldiers and three U.S. civil
ians lost their lives in Panama. Why? 
To go after Noriega and get him be
cause he was sending drugs from South 
America to the United States. Twenty
five Americans lost their lives there. 

American people and this Congress 
said that was all right because we were 
stopping the flow of drugs. The amount 
of drugs coming from Panama into the 
United States is minuscule compared 
to the amount of drugs coming through 
Haiti right now, this very minute, into 
the United States of America. 

Who is behind it? It is not the peas
ants; they do not have the where
withal. We know who it is. Our CIA 
knows, and so does the State Depart
ment. It is the military leaders and 
some of their friends in high places in 
the police forces that are conduiting 
these drugs right into the streets of 
America, killing our young people. 

Yes, Mr. President, we have a na
tional security interest in Haiti; and, 
yes, we have a national interest in 
making sure that President Aristide is 
returned to power, if for no other rea
son, because President Aristide will 
stop the flow of drugs into this coun
try. He will stop the drug trafficking. 

We just learned that the President 
has seized or frozen all of the assets of 
their military in the United States. 
You wonder, because military people in 
Haiti, as I understand it, make less 
than about $20,000 a year in United 
States money, how some of them have 
bank accounts in this country worth 
millions of dollars. That is quite a sav
ings account. I do not know how you 
save up millions of dollars in bank ac
counts in this country when you are 
paid less than $20,000 a year. 

Where are they getting their money? 
We know where they are getting it. 
They are getting it from the drug 
trade. I say it is time to stop them. It 
was worth going after Manuel Noriega. 
It is worth 10 times as much to go after 
the ruthless killers and drug cartel in 
Haiti, who are shipping death and de
struction to our streets in America 
even as we speak. 

Third, Mr. President, if we abandon 
Haiti to the military dictators, we will 
be sending a strong signal to the rest of 
this hemisphere that the United States 
has lost the guts and the will to sup
port and protect democratically elect
ed governments in our backyard. 

What they will learn is that all they 
have to do is send a few thugs to the 
docks to scare away the U.S. military, 
and we will turn around and run and 
tuck our tails between our legs. This is 
indeed a sad message for newly emerg
ing democracies in this hemisphere and 
elsewhere around the world. 

So, Mr. President, I oppose the un
derlying message and the substance of 
the Helms amendment. This amend
ment suggests that we should abandon 
Haiti at this critical juncture in its 
history; and, in our leadership in this 
hemisphere, abandon our efforts to 
stop the drug trade from coming into 
this country, as we surely know it is 
coming through Haiti. 

This would send exactly the wrong 
message to the rest of our hemisphere. 
The President should have the option 
of using or threatening the use of force 
if the killers and thugs in Haiti's mili
tary and police forces continue their 
rampage in Haiti. 

If we tie the President's hands at this 
point, then Haiti military will be given 
a green light to continue the torture 
and the murder with impunity. They 
will be given the green light to con
tinue their drug trafficking to this 
country with impunity. 

President Clinton must have the au
thority as Commander in Chief to pro
tect the 1,000 or so Americans in Haiti. 
By leaving the President the option of 
using force to protect Americans, the 

military leaders in Haiti will have 
cause for concern and may curb some 
of their worst excesses and I hope will 
lead to a reimposition of the Governors 
Island accord. 

Mr. President, we have vital interests 
in what happens in Haiti. It is not like 
Somalia. And I daresay it is not even 
like Bosnia. While I abhor what hap
pened in Bosnia, and I think we could 
have taken a different course of action 
a long time ago, we must, I think, put 
the burden on our European allies to 
pay attention to what is happening in 
Bosnia. That is in their national inter
est. But here Haiti is in our national 
security interest. 

There has been a lot said about some 
words President Aristide has used in 
speeches he has given. I have tried to 
read as much as I can about President 
Aristide, who he is and what kind of an 
individual he is. 

I have met him on two occasions. I 
was impressed at the time in my meet
ings with him by his intelligence, by 
his sincerity, and by his demeanor. He 
did not appear to me to be anyone who 
incited viol~nce. But I heard so much 
about it I decided to start reading. 

Mr. President, if you really want to 
know what someone is about, espe
cially if it is someone who has attained 
a high position in life, a President, 
maybe a Senator, take a look at what 
they were before. What did they do? 
What has their life history been? Where 
did they come from? What has been 
their intellectual development? 

I picked up this book called "In The 
Parish of the Poor.'' I recommend it to 
everyone. It was written by Jean
Bertrand Aristide before he was elected 
President of the Republic of Haiti. It 
was written while he was a parish 
priest. And I think if you read this you 
will get an idea of just who President 
Aristide is and where he is coming 
from. 

I am going to read a small part of 
this because I think it is important. I 
cannot read the whole book, and I 
would not put the whole book into the 
RECORD, but I would recommend it for 
anyone to read. Basically the whole 
book is talking about his parish that 
he ran for the poor in Haiti and how 
the people were beaten and tortured, 
the disappearances, the murders, the 
brutal repression of the people in his 
parish. But I think there is one passage 
in here that sort of says something 
about who Aristide is. Remember, this 
was written before he was President, 
before he probably had any idea that he 
would ever be President. 

I will not read the whole chapter, but 
he talks about the poor in Haiti, and he 
talks about Haiti as being the parish of 
the poor. He talks about being a Chris
tian and what it means to be a Chris
tian. 

Here is, I think, the most telling pas
sage: 

Open your eyes with me, sisters and broth
ers. It is morning. The night has been a long 
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one, very long. Now, the dawn seems to be 
climbing up slowly from beneath the hori
zon . Wisps of smoke are rising up from the 
little houses of the village, and you can 
smell good cornmeal cereal cooking. The sky 
grows pink. An hour later, the children in 
their tidy, well-fitting uniforms run off to 
school , clutching new books in their arms. 
Women wearing shoes head off to market , 
some on horseback and donkey, others on 
motorcycle and bicycle. They all take the 
new paved road, down which buses take 
other women and men to market for the day. 
If you listen closely, you can hear the sound 
of running water, of faucets being turned on 
in houses. Then the men emerge, carrying 
shiny new tools, laughing together, their 
bodies strong and well fed. They head off for 
the fields . A new irrigation project has been 
installed and the crops are growing where be
fore there was almost a desert . Throughout 
the village, you can hear laughter and the 
sound of jokes being told and listened to. 

This is the village I call Esperancia . The 
day is coming when this village will exist, 
though now it is called Despair and its resi
dents wear rags and never laugh. Yet when 
we look around this village I call Esperancia, 
we can see that not very much has changed 
since it was called Despair. This is what has 
changed: Everyone now eats a decent poor 
man's breakfast. There is a new road . The 
children now have books. The women have 
shoes. There is water, and running water. 
There is an irrigation project. 

This is not very much to change. Yet just 
those few changes can turn Despair into 
Hope , and all it takes to change them is or
ganization. In a year, the village of 
Esperancia could exist in any of our lands . 
Esperancia, El Salvador; Esperancia, Hon
duras; Esperancia, Guatemala. It is an hon
orable address in the parishes of the poor. 

Let us leave our old homes of cardboard 
and mud floors. Let us make a plan to douse 
them with gasoline, and burn them to the 
ground. Let us turn our backs on that great 
fire and on that way of life , and hand in 
hand, calmly, intelligently, walk forward 
into the darkness toward the sunrise of 
Hope. Let us trust one another, keep faith 
with one another. and never falter . 

That says more than anything who 
President Aristide really is, someone 
who wants to turn his back on the de
spair and ravages of the hundreds of 
years of hatred and violence, misery 
and suffering, and lead his people into 
a new village. 

Mr. President, I would also suggest 
another book, "Jean-Bertrand Aristide, 
An Autobiography." I am only halfway 
through that. But again there is an
other passage in here I think that says 
something about who this individual is. 
He talks about Gandhi and Martin Lu
ther King. He said that they are: 

* * * in a class I will never attain, and 
fighting for a long time, a very long time 
against the same enemy, but under other 
skies. 

He is talking about Martin Luther 
King and Gandhi. 

Both were killed by assassins.* * *I do not 
aspire to martyrdom. Those heroes were not 
my contemporaries, but my strategy is the 
same as theirs: nonviolence. Nonviolence is 
collective resistance, not resignation . 

A good lesson, right? Nonviolence is 
collective resistance, not resignation. 

The gospel demands it. I very quickly dis
covered the congruence between the attitude 

of J esus and nonviolence: his way of loving 
his enemies, his way of giving dignity to the 
outsiders, of pardoning those who injured 
him, of speaking a word of truth whether it 
was pleasant or not-all of these things har
bor an unbelievable power. 

So again, someone who admires Gan
dhi and Martin Luther King preaching 
the gospel of nonviolence. It does not 
say resignation. Martin Luther King 
never preached that either. He did not 
say to the African-Americans of this 
country: Just sit down and go home, do 
not demonstrate, do not sit in the front 
of the bus, do not demand your rights 
as human beings and as citizens of this 
country. 

Through the nonviolence demonstra
tion of collective power, Martin Luther 
King organized black Americans to de
mand their rightful place in our own 
country. Yet it was Bull Connor and so 
many others and even, yes, J. Edgar 
Hoover, the head of the FBI, accusing 
Martin Luther King of inciting the vio
lence. 

It was not Martin Luther King that 
incited the violence, it was the seg
regationists. It was those who wanted 
to keep black Americans in a lower 
level, who did not want them to exer
cise not only their God-given rights, 
but their constitutional rights in the 
country. They were the ones inciting 
the violence, not Martin Luther King. 

It is the military in Haiti, it is the 
police in Haiti , it is the attaches and 
the Tonton Maacoutes Duvaliers who 
are inciting the violence. It is not 
President Aristide. President Aristide 
is simply showing a nonviolent way of 
giving dignity and hope to the Haitian 
people. 

Mr. President, earlier today the Sen
ator from North Carolina took the 
floor. I was watching with interest in 
my office as the Senator alluded to a 
speech given by President Aristide on 
September 27, 1991, given in Port-au
Prince at the National Palace. Ref
erences were made at that time about 
President Aristide talking about using 
necklacing-putting rubber tires 
around people 's necks and dousing 
them with gasoline and lighting them. 

I think the remarks made at that 
time and that were attributed to Presi
dent Aristide were as if President 
Aristide said that this is what we 
should do. There were allusions made 
to "Isn't it a wonderful smell and a 
pretty sight." 

Later, about an hour ago, I went to 
the recording studio to view a video
tape that the Senator from North Caro
lina had. He was kind enough to let me 
see it. I wanted to see the actual 
speech of President Aristide where he 
said we should use necklacing. 

Well, I watched it. It is not a very 
good tape. What is interesting is the 
tape is spliced with speeches-a part of 
a speech by President Aristide and 
then a picture of burning tires. There 
are some other pictures, of a mutilated 
human body. I could not quite tell. It 

was pretty gruesome. Then there was 
some part of a McLaughlin Group and 
a short speech by Pat Robertson. I did 
not watch it beyond that. But I lis
tened to the speech and, of course, I do 
not understand Creole, so there was a 
translation put at the bottom of bits 
and pieces of the speech. 

Mr. President, I have here in my 
hand the translation of that speech 
given by President Aristide on Septem
ber 27, 1991, given on the occasion of his 
return from the United Nations to 
Haiti. Remember, it was only 4 days 
after he gave this speech that the coup 
occurred. And remember that at this 
time the coup was really already un
derway. The coup was already under
way when President Aristide returned 
to Haiti on that day on the 27th of Sep
tember 1991. So what I have here is a 
translation by FBIS, that is the For
eign Broadcasting Information Service, 
by our State Department. I cannot 
vouch for anything more than the 
translations they have given us. And so 
here is all the speech. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
FBIS translation of the speech of 
President Aristide on September 27, 
1991 be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

ARISTIDE ADDRESS AFTER VISIT TO UN 
[Address by President Jean-Bertrand 

Aristide at the National Palace in Port-au
Prince on 27 September, on his return from 
the United Nations-live or recorded] 

[Excerpts] [passage omitted including in
distinct portions] to repent and say: I ac
knowledge that I made this money through 
malpractice and, from now on, watching the 
national pride dancing like a flag. I will co
operate by using the money [word indistinct] 
to create work opportunities, and to invest 
in economic activity so more people can get 
jobs. 

If you [referring to bourgeoisie] do not do 
so. I feel sorry for you . Really I do. [laughter 
from crowd] It will not be my fault because 
this money you have is not really yours. You 
acquired it through criminal activity. You 
made it by plundering, by embezzling. You 
got it through the negative choices you 
made. You made it under oppressive regimes. 
You acquired it under a corrupt system. You 
made this money through means that you 
know were wrong. Today, seven months after 
7 February, on a day ending in seven, I give 
you one last chance. I ask you to take this 
chance , because you will not have two or 
three more chances, only one . Otherwise, it 
will not be good for you . [applause] 

If I speak to you this way, it is because I 
gave you a seven-month deadline for making 
amends. The seven-month deadline expires 
today . [applause] If I speak to you this way , 
it does not mean that I am unaware of my 
power to unleash public vindication, in the 
name of justice, against all these thieves, in 
an attempt to recover from them what is not 
theirs. A word to the wise is enough. You un
derstand me because you and I speak Creole . 
[applause] 

The saying goes: God's justice is slow. It 
appears that justice is going too slow. It is , 
however, a reasonable justice because seven 
months-during which people have been hun
gry and unemployed. while you had the 
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power to reduce unemployment and hunger
have passed. As I told you, the deadline ex
pires today . The ball is in your court. The 7 
February ball is at your feet. If you want to 
shoot; go ahead. [applause] 

Did all of the bourgeoisie make their 
money through ill practices? [crowd shouts 
" no" ) [repeats sentence twice] Congratula
tions, intelligent people! [repeats sentence 
three times] [applause] We call the bourgeoi
sie who made their money through foul prac
tices, and who refuse to invest in the coun
try, false patriots [patripoch]. We call the 
bourgeoisie who earned their money through 
honest work, and who are cooperative, patri
ots. [applause] Congratulations to the patri
otic bourgeoisie . Congratulations to the 
bourgeois patriots. They are few. Unfortu
nately, they are not the majority. Neverthe
less they do exist. [passage omitted] 

I want to use this very occasion to also ad
dress political parties. I want to hail and en
courage them to walk on in unity-unity 
among them and with the entire popu
lation-to consolidate themselves so that, in 
accordance with the Constitution, we will 
build together a strong opposition on the 
basis of the law. We will thus foster democ
racy, unity in political pluralism, unity in 
political diversity. 

Therefore, political leaders, I am passing 
to you the ball of understanding with great 
love as usual. If you do not catch the ball, 
dribble , and score goals, do not later accuse 
me because you will have failed to live up to 
expectations in order to gain in popularity 
that you [word indistinct]. [crowd cheers] I 
wish you all good luck, good luck to all the 
[words indistinct] parties. 

I hope that deputies and senators will con
tinue to work together with the people in 
order to personally feel the joy of working to 
satisfy the aspirations of the masses, be
cause we prefer to fail with the masses than 
succeed without them, but with the masses, 
we cannot fail. [crowd cheers] I am encourag
ing all the ministers [crowd cheers) I know, 
I know, all right! For those of you who are 
outside the palace, the brother here said that 
the deputies cannot do me any harm. I told 
them I know that. [loud cheers from crowd] 

I am encouraging every minister to con
tinue with the purge that we have already 
started. I am also encouraging each state 
employee [words indistinct] because you are 
the ones pressing on the economic pedal now, 
so that the economic car can run twice as 
fast. I am encouraging each state employee
please, I am speaking to you as a brother of 
yours-! encourage you to realize that, as a 
state employee, you must work twice as 
much so that the job can be done well and 
fast. You will thus increase, if not double, 
the output of public administration. We will 
all benefit from the increased effort that you 
all make. I encourage you to do so in the 
provinces and in the capital, wherever state 
employees work. If you feel that your work 
goes slowly, speed it up. You do not need 
anyone to supervise you. Be your own 
superviser. This is because contrary to the 
past, when people used to say that embez
zling state money is not stealing, today we 
know very well that diverting state money is 
stealing, and thieves do not deserve to stay 
in public administration. [crowd cheers] 
[passage indistinct] . 

You must greet visitors in the same warm 
way that Haitians are greeted-with the type 
of welcome we received abroad. Greet people 
with a smile in state offices. Give people the 
information that they need with a welcom
ing smile of understanding. You too, address 
the state employee with great courtesy so 

that we will make double economic effort. 
[passage omitted] 

However, if I catch a thief, a robber, a 
swindler, or an embezzler, •if I catch a fake 
lavalas, if I catch a fake. . . [changes 
thought] If you catch someone who does not 
deserve to be where he is, do. not fail to give 
him what he deserves. [crowd cheers] Do not 
fail to give him what he deserves! Do not fail 
to give him what he deserves! Do not fail to 
give him what he deserves! 

Your tool is in your hands. Your instru
ment is in your hands. Your Constitution is 
in your hand. Do not fail to give him what he 
deserves. [loud cheers from crowd]. That de
vice is in your hands. Your trowel is in your 
hands. The bugle is in your hands. The Con
stitution is in your hands. Do not fail to give 
him what he deserves. 

Article 291 of the Constitution, which is 
symbolized by the center of my head where 
there is no more hair, provides that 
macoutes are excluded from the political 
game. Macoutes are excluded from the politi
cal game. Macoutes are excluded from the 
political game. Do not fail to give them what 
they deserve. Do not fail to give them what 
they deserve. You spent three sleepless 
nights in front of the National Penitentiary. 
If one escapes, do not fail to give him what 
he deserves. [loud cheers from crowd] 

You are watching all macoute activities 
throughout the country. We are watching 
and praying. We are watching and praying. If 
we catch one, do not fail to give him what he 
deserves. What a nice tool! What a. nice in
strument! [loud cheers from crowd] What a 
nice device! [crowd cheers] It is a pretty one. 
It is elegant, attractive, splendorous, grace
ful, and dazzling. It smells good. Wherever 
you go, you feel like smelling it. [crowd 
cheers] It is provided for by the Constitu
tion, which bans macoutes from the political 
scene. 

Whatever happens to them is their prob
lem. They should not look for it. [crowd 
cheers] As such, under the same flag of pride, 
dignity, and solidarity, and hand in hand, we 
will encourage one another, so that starting 
today, we will all receive due respect-the 
type of respect I share with you-and fulfill 
common aspiration for justice. Words will 
thus cease to be just words and will instead 
be translated into action. 

Action on the economic front required me 
to get the ball and pass it over to you. You 
should dribble and kick hard at the ball once 
you are in front of the goal, and make sure 
to score a goal because if the people do not 
see the ball in the net, as I told you, it would 
not be my fault if you are given what you de
serve, as provided for in the Constitution. 
Alone we are weak, together we are strong, 
tightly united we are an avalanche. Are you 
feeling proud? Are you feeling proud? Go 
home now as your hearts are full of happi
ness, energy, and joy and show that you are 
working for the progress of the country, and 
to make it elegant, graceful, and dazzling, 
show that you want to restore its former 
image. [loud cheers from crowd] 

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.) 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it is 

quite a rambling speech. Obviously, he 
was not speaking from a prepared text. 
But I want to read some parts of it to 
put it in context. 

He said: 
I want to use this very occasion to also ad

dress political parties. I want to hail and en
courage them to walk on in unity- unity 
among them and with the entire popu
lation-to consolidate themselves so that, in 

accordance with the Constitution, we will 
build together a strong opposition on the 
basis of the law. 

Let me repeat that--
We will build together a strong opposition on 
the basis of the law. We will thus foster de
mocracy, unity in political pluralism, unity 
in political diversity. 

Does this sound like someone who 
wants to take over and be a dictator 
and burn people with tires? He is tell
ing people to form political parties. 

He says: 
Therefore, political leaders, I am passing 

to you the ball of understanding with great 
love as usual. If you do not catch the ball, 
dribble, and score goals, do not later accuse 
me because you will have failed to live up to 
expectations in order to gain in popularity 
* * * I wish you all good luck, good luck to 
all of the parties. 

Now I have heard it said that Presi
dent Aristide did not want other politi
cal parties forming. He just said there 
he wished them luck. 

But let me · get to the part that has 
been misinterpreted, I believe, as say
ing that somehow he was encouraging 
necklacing, this idea of putting rubber 
tires around people's heads and burning 
them. 

I asked President Aristide about this 
situation. He said that he never advo
cated that, and, second, during his 8 
months as President, there was not one 
recorded incident of necklacing. Let 
me repeat that. During President 
Aristide's 8 months as President, there 
was not one recorded incident of 
necklacing. We have challenged the 
State Department and everyone else to 
find it. No one can find any instance of 
necklacing. There was some before he 
came to power, before he became Presi
dent, but not while he was President. 

But I want to read this passage, be
cause I believe it was not only ·taken 
out of context, words were taken out. 
Let us look at the exact translation. 
He said: 

However if I catch a thief, a robber, a swin
dler, or an embezzler, if I catch a fake 
lavalas. 

That is someone belonging to his 
party-

If you catch someone who does not deserve 
to be where he is, do not fail to give him 
what he deserves. Do not fail to give him 
what he deserves. Do not fail to give him 
what he deserves. do not fail to give him 
what he deserves. 

' Your tool is in your hands. Your instru
ment· is in your hands. Your Constitution is 
in your hand. 

This phrase "Your Constitution is in 
your hand" is left out. That is what is 
conveniently left out every time I have 
seen this speech repeated. There is this 
illusion of your tools in your hands, 
your instruments in your hands, give 
them what he deserves, but that part is 
left out. 

Your Constitution is in your hand. Do not 
fail to give him what he deserves. That de
vice is in your hands. Your trowel is in your 
hands. The bugle is in your hands. The Con
stitution is in your hands. Do not fail to give 
him what he deserves. 
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Article 291 of the Constitution, which is 

symbolized by the center of my head where 
there is no more hair, provides that 
macoutes are excluded from the political 
game. Macoutes are excluded from the politi
cal game. Do not fail to give them what they 
deserve . Do not fail to give them what they 
deserve . You spent three sleepless nights in 
front of the National Penitentiary. If one es
capes, do not fail to give him what he de
serves. 

Then he goes on to say this: 
What nice tool! What a nice instrument. 

What a nice device. It is a pretty one . It is 
elegant, attractive , splendorous, graceful, 
and dazzling. It smells good. Wherever you 
go, you feel like smelling it. It is provided 
for by the Constitution, which bans macoute 
from the political scene. 

I asked President Aristide about this. 
He said you must understand that in 
Creole we speak in poetic terms. And 
when I read his book "In the Parish of 
the Poor," there is a lot of poetry, 
speaking in poetic terms. So when he 
was talking about the tool, it was the 
fact that the Constitution-the Con
stitution-banned the Tonton 
Macoutes from political power. And he 
said, "Isn't it wonderful? Isn't it daz
zling? It smells good. It is graceful. It 
is dazzling that finally our constitu
tion bans those murderous Tonton 
Macoutes from our political struc
ture?" He says, "It is provided for by 
the constitution, which bans macoutes 
from the political scene." 

Yet, those who would continue to 
support the military in Haiti, who 
would support those who traffic in 
drugs, I know unknowingly-no one 
here would support anyone who traffics 
in drugs, but it is well known that the 
military in Haiti do traffic in drugs
but they have taken this speech of 
Aristide and they have made a mock
ery of it by taking it out of context. If 
you read it, you can see what he was 
talking about. 

But if there are those who say that 
Aristide was provoking violence, pro
moting violence, read the last sentence 
of his speech. Mind you, he is standing 
in the National Palace. He has a huge 
crowd around him. The coup was al
ready basically underway. He has just 
returned from the United Nations. He 
has told the people go out and organize 
political parties, it is your right. He 
has told them you have the constitu
tion in your hands, it bans the 
Macoutes from the political process. 
And then what does he tell them? Does 
he tell them to go out and riot? Does 
he tell them to go out and kill people? 
No. Listen to this. He says: 

Action on the economic front required me 
to get the ball and pass it over to you. You 
should dribble and kick hard at the ball once 
you are in front of the goal and make sure to 
score a goal because if the people do not see 
the ball in the net, as I told you, it would not 
be my fault if you are given what you de
served as provided for in the Constitution. 
Alone we are weak . Together we are strong, 
tightly united we are an avalanche. Are you 
feeling proud? Are you feeling proud? Go 

home now as your hearts are full of happi
ness, energy, and joy, and show that you are 
working for the progress of the country , and 
to make it elegant, graceful, and dazzling; 
show that you want to restore its former 
image. 

Does this sound like someone inci t 
ing his people to violence? He tells 
them to go home with your hearts full 
of pride, with the constitution in your 
hands. He says, "Go home." 

He did not say march down the 
street. He did not even tell them that. 
And, yet, this is the very speech we are 
told incited the military to overthrow 
him and send him out of the country. I 
am glad we got the translation. I am 
glad we have this, because if we did not 
have this, all we would have is some of 
the interpretations by those who obvi
ously do not want to see President 
Aristide returned to his rightful place 
as the elected President of Haiti. 

Oh, yes, one other thing. Earlier 
today the Senator from North Carolina 
put a picture on an easel over there. I 
saw it on my television screen in my 
office. It was a picture of a chair with 
some burning tires in front of it, a bot
tle that reportedly contained gasoline, 
a book of matches, a fire, a picture of 
Aristide over in one corner, some 
writings. It was kind of a montage. I do 
not see it here now. 

A couple of hours ago I asked Presi
dent Aristide about that picture . He 
absolutely had no knowledge of it. 

I asked Ambassador Bob White. I 
called him up at that time and I said, 
" Had you ever visited President 
Aristide when he was in office as Presi
dent, during his 8 months?" 

He said, "Many times I have been in 
his office at Port-au-Prince." 

I told him about this painting. "Rave 
you ever seen a painting like this in his 
office?" 

"To the best of my . recollection I 
have never seen anything like that. If I 
had, I probably would have asked him 
about it." 

President Aristide says it never was 
in his office. So I do not know where 
this picture comes from. 

Again, I think perhaps the picture 
was given to the Senator from North 
Carolina, by those who do not have the 
best interests, of this country at heart 
in terms of making sure that President 
Aristide is returned to his rightful 
place as President of Haiti. 

I wanted to take this time, first of 
all, to describe, why we have a national 
interest, a security interest in Haiti; 
why the Helms amendment ought to be· 
defeated overwhelmingly; and, lastly, 
why I believe we ought to, again, fall 
back on the Governors Island accord. 

This summer, in July, President 
Aristide and Lt. Gen. Raoul Cedras, 
commander in chief of the Armed 
Forces of Haiti, signed an agreement. 
It has 10 steps to it. To this date and at 
this point in time, this Governors Is
land accord has never been overtly 
thrown out by General Cedras or the 

military. There has been no overt re
jection of the Governors Island accord 
by the Haitian military. So as far as 
this Senator is concerned it is still in 
force and effect. It was signed by Presi
dent Aristide. It was signed by General 
Cedras. 

I think it was wrong, I think it was 
absolutely wrong, for President Clinton 
to order that ship, the Harlan County, 
to turn around. 

I read in the New York Times just 
about that same time, that the U.N. 
commanders had given orders to our 
forces and to their forces down there 
that, at the first sign of trouble, they 
were to turn away from it and run. All 
I can say is I am proud I was in the 
U.S. military at a time when we were 
not told to turn and run. The sight of 
that ship leaving-because of a few 
thugs on the dock creating a little dis
turbance-sent the wrong signal. I 
think it was a terrible mistake for 
President Clinton to do that. It not 
only sends the wrong message, I think 
it demoralizes our military. 

But it is not too late. I speak directly 
to the President of the United States. 
President Clinton, it is not too late. 
Pick up the ball where you left off. The 
Governors Island accord is still in force 
and effect. It provides for the introduc
tion of U.N. forces and for security 
forces into the Republic of Haiti. It 
provides that we can also send our 
forces to Haiti. I will read this right 
here. 

Implementation, following the agreements 
of the constitutional Government, of inter
national cooperation: 

(a) technical and financial assistance for 
development; 

(b) assistance for the administrative and 
judicial reform; 

(c) assistance for modernizing the Armed 
Forces of Haiti and establishing a new Police 
Force with the presence of United Nations 
personnel in these fields. 

It is still in force and effect. 
So I say to President Clinton, pick it 

up. This is what we have to do-pick up 
the Governors Island accord, get the 
U.N. forces back there, put our engi
neers back there again. 

But the Governors Island accord en
visions a security force, a security 
force to basically do two things: Pro
tect the people of Haiti from the mili
tary and the police, but also to protect 
the military from the people of Haiti. 
It is in everyone's best interests. 

We can send our forces back there 
with the United Nations, send our engi
neers back and our trainers back, but 
send them back with United States 
military personnel, well armed, only to 
protect them-not to engage the Hai
tians in military activities; not to 
shoot Haitians; but United States mili
tary personnel to make sure that none 
of them shoot us. 

If we do that, then I believe the Gov
ernors Island accord can go forward. I 
believe some of the well-meaning peo
ple who are in the military of Haiti 
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will come forward because then they 
know they are going to be secure and 
they will not be afraid. There are good 
Haitians in the military. There are 
some good Haitians in the police. But 
they are afraid to act. They are afraid 
to come forward. 

So this really is our course of action. 
Reject the Helms amendment. 

I understand the leader will be offer
ing a leadership amendment after that 
dealing with Haiti. 

I read it, and I believe that it pro
vides for the President of the United 
States, as I said, to pick up the Gov
ernors Island accord and to implement 
it. It is not dead. It was put on hold for 
a while because of the Harlan County 
being turned aro_und, but it is not dead. 
I hope that the President will pick it 
up and reimplement it. 

I think now is the time for 'President 
Clinton to look beyond the opinion 
polls and to realize that we have seri
ous interest in Haiti, very serious in
terest in Haiti. It is time for the Presi
dent of the United States to pick up 
the Governors Island accord and act ac
cordingly by, once again, introducing 
the U.N. forces that are called for, our 
forces that are called for, for training 
and modernizing the police and also 
sending the requisite number of United 
States military forces to protect those 
of our forces that are there, so that we 
do not run into the situation like we 
ran into in Somalia. 

I see the majority leader wanting the 
floor. I wanted to take this time to ex
press my thoughts on Haiti and to cor
rect some of the misperceptions and 
some of the misstatements made about 
President Aristide, to put into the 
RECORD the full translation of the 
speech he gave on September 27, 1991. 

Mr. President, with that, I hope we 
can defeat the Helms amendment and 
adopt the bipartisan, leadership 
amendment that will be offered. 

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

jority leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
HELMS' amendment be temporarily laid 
aside; that Senator MITCHELL be recog
nized to offer an amendment on behalf 
of himself, Senator DOLE, and others, 
on Bosnia; that there be 40 minutes, 
equally divided between the two lead
ers, for debate on the Bosnia amend
ment; that upon the conclusion or 
yielding back of time, the Senate vote 
on the amendment; that upon the dis
position of the Bosnia amendment, 
Sen a tor DOLE be recognized to offer an 
amendment, on behalf of himself and 
Senator MITCHELL and others, on the 
subject of Haiti; that there be 60 min
utes for debate tonight on both the 
Helms and Dole Haiti amendments, 
equally divided between Senators DOLE 
and HELMS; that when the Senate re
sumes consideration of the Department 

of Defense appropriations bill tomor
row at 9:30a.m., there be 90 more min
utes for debate on both the Dole and 
Helms Haiti amendments, equally di
vided between Senators DOLE and 
HELMS; that at the conclusion or yield
ing back of that time, the Senate vote 
on the Helms amendment No. 1072, fol
lowed by a vote on the Dole-Mitchell 
Haiti amendment; that no other 
amendments or motions be in order 
prior to the disposition of these three 
amendments; that the preceding all 
occur without any intervening action 
or debate. 

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I say to the ma
jority leader that this Senator has 
been here for some time wishing to 
speak on the Helms amendment, al
most certainly on the.same side of that 
issue represented by the Senator from 
Iowa and by the majority leader. But 
this Senator wants to make it very, 
very clear, while he will vote the same 
way the Senator from Iowa will, that 
he disagrees quite profoundly with the 
rationale which has been expounded at 
length by the Senator from Iowa. 

The Senator from Washington does 
not find anything in the unanimous 
consent agreement that will allow him, 
will guarantee him that ability, a time 
relatively close to the time which the 
Senator from Iowa has spoken. 

Under those circumstances, at least 
for a relatively brief period of time, 
this Senator will have to object, unless 
the distinguished majority leader 
would be willing to make the effective 
time of his unanimous consent agree
ment, say, to begin in 10 minutes or so, 
during which the Senator from Wash
ington can easily conclude his re
marks. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to that. This has 
been drafted to accommodate Senators 
on the Republican side. If the Senator 
wants to speak for 10 minutes now and 
delay the implementation of this for 10 
minutes, push everything back 10 min
utes--

Mr. DOLE. Why do we not just give 
you 10 minutes-! will give him 10 min
utes out of the Bosnian time, because 
many of our colleagues have appoint
ments starting at about 7. So we are 
trying to accommodate about 15 peo
ple. 

Mr. GORTON. The remarks of this 
Senator are not on Bosnia. 

Mr. DOLE. You can make them on 
anything. The Bosnia amendment will 
be pending. 

Mr. GORTON. If the minority leader 
wants to take 10 minutes of his time 
immediately or very shortly after this 
unanimous-consent agreement to give 
me to speak on an entirely different 
subject, I think he may be accommo-

dating other Members. The Senator 
from Washington is willing to accept 
that and thinks it probably would be 
preferable if he spoke now before this 
began. 

Mr. DOLE. I think in the long run, it 
will be acco'mmodating more Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GORTON. Excuse me, reserving 
the right to object, am I to understand 
then the distinguished minority leader 
will yield me his first 10 minutes as 
soon as this debate begins? 

Mr. MITCHELL. We will do better 
than that. As soon as I offer the Bosnia 
amendment, I will not say a word. The 
Senator from Washington then can 
have 10 minutes. 

Mr. GORTON. That is certainly a fine 
accommodation to the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. MITCHELL. My life is one of ac
commodations. I renew my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is s'o ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1073 
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 

on funding for United States Armed Forces 
in Bosnia-Herzegovina) 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the prior agreement, in 
behalf of myself, Senator DOLE and 
others, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], 

for himself, Mr. DOLE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. WARNER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs. 
Hutchison and Mr. D'AMATO, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1073. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
SEc. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that 

none of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this Act should be avail
able for the purposes of deploying United 
States Armed Forces to participate in the 
implementation of a peace settlement in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au
thorized by the Congress. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not 
preclude missions and operations initiated 
on or before October 20, 1993, including the 
provision of any humanitarian assistance by 
the Department of Defense. 

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

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it is 

said that in public policy, as in science, 
nature abhors a vacuum. I believe it is 
the existence of that vacuum in public 
policy which has caused so much of the 
time of this Senate to have been de
voted during the last 2 weeks or so on 
a defense appropriations bill on mili
tary and foreign policy questions. 
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To be very blunt, the military for

eign policy of the Clinton administra
tion has been, at the very least, an un
certain trumpet. As a consequence, we 
have debated or will debate extensively 
our policies in Bosnia, in Somalia, and 
now in Haiti. 

In Somalia, which we debated last 
week at length, for example, there have 
apparently been five switches in the 
number of our armed services sent to 
or withdrawn from that unhappy na
tion during the course of the last 2 
weeks, and almost as many changes in 
the instructions with which they were 
burdened during their stay. And yet, 
Mr. President, we have had, we have 
debated here, we have largely agreed 
on a set of rules which ought to be con
sidered and adopted by the people of 
the United States before they put the 
men and women of our armed services 
at risk, which are essentially those es
tablished by Secretary of Defense 
Weinberger a number of years ago. 

To paraphrase the most important of 
them, first, before such a risk is under
taken, we must find that the country 
in question represents a vital national 
security interest to the United States. 

Second, of course, we need clear and 
attainable goals, both as we go in, as 
we determine what we have accom
plished and with a very clear way to 
get out of such engagements. 

Third, and quite obviously, there 
should be no reasonable alternative, no 
other successful alternative to the 
risking of the lives of our men in uni
form who have enlisted in the armed 
services. 

And fourth, it is obvious that once we 
go in, we have to use force that is 
amply sufficient to meet those goals, 
not send people in under restrictive in
structions in dribs and drabs risking 
them without the ability to attain 
their goals. 

Mr. President, it is the view of this 
Senator and of many others that not 
one of those considerations was present 
with respect to our intervention in So
malia, at least after it moved from pro
viding food for the starving to creating 
a new and different political atmos
phere in that nation. 

On the other hand, and I think rel
evant to this debate, there is a very 
considerable difference with respect to 
Haiti. Vital interests of the United 
States are clearly present in that na
tion. It is relatively close to our 
shores, and overwhelmingly the dis
turbances, the violence, the lack of se
curity in Haiti threatens the United 
States with the onset of literally hun
dreds. of thousands of refugees seeking 
freedom, seeking security in a way 
with which we all sympathize but in a 
place which simply does not have room 
for them. We cannot be the recipient of 
literally hundreds of thousands of peo
ple from one small country when there 
is any remote other alternative to pro
vide security there. 

Second, there is at least some goal 
which this administration has articu
lated in this case, the restoration of an 
elected government for a government 
which took power by a military coup. 

It is in this respect that I want to 
disagree respectfully but most pro
foundly with the extended statements 
of the junior Senator from Iowa, who 
almost sanctified President Aristide of 
that country in a way with which this 
Senator rather profoundly disagrees. 
This Senator is not at all certain that 
the situation in Haiti will be any more 
peaceful, that there will be any more 
justice in Haiti after the restoration of 
President Aristide than there is today. 
But he was the duly elected President 
of that country, and there is at least 
some chance that some change might 
take place, so it does seem to me that 
that is an appropriate goal. 

Whether or not there is no alter
native to military intervention is an 
open question, and clearly the adminis
tration in its abortive attempts of a 
week or so ago did not provide amply 
sufficient force to enforce the Gov
ernors Island decision. The disgraceful 
dispatch of some 200 American troops 
unarmed in an unarmed ship to Haiti 
and its withdrawal in the face of a mob 
is discreditable to this administration 
and shows a lack of foresight or con
cern for the fate of our Armed Forces 
that is reprehensible. 

Now, having said all of this, dealing 
with vacillation in Haiti, in Bosnia, in 
Somalia, one would think, I suppose, 
that this Senator would speak in favor 
of the Helms amendment, but he does 
not. He finds the Helms amendment 
much too drastic, greatly oversim
plified, not itself reflecting the consid
erations, the multiple considerations, 
of the Weinberger rules or of any ap
propriate substitute for those Wein
berger rules. 

This Senator believes that the Presi
dent of the United States would be 
very well advised to seek authority 
from this Congress before he attempts 
to put any of our Armed Forces at risk 
in that country. It would be wise for 
him to seek the advice and consent of 
the Senate and of the Congress as a 
whole. 

But at the bottom, it seems to me far 
more likely that we can find an alter
native which does not risk our soldiers, 
our sailors, our marines, and our air
men if we do not tie the hands of the 
President in the way in which the 
Helms amendment does. If we do not 
require it, he does have more flexibil
ity. I wish I had a greater degree of 
confidence in the ability of this Presi
dent to conduct foreign policy of this 
sort than I do. But I do recognize the 
fact that we have only one President. I 
voted and spoke for the immediate 
withdrawal of our troops from Somalia 
because they were at risk and are at 
risk there today. Right now, American 
men and women in uniform are not at 

risk in Haiti. As a consequence, I think 
the President ought to have the broad
est possible author'ity to see to it that 
we can succeed in reaching our goals in 
Haiti without their use. 

I hope he will come to us and ask for 
our permission to use them if he deems 
that necessary and that he comes with 
a plan in which we can have a degree of 
confidence. But each of those is more 
likely to be the case if we reject the 
Helms amendment and take a some
what more moderate and somewhat 
more bipartisan action. 

For those _reasons, I will oppose the 
Helms amendment. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
at this point? 

Mr. GORTON. I certainly will. 
Mr. DODD. I wish to commend my 

colleague from Washington. I agree 
with his analysis on this. I have no rea
son not to believe that President Clin
ton would certainly consult with Con
gress before taking any dramatic ac
tion in Haiti or any action militarily. 
But the Senator's analysis of the par
ticular approach being advocated by 
our colleague from North Carolina is 
that it would have the opposite effect. 
So I just wanted to associate myself 
with his remarks and approach on this. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend. 
Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 

yield again, I wish to compliment the 
Senator, my good friend from Washing
ton, for a very thoughtful statement. 

I guess we are under some time con
straints. I wish we were not. 

The Senator from Washington is a 
very thoughtful, considerate individ
ual. Quite frankly, I do not disagree 
with anything he said either. I do not 
think I am trying to sanctify anyone. I 
am just trying to give a different pic
ture here of an individual through his 
writings and things. 

But again I say to my friend from 
Washington, I would like to ask the 
Senator to take a look at the Gov
ernors Island accord, which it seems 
everyone supported on both sides of the 
aisle. The military signed off on it, 
Aristide. Everyone seemed to sign off 
on it. It seemed to point the way to
ward a more peaceful-! do not say to
tally peaceful-Haiti. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Washington has 
expired. Who yields time? 

Mr. GORTON. I do not mind having 
the Senator go on. I wish he would go 
on on the time of the other side. 

Mr. HARKIN. Can I ask for 2 more 
minutes? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, we 
have time limited on the Bosnia 
amendment. Both Senators, from Iowa 
and Washington, have already talked 
on the subject of Haiti longer than the 
time that I have allotted to me on 
Bosnia. 

I will yield to the Senator an addi
tional 2 minutes out of my time with 
the understanding that this is the last 
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of this and we can get on to the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. I just want to say I can 
associate myself with his remarks, too, 
because I thought them very thought
ful and very straightforward. 

If the Senator wants to say anything 
else, I yield my 2 minutes to him. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. How much time re

mains on the pending amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader has 19 minutes 43 seconds. 
The Sen a tor from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], 
has 9 minutes 29 seconds. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk read the pending amend
ment, which we interrupted to accom
modate the Senator from Washington 
earlier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will read the 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

t he following : 
SEC. . (a ) It is the sense of Congress that 

none of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this Act should be avail
able for the purposes of deploying United 
States Armed Forces to participate in the 
implementation of a peace settlement in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au
thorized by the Congress. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not 
preclude missions and operations initiated 
on or before October 20, 1993, including the 
provision of any humanitarian assistance by 
the Department of Defense. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, there 
are two notable facts about this 
amendment. First, it is a sense-of-the
Congress amendment. It does not im
pose legally binding restrictions upon 
the President in advance. That is very 
significant, and it distinguishes this 
amendment sharply from the amend
ment preyiously debated, which at
tempts to do so in what I believe to be 
an unwise fashion. 

The Congress regularly expresses its 
opinion in sense-of-the-Senate, sense
of-the-House, or sense-of-the-Congress 
resolutions. Everyone should under
stand that these are just that, opin
ions. They have no legally binding ef
fect although obviously any Chief Ex
ecutive should, and sensibly in his self
interest, will take into account the 
opinions of Congress. 

So that should be clear. This amend
ment is a sense of the Congress. It is 
not a legally binding document. 

The second is that this is consistent, 
where indeed responsive to the prior 
statements and requests of President 
Clinton himself. 

Earlier today the President delivered 
to me a letter on this subject. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that this letter be placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this point. 

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

THE WHITE HoUSE, 
Washington , October 20, 1993. 

Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. LEADER: The violent conflict in 
the former Yugoslavia continues to be a 
source of deep concern. As you know, my Ad
ministration is committed to help stop the 
bloodshed and implement a fair and enforce
able peace agreement, if the parties to the 
conflict can reach one. I have stated that 
such enforcement potentially could include 
American military personnel as part of a 
NATO operation. I have also specified anum
ber of conditions that would need to be met 
before our troops would participate in such 
an operation. 

I also have made clear that it would be 
helpful to have a strong expression of sup
port from the United States Congress prior 
to the participation of U.S. forces in imple
mentation of a Bosnian peace accord. For 
that reason, I would welcome and encourage 
congressional authorization of any military 
involvement in Bosnia. 

The conflict in Bosnia ultimately is a mat
ter for: the parties to resolve, but the nations 
of Europe and the United States have signifi
cant interests at stake. For that reason. I 
am committed to keep our nation engaged in 
the search for a fair and workable resolution 
to this tragic conflict . 

I want to express my lasting gratitude for 
the leadership you have shown in recent days 
as we have worked through difficult issues 
affecting our national security. With your 
help we have built a broad coalition that 
should provide the basis for proceeding con
structively in the months ahead. Once again 
you have earned our respect and apprecia
tion. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
wish to quote from this letter. I will 
not quote the letter in its entirety but 
read what I believe to be the pertinent 
part. 

In the letter addressed to me the 
President says: 

The violent conflict in the former Yugo
slavia continues to be a source of deep con
cern. As you know, my Administration is 
committed to help stop the bloodshed and 
implement a fair and enforceable peace 
agreement, if the parties to the conflict can 
reach one. I have stated that such enforce
ment potentially could include American 
military personnel as part of a NATO oper
ation . I have also specified a number of con
ditions that would need to be met before our 
troops would participate in such an oper
ation. 

I also have made clear that it would be 
helpful to have a strong expression of sup
port from the United States Congress prior 
to the participation of U.S . forces in imple
mentation of a Bosnian peace accord. For 
that reason, I would welcome and encourage 
congressional authorization of any military 
involvement in Bosnia. 

The conflict in Bosnia ultimately is a mat
ter for the parties to resolve , but the nations 
of Europe and the United States have signifi
cant interests at stake. For that reason, I 
am committed to keep our nation engaged in 
the search for a fair and workable resolution 
to this tragic conflict. 

The letter continues but with provi
sions that are not immediately rel
evant to this discussion. 

So, Mr. President, I hope our col
leagues will support this amendment, 
both as an expression of congressional 
opinion, not as a legally binding prior 
restraint upon the President, and be
cause the President himself has indi
cated both in prior oral statements, 
and today in a letter, that he welcomes 
and regards as helpful expressions of 
support from the Congress prior to any 
such participation by U.S. forces . 

The amendment is simple. It is 
straightforward. It has the support of 
the President and the administration. 
It is authored by the majority leader 
and the minority leader. I hope very 
much that my colleagues will support 
the amendment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. I note the presence of 
the minority leader. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi

nority leader, Mr. DOLE, is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am sorry 

I did not hear all of the majority lead
er's remarks. We have been upstairs for 
a briefing inS. 407. 

But I would just say initially we have 
been working for several days trying to 
narrow differences on this amendment 
and on the Haiti amendment. Obvi
ously, the constitutional question is 
very difficult. They are not going to be 
resolved today. Maybe they will never 
be resolved. But we have come to an 
understanding on the Bosnian amend
ment, and I think also on Haiti. 

In my view, the lesson of the Somalia 
debate and the Senate's vote last week 
is that congressional approval should 
be obtained in advance of a significant 
deployment, so that we avoid congres
sional moves to abruptly terminate an 
operation after our troops are already 
engaged in a mission. 

Mr. President, I am not seeking to 
place a straitjacket on the President's 
powers as Commander in Chief, as some 
former executive branch officials have 
suggested. Indeed, I am trying to con
struct a political flak jacket to protect 
against congressional artillery once a 
deployment is underway. 

Some have suggested that I am offer
ing my amendments because there is a 
Democrat in the White House. Well, I 
would call to their attention an Associ
ated Press story from November 13, 
199o-a story which said a Senator 
called on the President to call Congress 
back in to session and seek its approval 
for United States troop deployments in 
the Persian Gulf. The President was 
George Bush, the Senator was the Sen
ate Republican leader. I said, "I think 
it ought to be put to the Congress, put 
up or shut up." It was my view that ob
taining congressional support for our 
Persian Gulf policy would help build a 
consensus among the public. Mr. Presi
dent, my views have not changed. 
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My amendments are not designed to 

tie the President's hands or to limit his 
ability to act in the protection of 
American interests. Having read their 
numerous editorials in support of thou
sands of pages of congressional restric
tions on assistance to Nicaragua, and 
certifications on United States troops 
in El Salvador, I find it fascinating 
that the New York Times and the 
Washington Post are new converts to 
the doctrine of Presidential flexibility . 
It is certainly a 180-degree turnaround 
from their support for congressional 
amendments during the 1980's which 
precluded military, intelligence, and 
other options with respect to United 
States policy toward Central America. 
I do not know if the editorial writers 
read my amendments, but if they did, 
they ignored the flexibility in the text. 
In any case, I welcome the Post's and 
Times' conversion and hope it will con
tinue when a Republican returns to the 
White House. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
we should tie the President's hands, 
but I do not believe the Congress 
should sit on its hands, either. 

It is a big, big responsibility; Con
gress has a lot of responsibility. If 
more people would listen to the brief
ing in S. 407, we would probably under
stand that responsibility more. I sug
gest to my friends who did not get the 
briefing today that you ought to get 
that briefing before we vote on any 
Haiti amendments. 

What I am seeking to do is to find 
the right balance between Presidential 
prerogatives in commiting U.S. forces 
to military operations, in particular, 
multilateral and peacekeeping oper
ations, and congressional prerogatives 
in appropriating funds for those activi
ties. 

To remind those outside the Congress 
who are watching and commenting on 
this debate, it is the Congress which 
has the power of the purse. It is the 
Congress which appropriates funds for 
foreign aid, for military bases abroad, 
for NATO, and for the United Nations, 
among other things. 

It has not been my intention to usurp 
the President's authority in foreign 
policy-and in my view even my origi
nal amendments did not do so. Indeed, 
I would not have directed my staff to 
meet with administration staff to lis
ten to the President's concerns and to 
make changes in the amendments to 
address those concerns if that were the 
case. 

But, as the debate last week on So
malia demonstrated, the Congress will 
not go along and quietly foot the bill, 
especially if Americans are sent into 
harm's way for missions that are ques
tionable, unclear, or do not reflect 
United States interests. 

Some of my colleagues say that the 
Congress should not seek to give ap
proval prior to a deployment, that we 
should wait and pull the plug later, if 

necessary. Mr. President, there is no 
constitutional requirement for Con
gress to wait for body bags before we 
make our views on a particular mission 
of operation known. 

I cannot for the life of me say that 
we have a right to bring them home or 
to cut off funding, but we do not have 
the right to say they should not go in 
the first place. If it is a bad idea, if it 
is a bad operation, if it is putting 
Aristide back in power, for example, 
which has now been suggested, then I 
think we ought to speak up ahead of 
time. We ought to do it in advance, in 
fairness to the President, fairness to 
the American people, and certainly to 
all of us who should have a role in for
eign policy as explained by many of my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in 
the past week. 

Moreover, I believe that it is in the 
President's interest to have congres
sional approval in advance. 

A few weeks ago, following his meet
ing with Bosnian President 
Izetbegovic, President Clinton was 
asked by reporters whether he would 
agree to the Bosnian Government's re
quest for a guarantee of United States 
participation in implementation of a 
potential peace settlement. President 
Clinton responded and I quote: 

I've been willing to do that since February. 
But in order to do it, we have to have a fair 
peace that is willingly entered into by the 
parties. It has to be able to be enforced or, if 
you will , be guaranteed by a peacekeeping 
force from NATO, not the United Nations, 
but NATO. And, of course , for me to do it , 
the Congress would have to agree . 

Last week, the Foreign Relations 
Committee held a hearing on United 
States policy toward Bosnia and 
Herzegovina at which Assistant Sec
retary Stephen Oxman and Ambassador 
Victor Jackovich testified. The distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, Senator PELL, of
fered to hold this hearing during the 
Senate's debate on the foreign oper
ations appropriations bill. At that 
time, I was considering offering an 
amendment which would have called on 
the President to seek congressional ap
proval prior to committing United 
States forces to implement a peace set
tlement in Bosnia. 

The Chairman agreed to hold hear
ings. 

In light of the distinguished chair
man's offer to hold hearings on United 
States policy toward Bosnia, I decided 
not to offer my amendment. I would 
like to thank Senator PELL for acting 
so quickly. Unfortunately, in his testi
mony, Secretary Oxman seemed to 
walk back the President's remarks. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is 
critical that the Congress thoroughly 
consider United States policy toward 
Bosnia, especially since the President 
has made a tentative commitment to 
send as many as 25,000 United States 
troops to enforce a possible Bosnian 
settlement. Such a debate, in addition 

to congressional authorization would 
be necessary, in my view, even if a 
smaller number of ground troops were 
to be deployed. 

And so, I am pleased that as a result 
of my discussions with the White 
House, the President has sent a letter 
to me which states that, and I quote: 

I have also made clear that it would be 
helpful to have a strong expression of sup
port from the United States Congress prior 
to the participation of United States forces 
in implementation of a Bosnian peace ac
cord . For that reason, I would welcome and 
encourage congressional authorization of 
any military involvement in Bosnia. 

In view of the President's letter wel
coming congressional authorization 
prior to sending United States troops 
to .Bosnia to implement a settlement, I 
have removed the funding prohibition 
from my amendment. Therefore, my 
amendment now states that it is the 
sense of the Senate that none of the 
funds appropriated by this bill should 
be available for the purposes of deploy
ing United States Armed Forces to par
ticipate in the implementation of a 
peace settlement in Bosnia and 
Hercegovina, unless previously author
ized by the Congress. It also states that 
such authorization should not apply to 
missions and operations initiated on or 
before today, such as the humanitarian 
airlifts into Sarajevo, the NATO no-fly 
zone, current NATO overflights, or 
NATO airstrikes designed to stop the 
shelling of Sarajevo, which has dra
matically increased over the past few 
days. 

Mr. President, I believe that I was 
not alone in thinking that the Presi
dent had committed to seeking con
gressional approval, and, I believe that 
I am not alone in thinking that the 
President should receive congressional 
approval in advance of sending United 
States ground forces to Bosnia. I am 
pleased that the President has taken 
the same view. 

Mr. President, sending 25,000 troops 
to Bosnia is not a minor matter. This 
is a massive undertaking which would 
put American lives in harm's way for a 
dubious and, in my view, unprincipled 
purpose. This proposal must be thor
oughly considered by the Congress and 
voted on. · 

I have long believed that the United 
States has clear interests in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. I believe that the in
tegrity of international laws and prin
ciples, including the Helsinki accords 
and the United Nations Charter, are at 
stake in Bosnia. I believe that regional 
stability is also at stake in Bosnia. 

However, I do not believe that the 
current Owen-Stoltenberg plan pro
tects or promotes those interests. This 
U.N.-mediated plan rewards aggres
sion-and in so doing, it undermines 
the international order and fundamen
tal international principles, such as 
the territorial integrity of internation
ally-recognized states. 

And so, if the Bosnians succumb to 
international pressure and agree to 
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this plan, what the Congress will have 
to decide is whether to send thousands 
of American men and women in to a 
dangerous environment, to protect ter
ritorial gains made through the most 
deplorable means of ethnic cleansing. 

Mr. President, my hope is that as we 
discuss this issue further, the adminis
tration will realize what some of us 
here already realize: that the Owen
Stoltenberg plan is fatally flawed, but 
that there are still other options-op
tions which would support the sov
ereignty of the Bosnian State, promote 
its survival, are less costly in lives and 
in dollars, and which would not under
mine the very value.s and principles 
that this country stands for. 

There have been consultations with 
the Congress on Bosnia, and in those 
meetings, Members have raised moral, 
political, and military concerns about 
the current Owen-Stoltenberg plan. 
Yet, in those· same meetings and in 
House and Senate legislation, the Con
gress has supported the President on 
lifting the arms embargo-unilaterally, 
if necessary-and we have authorized 
the necessary funds to provide arms 
and other military equipment to the 
Bosnian Government. It seems to me 
that the administration, until re
cently, has listened more to the United 
Nations and Europeans, and less to the 
Congress. 

I hope that through this amendment, 
and my amendment on Haiti we will 
have started a process of genuine con
sensus-building between the executive 
branch and the Congress, not just on 
Bosnia and Haiti, but on all of these 
difficult post-cold-war foreign policy 
matters. I hope that we can come to a 
mutual understanding on the appro
priate role of the United Nations in 
U.S. foreign policy, as well. I would 
like to thank the President and his 
staff for working with me on these 
amendments and look forward to con
tinuing such a dialog and constructive 
relationship on foreign policy in the fu
ture. 

I guess the final point I would make, 
this is a very, very gray area. It is not 
going to be easily resolved. But Con
gress does have some authority. I do 
not fault the President of the United 
States. Every President of the United 
States has always said that any en
croachment upon his power as Com
mander in Chief or President of the 
United States as outlined in article 1 of 
the Constitution, would be inappropri
ate, whether it is President Bush, or 
President Carter or, I suppose it goes 
back to George Washington. 

If we are talking about sending 25,000 
Americans to Bosnia to keep a peace, 
that may be forced on this small coun
try of Bosnia at a cost of a couple bil
lion dollars a year, if Congress does 
nothing, if we do not have something 
on the record to indicate at least we 
wanted prior authorization, then I be
lieve we would be making a mistake. 

And then I believe the American people 
can properly say, "Where was Con
gress? They waited until the 25,000 
Americans were there. They waited 
until some were killed, or wounded, 
and then they said, 'Bring them 
home.'" 

My view is that it helps the Presi
dent, and it also brings together the 
American people, just as it did in the 
gulf crisis when we voted to authorize 
the use of U.S. military force in that 
region. 

So, Mr. President, I do not want to 
overuse my time, but I think the ma
jority leader discussed the President's 
letter, and I appreciate that very 
much. 

This is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion, not a statute, but it is still a very 
clear message from the Congress on 
what we believe should happen. I have 
every confidence that the President 
will respect that. 

We have changed the amendment, 
and I thank my colleague, the majority 
leader for his initial efforts and for the 
efforts of the past couple of days. We 
make it very clear what missions this 
does not apply to in our amendment. It 
does not apply to humanitarian airlifts 
in Sarajevo, the NATO no-fly zone, cur
rent NATO overflights, or NATO air 
strikes, which have been talked about 
by the administration, to stop the 
shelling into Sarajevo, which has in
creased in the past few days. 

I reserve the time I have left. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

Constitution assigns to the President 
the sole authority as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the Unit
ed States. The very same Constitution 
assigns to the Congress the sole au
thority to declare war and the author- . 
ity to raise, in our terminology, "ap
propriate" funds for the maintenance 
of any Armed Forces. 

This is one part of an overall con
stitutional scheme that is intended to 
prevent the accumulation of power in 
any one branch of Government, in any 
institution, or individual. The war
making power cannot be properly eval
uated in isolation from the entire divi
sion of the powers which underlies the 
entire Constitution. 

The men who wrote the American 
Constitution had as their central pur
pose the prevention of tyranny in 
America. They were brilliantly suc
cessful, and in more than 200 years of 
national history, we have had 42 Amer
ican Presidents and no American 
kings. But, inevitably, the division of 
power creates ambiguities, it creates 
problems and inefficiencies that lead to 
tension and conflict between the two 
branches of Government, and nowhere 
has that tension been repeated more 
often, and been less capable of final 
resolution than in the area of war
making powers. 

It has been especially a problem in 
recent years when we have repeatedly 

encountered circumstances in which 
conflict occurs, but falls short of a gen
eral war. The War Powers Resolution, 
adopted by the Congress in 1973, was an 
attempt to bring the war-making pow
ers of the Constitution up to date. It 
was a well-intended, well-meaning ef
fort; it plainly was defective. No Presi
dent, Democrat or Republican, has ever 
acknowledged the validity or the effec
tiveness of the act, and no Congress 
has been able to imp~ement the act in 
all the time since then. The result is 
that we now have the current situa
tion. 

I support this amendment because it 
is an expression of congressional opin
ion, a right which every Congress, of 
course, has, indeed, every American 
has. I also support it because it does 
not purport to impose prior restraints 
upon a President performing the duties 
assigned him under the Constitution. 
Any President acting in self-interest 
and in the interest of the country, 
must and will take into account the 
views of Congress-that is just plain 
common sense-as I am confident this 
President will. 

But I think it is a very different mat
ter, and everyone should understand 
the significance of the difference, for 
the Congress to say, "Mr. President, 
here is what we think you ought to 
do." It is very different for the Con
gress to say, "Mr. President, by law, we 
prohibit you from doing this." This 
falls in the former category. This is not 
a prior restraint. I do not favor prior 
restraints. I believe they plainly vio
late the Constitution. 

But this is an important matter. This 
is an area of substantial conflict, and it 
is conceivable that Americans may be 
called upon to participate in the imple
mentation of a peace settlement there. 
The President has said, both orally and 
today in writing, that he welcomes 
congressional support prior to any 
major action and, therefore, this 
amendment is not only appropriate as 
an expression of congressional view but 
is consistent with the previously ex
pressed view of the President himself. 

I think we all ought to be careful 
when we get into the areas of trying to 
legislate, by law, prior legal restraints 
upon a President's authority. And so, 
Mr. President, I hope very much that 
Members of the Senate will support 
this amendment in the con text, and in 
the spirit, which I have described and 
in which it has been offered. 

I say further that a few years ago, I, 
and a group of other Senators, pro
posed a series of substantive changes to 
the War Powers Resolution. Senator 
BIDEN, who is present on the floor, is 
perhaps the Senate's leading expert on 
the subject, and he himself had other 
suggestions with respect to that same 
resolution. I hope before we finish, we 
will take action on an expression by 
the Senate of our desire to revisit that 
subject in the light of what is occur
ring in the world today. 
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Mr. President, how much time do I 

have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader has 8 minutes 10 seconds. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I would like to com

ment on that, if I might, in a minute. 
If no other Senator wishes to use part 
of my time on this subject, other
wise--

Mr. NUNN. I wanted to comment on 
the War Powers Act. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will make a brief 
further comment on that, Mr. Presi
dent. I believe this to be particularly 
significant in light of the unique situa
tion in world history and the unique 
status of the United States in the 
world. 

The United States now has the most 
powerful military force in the world. 
Indeed, it is the most powerful military 
force in all of human history. The 
United States is regularly referred to 
as the sole superpower, and that is 
clearly the case. 

If you go back through history, the 
time of domination of the so-called 
British Empire, the Hapsburg Empire, 
the Ottoman Empire, Roman Empire, 
rarely, if ever, in history, has the dom
inant military power been invited by 
other countries to send its military 
forces onto their lands. Indeed, almost 
always throughout history, the domi
nant military power had to fight its 
way onto other's soils. It had to gain 
control of other peoples by force and 
maintain control by force. 

Because of what I believe to be the 
greatness of American ideals, because 
of the greatness of America as a coun
try which does not seek control and do
minion over other people, people the 
world over trust us. 

I have met with the leaders of almost 
every country in Europe, including the 
leaders of the current Republics that 
used to make up the Soviet Union. I 
asked each of them since the Soviets 
are withdrawing their forces from 
Western Europe, do they believe Amer
icans should withdraw military forces 
from Western Europe. The answer 
unanimously has been "No." They 
want American military forces on their 
soil. 

It is a situation unique in history, 
but it also is one that means we are 
going to be called upon over, and over, 
and over again to deploy forces to 
other countries, and we have to think 
about that very carefully. We have to 
try to devise standards or criteria by 
which we can measure such requests, 
to be able to say "no" when it is appro
priate, to be able to say "yes" when it 
is appropriate. 

That is why I think we want to get 
back to a careful and thorough review 
of the War Powers Resolution. I hope 
we will do that. 

Before I use up my time, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WOFFORD). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I commend 
the majority leader for his leadership 
in working this matter out. I, myself, 
if I had my preference, I see no need to 
legislate on Bosnia because the Presi
dent of the United States has made a 
public commitment that he is going to 
seek the authority of the Congress be
fore he makes a large troop deploy
ment in Bosnia. He has made that com
mitment. He has reiterated this in a 
letter that I believe the majority lead
er has already put in the RECORD. But 
if we are going to speak on this sub
ject, I think this is the way to do it: A 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. 

This is not a part of law, but it is 
part of a political statement and an ex
pression of expectations by the United 
States Senate that I think has a con
siderable amount of sway and certainly 
reiterates what the President of the 
U.S. has already committed in this re
spect. 

So if we are going to speak on the 
subject, the sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion, I think, is the appropriate way to 
handle it. 

On the War Powers Act, the majority 
leader, Senator MITCHELL, and I, Sen
ator BYRD, and Senator WARNER-and I 
believe Senator LUGAR and others
about 2 years ago introduced a revi
sion, a very substantial revision of the 
War Powers Act. I welcome the oppor
tunity to revisit that legislation and to 
see if it is appropriate for the cir
cumstances today. 

But one thing is for sure, Mr. Presi
dent: The War Powers Act, as it is now 
constructed, will never work, because 
the War Powers Act basically says if 
Congress does not act, the President of 
the United States has to remove Amer
ican forces from countries where they 
are to be committed. In other words, 
the omission by Congress, or the non
feasance by Congress, would require 
the executive branch to make troop 
movements out of a commitment al
ready made by the Commander in 
Chief. 

If Congress is going to deal with 
these matters, we have to deal with 
them by affirmative action, and I think 
that is the heart of the revision we 
need to think about on war powers. 
Plus, we need to strengthen the con
sultative mechanism so we have much 
more consultation between the execu
tive branch and Congress. 

Mr. President, I thank the majority . 
leader, and I yield back any time I 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader. I will just take 30 
seconds. 

I share the view expressed by every
one here on the floor that it is time for 
us to address in an institutional sense 
the relationship between the executive 
and legislative branch relative to the 
conflict in the Constitution. We tried it 
through the War Powers Act. 

For all the reasons the majority lead
er said, it has not functioned; it has 
not worked. Our discussions, all of us 
on this floor, with the administration, 
as well as among ourselves, has led us 
to the conclusion this is a propitious 
time for us to revisit that subject, and 
it should be done in that comprehen
sive manner. 

I wish we were not even doing these 
piecemeal efforts here. They are nec
essary as a political requirement, as 
well as a substantive requirement. But 
I hope tomorrow we will have available 
for the Senate a similar resolution 
calling on the Congress, with the con
sent of the administration, to work out 
a new mechanism over a period of time 
resulting in a piece of legislation to 
come back at some point for the con
sideration of the Senate. 

I thank the leader. I appreciate his 
yielding me the time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, do I have 

any time remaining on this side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 51 seconds. 
Mr .. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 

quote from a letter from the ACLU, 
which I have rarely done in my life
time. In fact, they will probably close 
up if I do this. 

But this is what the paragraph says: 
The ACLU believes that the Constitution 

requires prior congressional authorization 
for the President to use any type of military 
force in Haiti-

The same to apply to Bosnia-
other than in self-defense or to protect the 
lives of Americans . The general constitu
tional war powers embodied in Article I , sec
tion 8, clause 11-which grants to Congress 
" the power to declare war [and] grant letters 
of marque and reprisal"- applies to all situa
tions in which U.S. forces are authorized to 
use military force abroad, except " to repel 
sudden attacks." 

The Clinton Administration has suggested 
that any congressional limitation on the use 
of force would interfere with the President 's 
Commander in Chief powers. The President 
claims that the " Constitution leaves to the 
President, for good and sufficient reasons, 
the ultimate decision-making authority" on 
when to use force. This is a gross misinter
pretation of the Constitution. The decision 
on whether to commit the United States to 
military action abroad is explicitly 
Congress's to make. Once the initial decision 
has been made, then the President does have 
full authority as Commander in Chief to de
cide how to use them. In addition, the Presi
dent can act unilaterally in emergency situ
ations involving attacks on U.S. territory ,· 
U.S . forces , or U.S . persons held abroad. 

This is the last time I may quote the 
ACLU for some time. 
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I ask my colleagues to weigh their 

opinion very carefully, because it is 
precisely what we suggest in our 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution on 
the subject of potential deployment of 
United States Armed Forces as part of 
any effort to support a peace accord in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Relative thereto, I believe that Presi
dent Clinton has made it very clear 
that he would consult fully with Con
gress and would seek expression of sup
port from Congress. 

I also believe that this resolution's 
goals would be satisfied if President 
Clinton makes a good faith effort to 
give Congress a chance to approve or 
disapprove any deployment of U.S. 
forces if Congress is not in session at 
the time, by giving the congressional 
leadership an opportunity to call Con
gress back into session for that pur
pose. 

If a majority of Congress supports a 
deployment or shows an unwillingness 
to disapprove a deployment, I believe 
that would also constitute good faith 
compliance with the intent of this 
amendment. Otherwise, a filibuster in 
the Senate could deny the President 
the expression of majority sentiment 
this resolution contemplates. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support the Dole-Mitchell 
amendment, which expresses the sense 
of the Congress that the President 
should seek prior congressional ap
proval fer any deployment of United 
States troops to participate in the im
plementation of a peace settlement in 
Bosnia. 

I have long advocated a cautious ap
proach to United States military in
volvement in the tragic civil war in 
Bosnia. United States military person
nel should not be put at risk in Bosnia 
unless Congress authorizes United 
States military involvement. 

If the three warring factions in 
Bosnia are able to conclude a peace 
agreement-and they are truly com
mitted to implementing it-the United 
States should consider providing 
troops, along with our allies, to help 
monitor the implementation of that 
peace plan. 

Congress must play a major role in 
making any decision to commit United 
States forces to Bosnia to implement a 
peace agreement, because those troops 
may find themselves in harm's way. 

The administration has discussed the 
possibility of sending 25,000 United 
States troops to Bosnia for such a 
peacekeeping mission. The administra
tion has conditioned U.S. troop partici
pation in such an operation on anum
ber of factors, including the following: 
NATO command and control for the op
eration; an agreed exit strategy; an un
derstanding about which nations will 
contribute forces and who will bear the 
financial responsibilities for the oper-
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ation; and congressional authorization 
prior to the deployment of United 
States ground troops to Bosnia. 

Regardless of the fact that U.S. 
troops participating in a peace plan 
implementation mission would tech
nically be considered peacekeepers, 
peacekeeping troops in volatile situa
tions can quickly find themselves in a 
hostile and deadly environment. 

The Dole amendment is intended to 
allow the Congress to play its appro
priate role in the decision to deploy 
U.S. troops to such a hostile environ
ment. 

When and if all sides in Bosnia agree 
to a peace plan, the President should 
present his plan for United States 
troop deployments to the Congress for 
approval. 

As the Republican leader noted, de
bate has occurred for 200 years over the 
respective military and foreign affairs 
powers of the President and the Con
gress under the Constitution. He re
ferred to this as a gray area. I see it as 
an area of shared powers. Our goal is to 
find the best way to advance the Na
tion's interest through the coordinated 
exercise of these shared powers. The 
Dole-Mitchell amendment is designed 
to accomplish this on the question of 
support for implementation of a peace 
plan for Bosnia. I urge support of the 
Dole-Mitchell amendment. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I want to 
be clear about my reasons for support
ing this amendment. 

I recognize and support absolutely 
the power of the President to make and 
carry out foreign policy. However, I am 
mindful of the consequence of this par
ticular action by the Senate. 

This amendment represents the sense 
of Congress. It lacks the force of law. 
Thus, it is utterly devoid of meaning 
insofar as it restricts the ability of the 
President to act as he sees fit. How
ever, the message behind this action is 
unmistakable. 

The President has lost the confidence 
of the Senate and the American people 
in his ability to create and administer 
foreign and military policy. In coming 
to this judgment, I am filled with sad
ness and anger that the brave men and 
women of the U.S. Armed Forces 
should be sent into harm's way under 
these conditions. 

This amendment, though toothless, 
is a clear warning shot directed at the 
Clinton administration's foreign and 
military policy team. They would do 
well not to try the patience of the Con
gress and American people any further. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I con
clude by thanking the Republican lead
er for his cooperation on this matter, 
and the Senators involved- Senator 

BIDEN, Senator DODD, Senator NUNN, 
Senator GRAHAM, and Senator PELL, 
who has been very much involved in 
this effort in a most constructive 
way-and many others. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
1073, offered by the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. MITCHELL]. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 99, 
nays 1, as follows: 

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 320 Leg.] 

YEAS-99 
Faircloth McCain 
Feingold McConnell 
Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Murray 
Gregg Nickles 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatch Packwood 
Heflin Pell 
Helms Pressler 
Hollings Pryor 
Hutchison Reid 
Inouye Riegle 
Jeffords Robb 
Johnston Rockefeller 
Kassebaum Roth 
Kempthorne Sarbanes 
Kennedy Sasser 
Kerrey Shelby 
Kerry Simon 
Kohl Simpson 
Lauten berg Smith 
Leahy Specter 
Levin Stevens 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 

Duren berger Mack Wells tone 
Ex on Mathews Wofford 

NAYS-I 
Hatfield 

So the amendment (No. 1073) was 
agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
·agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Republican 
leader is to be recognized to offer an 
amendment on Haiti on which there 
will be 60 minutes of·debate tonight. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be ape
riod of morning business for 15 min
utes, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

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

The Senator from Arizona. 

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, there 

is no doubt President Yeltsin faced a 
grave crisis 2 weeks ago when armed 
insurgents threatened to take Moscow 
by force, but the army's backing of 
Yeltsin demonstrated that he has the 
power to crush his opposition. There. is 
also no doubt that Mr. Yeltsin retains 
real popularity among most Russians 
while his opponents in the Parliament 
were held in very low esteem. 

Mr. President, as history clearly 
demonstrates, power and popularity 
will not necessarily lead to democracy 
and reform. I regret Mr. Yeltsin has 
been acting very much the authoritar
ian in dealing with the opposition 
party. One specific instance is a gov
ernment decree that has closed 13 oppo
sition newspapers. Two other news
papers have been ordered to change 
their names and to fire their editors. 

Granted, some of these newspapers 
were detestable, filled with rabid na
tionalist and antisemitic ravings. But 
there are laws in Russia to deal with 
slander and libel and such matters 
should be handled by an independent 
judiciary, not executive fiat. 

These moves against the press and 
the barring of certain parties from par
ticipating in the upcoming parliamen
tary elections are ominous. As chair
man of the Helsinki Commission, I 
urge Mr. Yeltsin to reconsider these ill
conceived and undemocratic attempts 
to silence his opposition. 

I fully recognize the nature of the 
provocation and danger that President 
Yeltsin has faced. Even much better es
tablished democracies ban political 
parties on occasion. Germany does not 
allow the Nazi party to function, and 
last spring banned several neo-Nazi 
parties after antiforeign violence and 
criticism outside Germany of judicial 
leniency toward pro-Nazi perpetrators 
was paramount. 

Much of the international commu
nity welcomed these moves, but Ger
many did not confront an armed at
tempt to overthrow the state, as took 
place in Moscow on October 3 and 4. It 
is understandable that the urge to push 
such fringe groups and individuals out 
of the political process will be much 
stronger in Russia. But President 
Yeltsin must distinguish between truly 
marginal hate groups and those that 
represent more serious constituencies 
and political perspectives that simply 
are at variance with his own. Despite 
Yeltsin's disapproval, Pravda, for ex-

ample, is a mainstream publication 
even if it longs for the U.S.S.R., a 
planned economy and social guaran
tees. 

The issues Pravda addresses speaks 
to many Russian citizens whose living 
s.tandards have plunged. Yeltsin's 
planned reforms, which will lead to 
bankruptcies of large state enterprises 
and unemployment, affect millions of 
people who have the right to voice 
their disagreement, plain and simple, 
and Pravda was that voice. 

Merely demanding that editors step 
down will not change that fact. I firm
ly believe President Yeltsin still offers 
the best hope for reform. The reform 
process itself must be driven objec
tively, in my judgment, in order to 
have credibility with the United States 
and other foreign nations. 

For that reason, Congress and the ad
ministration must voice concern when 
Russia's reformer No. 1 uses unaccept
able means to achieve those reforms. 

A Washington Post article quoted the 
head of Mr. Yeltsin's security min
istry-formerly the KGB-as saying 
that "his agency would monitor politi
cal opponents more carefully." This is 
an unpromising beginning and a dan
gerous thing. If we do not say so, we 
will not help Yeltsin and could, in fact, 
strengthen the hardliners. 

The critical preelection period should 
be an open political process. Opposition 
parties must be allowed to freely con
duct their campaigns within the limits 
of Russian law. The Helsinki Commis
sion, like many other election mon
itoring groups, will observe the ballot
ing on election day. But the Commis
sion also intends to send staff to Rus
sia before voters go to the polls to 
study the opportunities candidates 
have to campaign freely. 

President Yeltsin has often dem
onstrated his courage in the past. I 
urge him now to demonstrate his lead
ership by restoring an essential compo
nent of any democracy and any reform 
process-freedom of the press-to Rus
sia. Without this, I see little hope that 
the upcoming Russian elections will 
yield anything more than further in
stability in that troubled country. The 
dreams and talents of the Russian peo
ple deserve better. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY' S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone 
even remotely familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows that no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by Congress-both the 
House of Representatives and the U.S. 
Senate. 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
"Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that "Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 

duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
in that task for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,403,899,372,803.47 as of the 
close of business yesterday, October 19. 
Averaged out, every man, woman, and 
child in America owes a share of this 
massive debt, and that per capita share 
is $17,145.20. 

A TRIBUTE TO BROTHER 
AUGUSTINE PHILIP NELAN, FSC 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, on Oc

tober 5, 1993, Brother Augustine Philip 
Nelan, FSC passed away in New . York 
at the age of 88 years. Brother Philip 
had returned to Manhattan College in 
New York City from Washington last 
November after completing his work as 
an adviser to the National Restaurant 
Association on the hiring of the handi
capped in the food service industry. 
For 14 years, Brother Philip worked 
closely with food service companies, 
State vocational rehabilitation pro
grams, and private training agencies to 
encourage the employment of people 
with disabilities. He testified before 
Congress during the consideration of 
the Americans With Disabilities Act 
and served on the President's Commit
tee on ·Employment of People With Dis
abilities. His contributions to advanc
ing the cause of handicapped workers 
were great, but they were only one part 
of a lifetime vocation to serve. 

Brother Philip returned to Manhat
tan College to pursue his fourth career 
as art curator. In this capacity Brother 
Philip worked to catalog and prepare 
for sale art that had been donated to 
the college in order to further Manhat
tan's role as a first class institution. 
At the end of the summer Brother's 
health began to fail and after a coura
geous fight to recover he passed from 
us. At Brother Philip's wake his good 
friend Brother Luke Salm, FSC deliv
ered a beautiful eulogy that I ask 
unanimous consent to be included in 
the RECORD. 

BROTHER AUGUSTINE PHILIP NELAN, FSC 
It is common at the wake of elderly per

sons to hear that death has come as a mercy, 
sometimes even with the implication that 
the entry into the possession of an eternal 
reward was long overdue. Except for the last 
week or two, that was hardly the case with 
Brother Philip Nelan. His rapid decline and 
sudden death come as a shock to us who 
knew so well his vigor and vitality, his wide
ranging interests, and his zest for life. It is 
as if we were mourning the loss of a young 
man cut down in his prime. 

Brother Philip did not speak very much 
about his early childhood. An outsider can 
only reconstruct what the source of young 
Thomas Nelan's zest for life must have been 
in the family of his parents, Philip and Han
nah Nelan. The subsequent history of the 
siblings gives a clue: witness the religious 
vocations of his sister Margaret and his 
brother Fred, the vibrant families raised by 
his sister Helen and her husband Stephen 
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Schweitzer, those of his brothers and their 
wives, John and Kathleen, Philip and Mae, 
Joseph and Marie, Raymond and Marguerite. 
The Nelan grandchildren now grow in the 
glow of ancestral love and life. 

Baptized in the Church of the Ascension 
and educated in Holy Name School, Thomas 
Nelan must have developed something of his 
competitive edge in the famous rivalry that 
developed between those two New York Irish 
parishes. Upon graduation from Holy Name 
School in 1920, he responded with typical and 
youthful generosity to God's call to share in 
the mission entrusted by the Church to the 
Institute of St. John Baptist de La Salle. 
After two years in the Juniorate at 
Pocantico Hills, he entered the Novitiate and 
on September 7, 1922, was invested with the 
religious habit, and given the name Brother 
Augustine Philip. In those days it was not 
uncommon for Brothers to be given names 
like Aquilinus or Berthulian or Castoris. But 
Brother Philip was lucky, and all his life he 
preferred to sign .himself and be known as 
Augustine Philip. 

It didn ' t take long for the superiors. to rec
ognize that they had a tal en ted young man 
on their hands. After only one year of teach
ing grade school in Newburgh, Brother Philip 
was assigned to the big time. At Bishop 
Loughlin High School in Brooklyn (later 
named St. Augustine 's), a scholarship school , 
he joined a distinguished faculty, many of 
whom later became his confreres at Manhat
tan College. In the course of seven years in 
Brooklyn in an age before specialization, the 
record shows that he taught courses in math, 
chemistry, English, Latin, and, of course, 
Religion. Teaching religion, and teaching it 
with creativity and verve , remained a pas
sion with him right through his college 
teaching career. 

In 1933 he came to Manhattan College. For 
the next thirty years, he exercised his talent 
for vigorous and imaginative leadership. As 
professor and chair of the English depart
ment, executive vice-president, and then 
president, he used his intelligence, vision, 
and clout to bring into being an impressive 

-- list of new academic ventures: the innova
tive program in the liberal arts, the begin
nings of the full time faculty in theology, an 
independent department of psychology, a 
program in nuclear physics, a new depart
ment of chemical engineering, a program in 
forensic psychology for the police, and the 
air force officers training program. In the 
days of fiscal conservatism he prevailed over 
the nervous nellies among the higher superi
ors and his own financial officers to build 
Jasper and Thomas Hall. 

In the midst of all this, he never lost his 
love of learning and letters. Ever the omniv
orous reader, for more than thirty years he 
met regularly and informally with a circle of 
faculty, their wives, and some of the Broth
ers to discuss and dissect everything from 
Oedipus to Undset. 

As Director of the Brothers' community, 
Brother Philip was considerate of the needs 
of the Brothers and, despite the pressures of 
college affairs, was ever available to them. 
His Sunday morning conferences to the com
munity were well prepared and models of 
their kind. He had the courage and the tact 
to deal effectively with the divisions among 
the Brothers, the faculty , and the resident 
clergy over the issues that surfaced during 
the McCarthy hearings. At the end of his 
term as president and Director in 1962, he 
could look backward on a mighty achieve
ment and would have been excused if he 
sought a sinecure assignment to disguise a 
well deserved retirement. 

But retirement was not on his mind. His 
experience was at first brought to bear on a 
proposal for a new college in the LI-NE Dis
trict. When that project, through no fault of 
his, came to naught, he answered the call of 
the Pacific to become Auxiliary Visitor in 
charge of the Philippines. Shaken out of 
their complacency, both the missionary and 
the Philippine Brothers entered into a period 
of modernization and development that has 
yet to run its course. Back in the States, 
Brother Philip turned his experience, his 
faith, and zeal to direct the Foreign Services 
Council (FSC) designed to assist the mission
ary activities of the Brothers in Latin Amer
ica, Asia, and Africa. In that capacity he 
participated actively in the mission commis
sion of the 1967 General Chapter. 

Brother Philip celebrated his golden jubi
lee in 1972. No sign of retirement. Soon he 
was actively engaged in bringing to a suc
cessful conclusion the negotiations for the 
sale of De La Salle College, Washington. In 
1978 at the age of 72 he became involved with 
the National Restaurant Association and its 
programs for rehabilitating the handicapped. 
For the next fourteen years, with amazing 
determination and energy, he logged tens of 
thousands of miles annually, flying from 
coast to coast and remote places in between, 
to find jobs for the handicapped in the food 
industry. Not only did this effort restore a 
sense of usefulness and dignity to countless 
handicapped persons nationwide, but the res
taurant owners and managers themselves 
were enriched by the presence of this black
suited witness to the living Christ. We can be 
sure Saint De La Salle would have approved. 

In 1992 Brother Philip returned to Manhat
tan, but not to retire. He was able and anx
ious to help in the development program and 
agreed as well to take charge as curator of 
the College's art collection. He continued his 
daily walks, to read everything he could get 
his hands on, and would enter into earnest 
conversation with anyone who will listen. 
One would have thought that he could live 
forever . 

Joining last August with a group of Broth
ers in a week of relaxation at Montauk, 
Brother Philip began to experience weakness 
and loss of appetite. The eventual diagnosis 
indicated by-pass surgery, which, at 87 years 
old, he survived with remarkable resiliency 
and so pursued an apparently successful pro
gram of rehabilitation. Meanwhile , the doc
tors prescribed a new course of treatment for 
a chronic skin problem. The side effects of 
the medication proved to be painful and de
bilitating and ultimately too much for his 
noble heart. 

The theme that was stressed in the cele
bration of Brother Philip's 70th anniversary 
a year ago was vision and vitality, his zest 
for life. Despite his death, these perdure. His 
vision, we believe in faith, must now be bea
tific, his life now eternal, his zest for life ful
filled in the full possession of the dynamic 
life of his living and ever-loving God. 

LUKE SALM, FSC. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. ARCHIE D. 
GRIMMETT 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to salute my constituent Archie 
D. Grimmett on the occasion of his re
tirement from the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. Grimmett, a native of East St. 
Louis, IL, will retire as Assistant Dep
uty Chief of Staff, Civilian Personnel , 
of the U.S. Army, Europe and 7th Army 

Unit 29351 this week. The Federal per
sonnel community is indeed far richer 
as a result of Mr. Grimmett's contribu
tions. From his early days at the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights to his 
many programmatic innovations while 
at Army, Mr. Grimmett has embodied 
what it means to be a true human re
source professional. 

A culminating achievement of Mr. 
Grimmett's outstanding career as a 
Federal executive is the way in which 
he has supported the drawdown of our 
forces in Europe. His humanity and 
concern for people marked every phase 
of the initiative, requiring a complete 
reorganization of the civilian personnel 
office structure to support the entire 
effort. All of this was achieved in a cli
mate of caring and concern, with peo
ple's needs being the primary value. 
This was indeed a true accomplishment 
in a difficult time. 

Mr. Grimmett is one of those very 
special people who exemplifies the spir
it of what it means to be a public serv
ant to America. I would like to offer 
my sincere congratulations and thanks 
to him for his enormous contribution 
over a distinguished career and I wish 
both him and his family well in their 
future endeavors. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Edwin R. Thomas, 
one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:22 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 914. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain seg
ments of the Red River in Kentucky as com
ponents of the national wild and scenic riv
ers system, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the report of commit
tee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2491) making appropriations for the De
partments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
for sundry independent agencies, 
boards, commissions, corporations, and 
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offices for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes; 
it recedes from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 
18, 57, and 129 to the bill and agrees 
thereto; and that the House recedes 
from· its disagreement to the amend
ments of Senate numbered 38 and 113 to 
the bill, and has agreed thereto, each 
with an amendment, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
3(a) of Public Law 86-380, the Speaker 
appoints to the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations the 
following Members on the part of the 
House: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
MORAN, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2401) to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for military activities of the De
partment of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes, and agrees to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon; and 
that the following Members be ap
pointed as the managers of the con
ference on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, for consideration of the entire 
House bill and the entire Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. MCCURDY, 
Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SPRATT, 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. KASICH, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. HANSEN, 
Mr. WELDON, Mr. KYL, Mr. RAVENEL, 
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr. 
MACHTLEY. 

As additional conferees from the Per
manent Select Committee on Intel
ligence, for consideration of matters 
within the jurisdiction of that commit
tee under clause 2 of rule XLVIII: Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr. 
COMBEST. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, for consideration of sec
tions 812 and 1316 of the House bill and 
sections 1087, 2854, and 2908 of the Sen
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. GoN
ZALEZ, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. 
RIDGE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
for consideration of sections 373, 1303, 
1331, 1333-1337, 1343, 1344, and 3103 of the 
House bill and sections 338, 532, 1088, 

and 2853 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. PETRI, and 
Mr. GOODLING. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for consideration of sections 267, 382, 
601, 1109, 1314, 2816, 2822, 2829, 2830, 2839, 
3105 (b) and (c), 3132, 3137, 3140, and 3201 
of the House bill and sections 322, 325, 
327, 705, 822, 1088, 2802, 2803, 2833, 2842, 
2844, 2913, 3106 (c), (d), (j), and (1), 3131, 
3132, 3133, 3136-3147, 3149, 3150, 3201, and 
3202 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SHARP, Mr. 
SWIFT, Mr. MOORHEAD, and Mr. OXLEY: 
Provided, That Mr. BLILEY is appointed 
in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for the con
sideration of sections 267, 601, and 1109 
of the House bill, and sections 705 and 
3106 of the Senate amendment: Pro
vided further, That Mr. BILIRAKIS is ap
pointed in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for 
the consideration of sections 1314, 3137, 
3140, and 3201 of the House bill, and sec
tions 322, 2802, 2803, 3132, 3136, 3139-3147, 
3149, 3150, 3201, and 3202 of the Senate 
amendment: Provided further, That 
Mr. STEARNS is appointed in lieu of Mr. 
OXLEY and Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois is 
appointed in lieu of Mr. SWIFT solely 
for the consideration of section 822 of 
the Senate amendment: Provided fur
ther, That Mr. SCHAEFER is appointed 
in lieu of Mr. OXLEY solely for the con
sideration of section 3138 of the Senate 
amendment. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for con
sideration of sections 234, 237, 241, 1005, 
1008-relating to funding structure for 
contingency operations-1009---rela ting 
to report on humanitarian assistance 
activities-1021, 1022, 1034, 1038, 1041, 
1043-1045, 1048, 1051-1055, 1105, 1107, 1108, 
1201-1203, 1205-1208, 1360, 1501-1510, and 
3136 of the House bill and sections 216, 
221, 223, 224, 241-245, 547, 1041, 1042, 1051-
1054, 1061, 1067, 1077, 1078, 1083-1085, 1087, 
1093, 1094, 1101-1103, and 1105-1107 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
GILMAN, and Mr. GOODLING. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
for consideration of sections 818, 829, 
1023, 1050, 2816, 2821, 2823, 2839, and 3140 
of the House bill and sections 825, 2843, 
2844, and 2902-2908 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Illinois, Mr. ENGLISH of Oklahoma, 
Mr. CLINGER, and Mr. MCCANDLESS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con
sideration of section 262 of the House 
bill, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. SYNAR, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FISH, and Mr. MOOR
HEAD. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con-

sideration of section 1022 of the House 
bill, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and 
Mr. FISH. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con
sideration of section 1082 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. FISH, and 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, for the consideration of sec
tions 1351, 1352, and 1354-1359 of the 
House bill and sections 654 and 3501-
3506 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. 
BATEMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, for consideration of sections 
265, 1314, and 3137 of the House bill and 
sections 328, 2841, 2851, 2915, 3103, and 
3135 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. STUDDS, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
Mr. REED, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr. 
BATEMAN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Natural Resources, for 
consideration of section 2818 of the 
House bill and sections 2855, 3132, 3139, 
and 3147 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, for consideration of sections 
364, 901, 934, 943, and 1408 of the House 
bill and sections 523, 1064, and 3504 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, and Mrs. 
MORELLA. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation, for consideration of sections 
2816 and 2841 of the House bill and sec
tions 1068, 1087, 2833, 2842, and 2917 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Mr. MI
NETA, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
SHUSTER, and Mr. CLINGER. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Rules, for consideration 
of section 1008 (relating to funding 
structure for contingency operations) 
of the House bill, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. DERRICK, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. FROST, Mr. SOLO
MON, and Mr. QUILLEN. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, for consideration of sec
tions 215, 262, 265, 1303, 1304, 1312-1318, 
and 3105 of the House bill and sections 
203, 233, 235, 803, and 3141--3148 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
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committed to conference: Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. VALENTINE, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. WALK
ER, and Mr. FAWELL. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Small Business, for con
sideration of section 829 of the House 
bill, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, for 
consideration of sections 1071 and 1079 
of the Senate amendment and modi
fications committed to conference: Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. SANGMEISTER, and 
Mr. STUMP: Provided, That Mr. SLAT
TERY is appointed in lieu of Mr. 
SANGMEISTER solely for the consider
ation of section 1079. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of sections 653, 705, and 
1087 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. ARCHER, and Mr. 
CRANE. 

At 2:08 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House insists upon its 
disagreement to all amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 2492) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, and asks a 
further conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon; and appoints Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
SKAGGS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BONILLA, and 
Mr. McDADE be the managers on the 
part of the House. 

At 5:58 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen
ate to the bill (H.R. 2519) making ap
propriations for the Department of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju
diciary, and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes; it recedes from 
its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 7, 11, 62, 79, 80, 99, 
120, 137, 145, and 171, and has agreed 
thereto; and that the House recedes 
from its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Senate numbered 3, 5, 10, 
21, 22, 23, 27, 30, 31, 34, 37, 44, 52, 63, 64, 
67, 71, 73, 75, 78, 81, 84, 93, 97, 101, 110, 
111, 113, 114, 115, 122, 129, 130, 132, 133, 
135, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 147, 148, 149, 
150, 159, 161, 162, 166, 169, 170, 174, and 
175 to the bill, and has agreed thereto, 
each with an amendment, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following measure was read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 914. An act to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain seg
ments of the Red River in Kentucky as com
ponents of the national wild and scenic riv
ers system, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

The following bill, previously re
ceived from the House of Representa
tives for concurrence, was read, and re
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 2677. An act to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
plan, design, and construct the West Court of 
the National Museum of Natural History 
building; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration. 

The following concurrent resolution, 
previously received from the House of 
Representatives for concurrence, and 
referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing the historic opportunity for peace in the 
Middle East; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 2351. An act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal years 1994 and 1995 to carry 
out the National Foundation on the Arts and 
the Humanities Act of 1965, and the Museum 
Services Act. 

H.R. 2632. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Patent Trademark Office in the 
Department of Commerce for fiscal year 1994. 

H.R. 2840. An act to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to establish copyright arbitra
tion royalty panels to replace the Copyright 
Royalty Tribunal, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC- 1657. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report of the study of buoy 
chain procurement practices; to the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

EC-1658. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, are
port of abnormal occurrences at licensed nu
clear facilities for the period April 1 through 
June 30, 1993; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

EC-1659. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled " Fair Trade in Auto Parts Exten
sion Act of 1992"; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

EC-1660. A communication from the Chair
man of the Merit Systems Protection Board, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti
tled "Whistleblowing in the Federal Govern
ment: An Update"; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with 
amendments: 

S. 483. A bill to provide for the minting of 
coins in commemoration of Americans who 
have been prisoners of war, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1159. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora
tion of women who have served in the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

William B. Gould IV, of California, to be a 
member of the National Labor Relations 
Board for the remainder of the term expiring 
August 27, 1993; 

William B. Gould IV, of California, to be a 
member of the National Labor Relations 
Board for the term of 5 years expiring Au
gust 27, 1998; 

John Calhoun Wells, of Texas, to be Fed
eral Mediation and Conciliation Director; 
and 

Martin John Manley, of California, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 1570. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prevent persons who have 
committed domestic abuse from obtaining a 
firearm; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1571. A bill to improve immigration law 
enforcement; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 1572. A bill to amend the Family Vio

lence Prevention and Services Act to author
ize the Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices to administer a Federal demonstration 
program to coordinate response and strategy 
within many sectors of local communities 
for intervention and prevention of domestic 
violence; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. SIMON: 
S. 1573. A bill to provide equal leave bene

fits for adoptive parents; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 
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By Mr. BRADLEY: 

S. 1574. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in the 
State of New Jersey, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI: 
S. 1575. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide for the establishment 
of programs to encourage Federal employees 
to commute by means other than single-oc
cupancy motor vehicles; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. WOFFORD: 
S .J. Res. 146. A joint resolution designat

ing May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as "Na
tional Walking Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 1570. A bill to amend title 18, Unit

ed States Code, to prevent persons who 
have committed domestic abuse from 
obtaining a firearm; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
THE DOMESTIC VIOLENCE FIREARM PREVENTION 

ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
today, I am introducing a bill to take 
guns out of the hands of people who are 
violent toward their spouse or children. 
The Domestic Violence Firearm Pre
vention Act is one more important step 
toward breaking the cycle of domestic 
violence. I am proud to say that Min
nesota was the first State to enact this 
type of legislation on a State level. 

This is critical legislation. We know 
that the only difference between a bat
tered woman and a dead woman is a 
gun. According to the FBI a woman is 
beaten every 12 seconds in the United 
States. Over 4,000 women are killed 
each year at the hands of their 
batterers. An estimated 150,000 inci
dents of domestic violence involve a 
weapon. A recent study in the New 
England Journal of Medicine found 
that battered women and others who 
have been physically abused in a pre
vious family fight are almost five 
times more likely to be murdered or 
involved in a fatal shooting. 

Currently, under Federal law, there 
is a list of circumstances, including 
conviction of a felony and mental in
competence, that prevent individuals 
from legally owning a gun. This legis
lation would add to that list those who 
have been convicted of domestic vio
lence. Under this bill, anyone who has 
been convicted of abusing their spouse 
or child, or who has a restraining order 
issued against them because of threat
ened abuse, would be prohibited from 
obtaining a firearm. This bill would 
also prohibit anyone from selling or 
giving a gun to someone they know, or 
should know, is a perpetrator of domes
tic violence or has a court issued re
straining order. 

Just this past weekend in Minnesota, 
it was reported that a man fatally shot 
his girlfriend at his apartment after 

she tried to break up with him. He then 
shot and killed himself. 

Representative TORRICELLI, along 
with Representatives SCHROEDER, 
LOWEY, and DELAURO, is introducing a 
companion bill in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

My wife Sheila and I have worked to
gether over the past several years on 
strategies to protect victims of domes~ 
tic abuse and to break the cycle of vio
lence. 

Earlier this year I introduced two 
other bills that deal with prevention of 
domestic violence-the Child Safety 
Act, S. 870, a bill to establish super
vised visitation centers for families 
that have a history of violence, and the 
Violence Reduction Training Act, S. 
869, a bill to train health care providers 
to identify and refer victims of domes
tic abuse. 

Next week we are having a hearing 
on domestic violence. One of the wit
nesses was herself a victim of domestic 
violence. She was shot by her ex-hus
band as was her 6-year-old son. She 
now lives with an artificial leg as a re
sult. 

Next week Sheila and I are sponsor
ing an art exhibit from Minnesota 
called the Silent Witness. This exhibit 
is an extraordinary visual display of 
the impact of domestic violence. It is a 
traveling memorial honoring the 26 
women who were murdered in Min
nesota during 1990 in acts of domestic 
violence. The exhibit is made up of 27 
life-size silhouettes. Twenty-six of 
them represent women whose lives 
ended violently at the hands of a hus
band, ex-husband, partner, or acquaint
ance. The 27th figure represents those 
uncounted women whose deaths went 
unreported or unacknowledged. Ten of 
the twenty-seven died from gunshot 
wounds. 

We must stop the violence-in homes 
as well as in the streets. This bill takes 
a strong step toward stopping the 
crime of domestic violence. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
sponsoring this important legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 1570 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the " Domestic 
Violence Firearm Prevention Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) domestic violence is the leading cause 

of injury to women in the United States be
tween the ages of 15 and 44; 

(2) firearms are used by the abuser in 7 per
cent of domestic violence incidents; and 

(3) individuals with a history of domestic 
abuse should not have easy access to fire
arms. 

SEC. 3. PROHffiiTION AGAINST DISPOSAL OF 
FIREARMS TO, OR RECEIPT OF FIRE
ARMS BY, PERSONS WHO HAVE COM
MITTED DOMESTIC ABUSE. 

(A) PROHIBITION AGAINST DISPOSAL OF FIRE
ARMS.-Section 922(d) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of paragraph 
(6); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (7) and inserting"; or"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol
lowing: 

"(8)(A) has been convicted in any court of 
the United States of an offense that-

"(i) has as an element the use, attempted 
use, or threatened use of physical force 
against a spouse, former spouse, domestic 
partner, child, or former child of the person; 
or 

"(ii) by its nature, involves a substantial 
risk that physical force against a spouse, 
former spouse, domestic partner, child, or 
former child of the person may be used in the 
course of committing the offense; or 

""(B) is required, pursuant to an order is
sued by a court of the United States in a case 
involving the use, attempted use, or threat
ened use of physical force against a person 
described in subparagraph (A), to maintain a 
minimum distance from the person so de
scribed.". 

(b) PROHIBITION AGAINST RECEIPT OF FIRE
ARMS.-Section 922(g) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking " or" at the end of paragraph 
(6); 

(2) by inserting " or" at the end of para
graph (7); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol
lowing: 

"(8)(A) has been convicted in any court of 
the United States of an offense that-

"(i) has as an element the use, attempted 
use, or threatened use of physical force 
against a spouse, former spouse, domestic 
partner, child, or former child of the person; 
or 

"(ii) by its nature, involves a substantial 
risk that physical force against a ·spouse, do
mestic partner, child, or former child of the 
person may be used in the course of commit
ting the offense; or 

"(B) is required, pursuant to an order is
sued by a court of the United States in a case 
involving the use, attempted use, or threat
ened use of physical force against a person 
described in subparagraph (A), to maintain a 
minimum distance for the person so de
scribed;" .• 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1571. A bill to improve immigra
tion law enforcement; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

IMMIGRATION LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce to the Immigra
tion Law Enforcement Act of 1993, 
which sets forward a plan for the Fed
eral Government to effectively enforce 
our Nation's borders. 

Mr. President, I am proud that this 
legislation is coauthored by my col
league and friend, Senator BARBARA 
BOXER. 

A few days prior to July 4, I think a 
very special holiday for all of us in 
America because we celebrate our her
itage of independence and the growth 
of our Nation, I first spoke out on the 
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issue of immigration, an idea which is 
really at the core of our Nation's iden
tity. 

I spoke out for one fundamental rea
son: Concern that America's inability 
to control her borders, to adequately 
deter and prevent illegal immigrants 
from flocking to the United States, 
could-and most probably would
cause a backlash against all immi
grants. 

According to a House Government 
Operations Committee report released 
in August of this year, 77 percent of all 
of the legal immigrants of this country 
reside in six States. They are Califor
nia, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, 
and New Jersey. 

So, essentially, six States are home 
to 77 percent of all of the immigrants 
in our country. . 

It is also estimated that almost 9 
million, 8.9 million, people have come 
to this country legally over the past 10 
years. But another 3 million have en
tered our country illegally. According 
to unofficial Census Bureau figures, 
California is home to 52 percent of all 
of the undocumented immigrants of 
this Nation. That is 2,083,000 illegal im
migrants in my State alone . 

This steady stream of illegal immi
grants across our borders, particularly 
in the Southwest region, has resulted 
in many immigrants, including those 
here quite legally, feeling decidedly un
welcome. 

To encourage a rational discussion of 
what is an emotionally charged issue, I 
advanced seven moderate steps this 
summer to enforce our borders, to 
begin to streamline the asylum proc
ess, and to deport illegal immigrants 
convicted of aggravated felonies to 
serve their prison time in their country 
of origin rather than in our jails. 

I have discussed these proposals with 
the President, the Attorney General, 
INS Commissioner-designee Doris 
Meissner, my colleagues on the Senate 
Judiciary and Appropriations Commit
tee, Hispanic-American and Asian
American elected officials and commu
nity leaders, and many others. 

Additionally, I have written to Presi
dent Salinas of Mexico urging that his 
country to step up efforts, which are 
now nonexistent, to enforce its borders 
and received a response stating that 
the Mexican Government is amenable 
to discussing these matters. I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of this 
letter and the Mexican Government's 
response be printed in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. 

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

WASHINGTON , DC, 
August 17, 1993. 

His Excellency, CARLOS SALINAS DE GORTARI, 
President of the Republic of Mexico, Mexico 

City, Mexico. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On June 30th of this 

year I took the floor of the United States 
Senate to speak at length about immigra-

tion, a subject of great importance to the 
United States and my State of California. As 
the daughter and granddaughter of immi
grants, I expressed concern that-unless the 
United States took immediate and effective 
steps to control illegal immigration- frus
tration with the economic burden of that in
flux could cause a retreat from our nation's 
longstanding commitment to legal immigra
tion. 

It is the responsibility of our respective 
governments to prevent such a tragedy, Mr. 
President. That is why I have written to you 
today. 

According to United States Census figures 
just released, of the 4 million undocumented 
persons now estimated to be living in the 
United States, over half (2.083 million or 
52%) are living in California. Moreover, the 
U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 
reported in 1992 (the last year for which fig
ures are now available) that 95.8% of all per
sons apprehended entering the United States 
illegally were Mexican citizens. 

We both understand the tremendous eco
nomic burden of caring for these people 
placed upon border states like California. I 
respectfully submit, Mr. President, that nei
ther of our nations can tolerate any longer 
the inadequately regulated illegal outflcw of 
Mexican citizens into the United States. 

As detailed in my recent remarks, a copy 
of which are attached, I will continue to 
work to build further support in Congress for 
the expansion, equipment and 
professionalization of the United States Bor
der Patrol. It is clear to me that the United 
States cannot-and, frankly, should not
unilaterally bear the burden of substantially 
curtailing illegal immigration from Mexico. 

Consequently, I have urged President Clin
ton and Ambassador Kantor to make Mexi
co's affirmative commitment to help control 
the border with the United States a pre
condition of America's endorsement of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. 
Such a commitment would, I believe, facili
tate Senate ratification of the Agreement. It 
certainly would encourage my affirmative 
support. 

As a matter of equity and economics, Mr. 
President, I feel strongly that working to
gether to control our border is the right 
thing for both of our nations to do. Accord
ingly, in my capacity as an individual Mem
ber of Congress, I respectfully ask that you 
and your government make control of our 
mutual border as high a priority in Mexico 
as it clearly has become, and will remain, in 
the United States today. 

If I or my staff can assist you in any way. 
Mr. President, please do not hesitate to call 
on us. I look forward to an ongoing and pro
ductive dialogue with you on this and other 
matters of common concern. 

Respectfully yours, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 

U.S. Senator. 

EMBASSY OF MEXICO, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1993. 

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
Senate Hart Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: Please find en
closed a letter addressed to you by Mr. Fer
nando Solana, Secretary of Foreign Rela
tions of Mexico. 

Yours sincerely, 
JORGE MONTANO, 

Ambassador. 

[Translation) 
SECRETARY OF FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
Tlatelolco, Mexico, September 10, 1993. 

Hon. SENATOR FEINSTEIN: I am writing in 
reference to your considerate letter of Au
gust 17th, in which you addressed your con
cerns with respect to the migration of illegal 
immigrants from Mexico to California. 

Mexico respects the right of Mexicans to 
emigrate as a constitutional guarantee. At 
the same time, however, the Mexican govern
ment wants to export merchandise to the 
United States, not people. This goal was es
sential in the decision to open up negotia
tions for a North American Free Trade 
Agreement . Only through the advancement 
of mutual prosperity can we administer, to
gether, this purpose. 

We should recall that the report by the Bi
partisan Commission of the United States 
Congress on the Study of International Mi
gration and Cooperative Economic Develop
ment of July 1990, shows the economic aspect 
as one of the principal causes of the problem. 

Nevertheless, my government has been and 
is in the best disposition to continue an hon
est and open dialogue with the government 
of the United States to confront the immi
gration problem while protecting the human 
rights of the Mexican migratory workers. 

In sum, through the Group on Immigration 
Issues of the Binational Mexican-American 
Commission, the Mexican Government will 
continue to maintain high level contact with 
the government of the United States and is 
also disposed to continue a dialogue with 
you and other Congressional Representatives 
as well as the Executive Body of the State of 
California with respect to this issue. 

Cordially Yours, 
FERNANDO SOLANO. 

I have also made two visits to the 
border in the past 4 months, one with 
Attorney General Janet Reno and Sen
ator BARBARA BOXER. Both trips have 
reinforced the need for Federal action. 

There I saw literally hundreds of ille
gal immigrants lined up on one side of 
the border, waiting for night to fall to 
play a cat-and-mouse game with a 
vastly outnumbered Border Patrol. In 
many places on that border, a single 
Border Patrol agent is responsible for 
securing up to 3 miles of border with 
literally hundreds of people standing 
atop buildings waiting to see when his 
back is turned so that they can sneak 
across. And about 2,000 a day do just 
that. 

I saw helicopters, 25 years old and so 
rickety that the Border Patrol would 
not take a civilian up in them. 

I saw an underground tunnel, 65 feet 
deep with air-conditioning and light
ing, going from the inside of a ware
house on one side of the border to the 
inside of another warehouse on our side 
of the border, built for one purpose: to 
smuggle drugs from Mexico to the 
United States. 

I saw border gates at San Diego run
ning at half staff-just 12 out of the 24 
lanes in use-with miles of backed-up 
traffic pumping pollution into the air, 
costing untold dollars as people waited 
hour after hour to be legally author
ized to cross the border. 

The facts are clear: Our immigration 
laws are meaningless without the re
sources to enforce them. And the re
sounding conclusion is that the men 
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and women of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, its Border Pa
trol, and the Customs Service-the 
three agencies primarily responsible 
for enforcing our borders-are over
whelmed. 

During testimony earlier this sum
mer, before a House committee, I heard 
Henry Wray, of the General Accounting 
Office, state: 

We have effectively lost control of the 
Southwest border, and I think there are tre
mendous shortages in staff on the part of the 
Border Patrol. 

The recent Operation Blockade ex
periment in El Paso, where 450 agents 
working overtime saturated a 20-mile 
strip of border, has shown that illegal 
immigration can be reduced. It is sim
ply not true that we cannot enforce our 
borders. Arrests have dropped substan
tially, from about 1,000 a day to just 
about 100. 

While I would like to see a variation 
of Operation Blockade along the south
west border in California as an interim 
measure, I think the long-term Federal 
Government solution must be a dif
ferent one. 

I rise today, therefor, to introduce 
the Immigration Law Enforcement Act 
of 1993, which is designed both to im
plement a number of proposals that I 
made this summer and to complement 
President Clinton's asylum reform and 
antismuggling initiative introduced by 
Senator KENNEDY in late July. 

First and foremost, this legislation 
will provide the resources clearly need
ed to enforce our borders. Specifically, 
in addition to the 700 new agents for 
which we have obtained funding in this 
year's appropriations cycle, it would 
add 1,400 Border Patrol agents over the 
next 2 fiscal years. 

It would dedicate a lion's share of the 
new agents to the southwest border. 

It would give bilingual applicants 
priority in the hiring process. 

And it would authorize the Attorney 
General to obtain, from other Federal 
agencies and the private sector, air
craft, vehicles, detection devices, and 
other equipment needed for the Border 
Patrol to function effectively. 

When I visited the border between 
San Diego and Tijuana, while 2,000 peo
ple were coming over ille,s-ally a night, 
there was just one infrared detection 
system available to the Border Patrol. 

Second, it is my hope and expecta
tion that this legislation will help re
duce cases of abuse by the small minor
ity of Border Patrol agents responsible 
for them. Reports by the American 
Friends Service Committee and Ameri
cas Watch documented over 1,000 inci
dents of abuse in immigration law en
forcement over the last 3 years. These 
incidents involved verbal and physical 
abuse, illegal searches, and the de
struction of property. They can and 
should be curtailed by the additional 
training-in-service ongoing of current 
agents and enhanced training of new 

agents funded by this bill. In addition, 
the Attorney Gener~l will be required 
to report annually - to the Congress 
under this legislation on the status of 
the Department of Justice's effort to 
reduce Border Patrol abuse. 

Third, this legislation provides addi
tional resources to boost efforts to 
interdict drugs along the border. 

In 1990, along California's southern 
border, the INS, Customs, and Drug En
forcement Agency, working together in 
Operation Alliance, seized nearly 
400,000 pounds of marijuana with a min
imum street value of $1.2 billion and 
34,000 pounds of cocaine conservatively 
valued at $326 million if sold on our 
streets. In just one night at the border, 
I myself saw a car that had just at
tempted to enter the United States 
whose entire interior was rimmed with 
kilos of marijuana. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today authorizes additional funds, to 
be spent at the discretion of the Attor
ney General, for the Organized Crime 
Drug Enforcement Task Force pro
gram. Since its inception in 1982, this 
interagency program has put almost 
25,000 drug traffickers and criminals 
behind bars and seized cash and prop
erty worth more than $2.5 billion. It is 
exactly the kind of interdiction effort 
worth an additional investment by our 
Government, an investment that this 
bill can help fund. 

Fourth, this legislation will speed 
legal crossings at all land borders of 
our country by fully staffing existing 
border gates and authorizing the con
struction of new facilities needed to 
handle the transborder crossing vol
ume. 

Today in San Diego, commuters and 
tourists often wait 2 and 3 hours to 
pass through our busiest port of 
entry-often times, because only half 
of the available gates are staffed. 

This legislation would provide for the 
staffing of all land border crossing 
lanes along the south-west border dur
ing peak hours within 3 years; estab
lished lanes for frequent border cross
ers; build additional facilities, if need
ed, to speed border crossing; and fund 
construction of the fences, buildings 
and infrastructure needed by the INS, 
Customs and DEA to more effectively 
monitor the border. 

Fifth, the Immigration Law Enforce
ment Act compliments the President's 
asylum reform efforts by revoking part 
of the 1990 Executive order granting en
hanced consideration in the political 
asylum process for persons claiming 
that they are fleeing restrictive birth 
control policies. 

In other words, now all somebody has 
to do is say "abortion," and they are 
granted political asylum. That is not 
what political asylum was meant to be. 
Such persons, in my opinion, are not 
the refugees that the asylum process 
was meant to shelter. 

Sixth, this legislation addresses a 
costly problem that affects prisons in 

several States. Today, if an illegal im
migrant is convicted of an aggravated 
felony and sentenced to our prison sys
tem, the pr.i-sener can veto any attempt 
by our Government to deport him or 
her, even if we have a reciprocal treaty 
with the prisoner's country of origin to 
do so. That option should be removed, 
and prisoner transfer treaties nego
tiated or renegotiated with our neigh
bors and other nations, so that con
victed alien felons can be returned to 
their countries of origin to serve their 
prison time. 

The California Department of Correc
tions reported on January 7 of this 
year that over 21,000 of the 109,000 in
mates in California prisons are foreign 
born, and an estimated 16,000 of these 
inmates are subject to deportation 
once they complete their sentences. In 
11 percent of the cases, the criminal 
aliens are in prison for murder, while 
37 percent have been found guilty of 
the sale, manufacture, or possession or 
sale of drugs. 

Almost 50 percent of them therefore, 
either committed murder or sold drugs. 
The Los Angeles County Board of Su
pervisors estimates that criminal 
aliens account for about 11 percent of 
the L.A. County jail population, result
ing in over $75 million a year in crimi
nal justice system costs. I say that it is 
time to help local government and re
quire that illegal immigrants, con
victed of aggravated felonies-murder, 
gun or drug trafficking, or any violent 
crime that carries a prison sentence of 
5 years or more-serve their jail time 
in their countries or origin. 

This legislation addresses this prob
lem in two ways. It allows Federal 
judges, at the time of sentencing, to 
authorize the deportation of illegal im
migrants convicted of these crimes 
once they serve their time in an Amer
ican prison. Believe it or not, today, 
there must be a second deportation 
hearing often held after the prisoner 
has been released. 

Also, it would empower the Secretary 
of State and the Attorney General to 
negotiate agreements allowing the 
United States to return for incarcer
ation in their home countries any ille
gal immigrants convicted of a deport
able offense. 

Seventh, the Immigration Enforce
ment Act also includes a funding mech
anism, a modest and reasonable border 
crossing fee, to make these improve
ments. The bill establishes a revolving 
fund within the Treasury to accept rev
enues generated by a border crossing 
fee of $1 to be paid by anyone, whether 
citizen, tourist or immigrant, entering 
the United States at any land border 
crossing or seaport: north, south, east, 
or west. 

Based on 1992 Customs Service fig
ures, a dollar crossing fee could raise 
more than $400 million annually. This 
bill also provides the Attorney General 
with the authority to adjust the fee 
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from time to time and to institute dis
count fee programs for frequent border 
crossers. 

I am pleased to say that the border 
fee concept is under serious consider
ation by the administration, }}as been 
endorsed by newspapers such as USA 
Today and the Los Angeles Times; my 
colleague, Senator BARBARA BOXER; the 
Governor of the State of California; 
California Treasurer, Kathleen Brown, 
and the Boards of Supervisors of Los 
Angeles and San Diego County. A re
cent Los Angeles Times poll shows that 
more than 70 percent of the people of 
the State of California support such a 
fee. 

Finally, in addition to accomplishing 
the primary purposes of the bill just 
outlined, the Immigration Law En
forcement Act also authorizes the use 
of border fee revenues to fund asylum 
reform and antismuggling measures in 
the administration's proposals, if need
ed. Funds may also go to fight drug 
smuggling and to assist legal immi
grants to become naturalized American 
citizens-something we should all want 
to see. 

When I took the floor on June 30 to 
address the importance of preserving 
legal immigration by controlling ille
gal breaches of our borders, and to out
line the program which is now· at the 
core of the Immigration Law Enforce
ment Act, I did so not simply as a U.S. 
Senator, but as the daughter of an im
migrant and the granddaughter of im
migrants. 

It is my belief that this legislation, 
in conjunction with the administra
tion's complimentary efforts to re
make our troubled asylum system, and 
to heavily punish alien syndicate 
smugglers, constitutes a substantial 
step toward regaining control of our 
borders. Such control is a prerequisite 
to silencing the anti-immigration rhet
oric now being heard from California to 
Washington. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation and, in 
doing so, to protect the thousands of 
men and women who risked everything 
to make America their own. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 1572. A bill to amend the Family 

Violence Prevention and Services Act 
to authorize the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to administer a 
Federal demonstration ptogram to co
ordinate response and strategy within 
many sectors of local communities for 
intervention and prevention of domes
tic violence; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE COMMUNITY INITIATIVE ACT 

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
speaks to one of the most pervasive 
and devastating of the root causes of 
crime and violence in our society: vio
lence in the home. Throughout history 
we have known that violence begets vi-

olence. This truth was illustrated 
sharply in a comprehensive study last 
year by the National Institute of Jus
tice which stated that being abused or 
neglected as a child increased the like
lihood of arrest as a juvenile by 53 per
cent, and increased the chance of ar
rest for violent crime by 38 percent. 

Domestic violence is the single larg
est cause of injury to women in Amer
ica-up to 4 million women suffer its 
consequences annually; every 15 sec
onds a woman is beaten in this coun
try, and each day 10 women die from 
its effects according to a report by the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. But, men are often its vic
tims also. Violence can be initiated by 
or suffered by any member of the fam
ily. It does not limit itself within gen
der, racial, or economic lines. It is a 
disease that, in our society, is repul
sively rampant. 

In Portland this year, almost twice 
as many people have been murdered 
from domestic violence as those killed 
in gang-related murders. We like to 
cite statistics because they often prove 
useful in the business of setting na
tional policies. However, these stagger
ing statistics eventually begin to 
bounce off of us like so many nightly 
news tallies of the day's worldwide car
nage. It is not easy to reach out, to get 
personally involved in a sensitive issue 
that welcomes denial. But, in this in
stance we must reach out-in our 
schools, our hospitals, our churches, 
and our civic groups. This is a problem 
national in scope but embedded in the 
most private of settings; the home. 
Without widespread individual involve
ment, any attempt by Government to 
tackle the issue will fail. 

The Domestic Violence Community 
Initiative Act of 1993 which I introduce 
today would address a need currently 
unmet by ·any existing program. The 
purpose of this bill is to facilitate a co
ordinated community-based response 
to domestic violence. It would estab
lish a Federal demonstration program 
authorizing grants to organizations in 
communities throughout the country 
to coordinate strategies amongst all 
sectors including the education com
munity, health-care providers, the jus
tice system, the religious community, 
business and civic leaders, State chil
dren services divisions, and domestic 
violence program advocates. 

In meetings with community rep
resentatives in my State I found that 
there was a lack of interaction, com
munication, and coordination among 
the various sectors attempting to 
break this cycle of tragedy and vio
lence. Each specialty area is working 
on a piece of the puzzle, but there is 
not a comprehensive approach to this 
problem which cuts across all special
ties. For example, those in the medical 
and education communities tell me 
that there is now some training to rec
ognize abuse, but that there is often no 

coordination with other professionals 
on when, how, or to whom signs of 
abuse should be reported. Efforts at co
ordination are being made in many 
communities, but there is a noted lack 
of resources for such organization. 

This proposal would tie these groups 
together to share information, enhance 
awareness of the problems surrounding 
this issue, and coordinate action plans 
for intervention and prevention of do
mestic violence. Specifically, it would 
authorize $20 million to allow the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
to make grants to assist these efforts. 
This would enhance the effectiveness of 
current statewide programs which 
focus on providing shelter and counsel
ing. And, as with other programs under 
the Family Violence Prevention and 
Services Act, this demonstration 
project would be periodically evaluated 
for effectiveness by the Secretary of 
HHS. The eventual goal is to form a 
commitment by communities and the 
families who live in them to take posi
tive action to stop this cycle of abuse. 

The extent of family violence is 
frightening. In Oregon, domestic crisis 
centers take over 51,000 crisis calls per 
year. In Multnomah County alone, 
shelters and hotlines logged over 13,000 
domestic violence crisis calls. Even 
more horrifying is the fact that over 40 
percent of child fatalities in Oregon 
occur in homes where there is adult do
mestic violence. When I visit shelters 
in Oregon I am struck by the tragedy 
of women trying to keep their lives to
gether, by the faces of the innocent 

·children at the shelter who feel the ef
fects of this violence so poignantly, 
and by the knowledge that these are 
the lucky ones-that Portland area 
shelters must turn away 9 of 10 re
quests for help because they are filled 
to capacity. 

In recent years we have made some 
progress in recognizing the extent of· 
this problem. In the Appropriations 
Committee we have overseen an in
crease in funding for shelter and coun
seling programs from $8.2 million in 
1989 to $24.7 million last year. All 
across the country during the month of 
October an effort is being made to en
hance the awareness of domestic vio
lence. Upon this foundation of will, we 
must continue to build our resolve to 
eradicate violence in the home. 

I am also a cosponsor of the Violence 
Against Women Act and applaud the 
general funding for domestic violence 
programs included in that bill by 
Chairman BIDEN and others. The bill I 
introduce today is a natural enhance
ment to those proposals in that it spe
cifically focuses on the concept of ac
tive involvement by all sectors of a 
local community. This is an idea that 
should be tested in .a variety of forms 
in many different States. I welcome 
the support of my colleagues and hope 
that you will join me in this effort. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the 

letters from community groups sup
porting the need for this demonstra
tion program be printed in the RECORD 
immediately following my remarks. I 
also ask unanimous consent that the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1572 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the "Domestic 
Violence Community Initiative Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMUNITY PRO· 

GRAMS ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE. 
The Family Violence Prevention and Serv

ices Act (42 U.S.C. 10401 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 316. DEMONSTRATION GRANTS FOR COM· 

MUNITY INITIATIVES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pro

vide grants to nonprofit private organiza
tions to establish projects in local commu
nities involving many sectors of each com
munity to coordinate intervention and pre
vention of domestic violence. 

"(b) ELIGIBILITY.-To be eligible for a grant 
under this section, an entity-

"(1) shall be a nonprofit organization orga
nized for the purpose of coordinating com
munity projects for the intervention in and 
prevention of domestic violence; 

"(2) shall include representatives of perti
nent sectors of the local community, 
incuding-

"(A) health care providers; 
"(B) the education community; 
"(C) the religious community; 
"(D) the justice system; 
"(E) domestic violence program advocates; 
"(F) human service entities such as State 

child services divisions; and 
" (G) business and civic leaders; 
"(c) APPLICATIONS.-An organization that 

desires to receive a grant under this section 
shall submit to the Secretary an application, 
in such form and in such manner as the Sec
retary shall prescribe through notice in the 
Federal Register, that-

"(1) demonstrates that the applicant will 
serve a community leadership function, 
bringing together opinion leaders from each 
sector of the community to develop a coordi
nated community consensus opposing domes
tic violence; 

"(2) demonstrates a community action 
component to improve and expand current 
intervention and prevention strategies 
through increased communication and co
ordination among all affected sectors; 

"(3) includes a complete description of the 
applicant's plan for the establishment and 
operation of the community project, includ
ing a description of-

"(A) the method for identification and se
lection of an administrative committee 
made up of persons knowledgeable in domes
tic violence to oversee the project, hire staff, 
assure compliance with the project outline, 
and secure annual evaluation of the project; 

"(B) the method for identification and se
lection of project staff and a project evalua
tor; 

"(C) the method for identification and se
lection of a project council consisting of rep
resentatives of the community sectors listed 
in subsection (b)(2); 

"(D) the method for identification and se
lection of a steering committee consisting of 
representatives of the various community 
sectors who will chair subcommittees of the 
project council focusing on each of the sec
tors; and 

"(E) a plan for developing outreach and 
public education campaigns regarding do
mestic violence; and 

"(4) contains such other information, 
agreements, and assurances as the Secretary 
may require. 

"(d) TERM.-A grant provided under this 
section may extend over a period of not more 
than 3 fiscal years. 

"(e) CONDITIONS OF PAYMENT.-Payments 
under a grant under this section shall be sub
ject to-

"(1) annual approval by the Secretary; and 
"(2) availability of appropriations. 
"(0 GEOGRAPHICAL DISPERSION.-The Sec

retary shall award grants under this section 
to organizations in communities geographi
cally dispersed throughout the country. 

"(g) USE OF GRANT MONIES.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A grant made under sub

section (a) shall be used to establish and op
erate a community project to coordinate 
intervention and prevention of domestic vio
lence. 

"(2) REQUIREMENTS.-In establishing and 
operating a project, a nonprofit private orga
nization shall-

"(A) establish protocols to improve and ex
pand domestic violence intervention and pre
vention strategies among all affected sec
tors; 

" (B) develop action plans to direct re
sponses within each community sector that 
are in conjunction with development in all 
other sectors; and 

"(C) provide for periodic evaluation of the 
project with a written report and analysis to 
assist application of this concept in other 
communities. 

"(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRAITIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section-

"(1) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; and 
"(2) such sums as are necessary for each of 

the fiscal years 1995, 1996, and 1997, 
to remain available until expended. 

"(i) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall publish regulations im
plementing this section. Not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment, the Sec
retary shall publish final regulations imple
menting this section." . 

CITY OF PORTLAND, OR, 
BUREAU OF POLICE, 

Portland, OR, April 2, 1993. 
Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This is a letter of 
support from the Portland Police Bureau's 
Family Services Division for the proposed 
Community Initiative to End Domestic Vio
lence. 

It is the immediate intention of the Police 
Bureau to provide some enhanced service and 
support to the victim's of domestic abuse. 
We will investigate for prosecution more 
cases, and certainly concentrate on cases 
with serious indications for future violence. 
In our planning, it became immediately ob
vious that there is an important need for co
ordination of all components of the domestic 
violence systems and for heightened public 
awareness and support. We believe Federal 
assistance is necessary to the success of our 
system. 

Law enforcement is only one piece of the 
answer to domestic violence in Portland. We 
support the initiative and request for consid
eration. 

If you have any questions about police re
sponse to domestic violence, please call (503) 
796-3161. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT BROOKS, 

Captain, Family Services Division. 

OREGON MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, OR, February 8, 1993. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The Oregon Med
ical Association is committed to the preven
tion of domestic violence, and to that end, 
supports the "Community Initiative to End 
Domestic Violence" proposal. 

Oregon physicians have identified domestic 
violence as a priority public health issue be
cause of its high cost to the health care sys
tem and adverse impact on families. In fact, 
the issue is so important to our members, we 
have formed a Task Force on Family Vio
lence and become involved in a community
based coalition of groups, "Professionals in 
Partnership." This group is comprised of 
health care and domestic violence represent
atives committed to educating health care 
professionals about their role in prevention. 

As successful as the efforts of "Profes
sionals in Partnership" are, it is limited to 
health care. The " Community Initiative to 
End Domestic Violence" is a comprehensive 
plan integrating all sectors of the commu
nity. The Oregon Coalition Against Domestic 
& Sexual Violence has done an excellent job 
in bringing together key community organi
zations in this first-of-its-kind effort. With
out federal funding, this broad-based solu
tion to the domestic violence crisis will not 
be possible. 

OMA is supportive of an initiative that 
will develop a coordinated, systemic, 
proactive response to eliminating domestic 
violence. We thank you for your efforts to 
make this project reality. With your help, we 
have the opportunity to prevent countless 
women and children from needless harm. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. CROSS, M.D., 

President. 

PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Portland, OR, March 29, 1993. 

Re Proposed Community Initiative to End 
Domestic Violence. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Building , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Portland Public 
Schools wholeheartedly supports the Com
munity Initiative to End Domestic Violence 
proposal. We encourage your energy in work
ing toward an appropriation to meet the 
goals of this proposal for the next three 
years. 

Educators grades K-12 recognize the cor
relation between domestic violence and its 
impact on children. We are reminded daily 
that domestic violence and the physical 
abuse of students go hand in hand: our school 
police investigated 258 allegations of phys
ical abuse of students between July 1992 and 
the end of February 1993. They estimate 
most of this abuse occurs in conjunction 
with domestic violence, and this figure is an 
increase over the 1991-92 school year. 

The emotional and physical trauma these 
youngsters face when domestic violence oc
curs is an enormous barrier to their school 
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success. Attendance, interpersonal skills, 
and academic progress all suffer. School 
staffs spend many hours with students and 
families trying to counteract the negative 
impact on both the total learning environ
ment and individual student achievement. 
Unfortunately, we find only a tiny number of 
women turn to shelters or have access to re
sources to get them and the family away 
from their home violence. Our experience is 
that neglect is also correlated to domestic 
violence. and we find there are even fewer 
community resources for this type of child 
abuse. 

Finally. domestic violence increases the 
likelihood that students will resort to vio
lence at school to settle problems. To offset 
this we allocate many resources to keep 
schools a safe place in which to learn by 
teaching and modeling peaceful problem 
solving skills. 

At a time when community resources for 
families are dwindling, including school re
sources, more than ever before there is a 
greater need for integrated services between 
community agencies. An important strength 
of this proposal is that it insures planning 
and collaboration between seven community 
sectors to bring intervention and prevention 
programs to out community. 

Thank you for your personal efforts and in
volvement addressing this community prob
lem. 

Sincerely, 
CAROLYN SHELDON, 

Assistant Director. 
Student Services Department. 
CATHRYN C. SCHAR, 

Supervisor, 
Student Discipline Programs. 

ECUMENICAL MINISTRIES OF OREGON, 
Portland, OR, May 20, 1993. 

Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MARK: On behalf of Ecumenical Min

istries of Oregon, I wish to express our active 
interest in the proposed Coordinated Domes
tic Violence Intervention Initiative that you 
proposed. Our strong support has roots in our 
growing awareness of the incidence of vio
lence in our communities. Our empirical 
knowledge comes from our observation of 
the Oregonians seeking services from our 
medical, treatment and socialization pro
grams. It also comes from the experience of 
our 17 denominations and approximately 2000 
congregations with their own members and 
with the wider parish, the neighborhoods in 
which they have facilities. 

We acknowledge the need for prevention, 
intervention and treatment. We recognize 
our responsibility to be part of the response. 
We share your concern about the widespread 
tragedy of violence in the family and believe 
it is essential for the religious community to 
be a motivating factor in the development of 
an effective community response. Through 
our representative, Ellen Lowe, we have been 
involved in the planning and development of 
the Initiative. 

As you know, we have enthusiastically 
agreed to sponsor the project. We believe 
this will promote the participation of the re
ligious community. We also know that for 
there to be a significant impact on this prob
lem, the whole community must mobilize. 
The initiative will enable us to do that. I un
derstand the Initiative will be a model of 
community coordination and mobilization 
around domestic violence. There couldn't be 
a better place to do it than Portland, as 
many of us have developed cooperative rela-

tionships in addressing other community 
needs. As a statewide organization, we also 
believe we can share our expanded knowledge 
through congregations in all parts of Oregon. 
Our Community Ministries Commission has 
established sexual and domestic violence as 
its highest priority. 

Your long history of supporting peace and 
justice efforts makes your leadership in this 
endeavor most important. Your acknowl
edgement of the importance of the family to 
a just community and, ultimately, to a just 
world is welcome leadership. The Initiative 
will be a significant step in our long quest 
for justice, equity and harmony. 

Thank you for your continuing efforts on 
behalf of Oregonians. 

Sincerely, 
The Reverend RODNEY I. PAGE, 

Executive Director. 

U.S. BANCORP, 
Portland, OR, January 27, 1993. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: As you know, 

U.S. Bancorp actively participates within 
the communities where we do business to 
make Oregon a better place for all citizens. 
This letter is to convey to you U.S. 
Bancorp's support for a community wide ini
tiative to end domestic violence. 

Violence inflicted on women and children 
in family settings is a prevalent and serious 
societal problem that touches the lives of 
too many. Up to 50% of all women will be 
battered in an intimate relationship at some 
time in their lives. These women are employ
ees, neighbors, friends and family members. 
It is a problem that results in homelessness, 
death, psychological and physical injury for 
a significant number of them. The cost to so
ciety has to be enormous. Yet, current pro
grams and services are very poorly funded, 
both nationally and locally. With cutbacks 
in all sectors, the picture will only get worse 
unless we come together as a community to 
initiate change. 

U.S. Bancorp has supported the Oregon Co
alition Against Domestic and Sexual Vio
lence (OCADSV) with monetary contribu
tions as well as the support of staff. Our in
tent is to provide continued support. In addi
tion, we would like to see a concerted effort 
on the part of business, in partnership with 
other community groups, to end the problem 
of domestic violence. 

To gain momentum for such a project, fed
eral leadership is needed. We urge you to 
consider and work for such an initiative. 
Without strong support from all sectors, too 
many women and children will continue to 
become victims with no place to turn. 

Sincerely, 
JUDITH R. RICE, 

Executive Vice President. 

JEWISH FEDERATION 
OF PORTLAND, 

Portland, OR, May 18, 1993. 
Senator MARK HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: We are pleased to 
learn about the Coordinated Community Do
mestic Violence Intervention Initiative that 
is being developed as a result of your inter
est. 

Domestic violence is a real problem which 
must be addressed. While small grassroots 
organizations have worked untiringly on the 
issue for nearly two decades, the community 
as a whole has not assumed responsibility for 
it. 

The Community Initiative will mobilize all 
sectors of our community to determine what 
can be done to end domestic violence. It will 
also provide a way for all sectors to share in
formation and ideas and work together in a 
coordinated fashion. The Community Rela
tions Committee of the Jewish Federation of 
Portland supports this initiative. The 
project has great potential for significantly 
impacting the longstanding and tragic prob
lem of domestic violence in our community. 

Given the fiscal climate here in Oregon, we 
cannot hope to undertake this endeavor 
without national resources and leadership. 
We appreciate your leadership in helping to 
find solutions to this most serious and dev
astating problem. 

Sincerely, 
PENNY ROBERTS, Chair. 

PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Portland, OR, Aprill, 1993. 

Re: Proposed Community Initiative to End 
Domestic Violence. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I join with many 
others in lending my whole-hearted support 
for the proposed community initiative to end 
domestic violence. 

As a teacher and school administrator for 
many years and as the current administra
tive supervisor of the Portland Public 
Schools Police Department, I have long been 
concerned about the impact on children and 
their ability to learn caused by domestic vio
lence. First hand observation of young vic
tims dramatically illuminates the harrowing 
reality embodied in our national statistics 
on violence in American homes. 

It is time for our community to take the 
step of bringing together organizations and 
leaders throughout the community to ad
dress this problem on a large scale. The pro
posed initiative presented to you recently is 
well conceived and offers real promise to not 
only make domestic violence a priority in 
this community, but also to take strong and 
positive action. 

To succeed, this project requires staff and 
will incur some expense. We sincerely appre
ciate your efforts in working toward an ap
propriation to accomplish this goal for the 
next three years. 

If I can be of assistance in any way, please 
let me know. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN LASHLEY, 

Director. 

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN RESOURCES, 

Salem, OR, January 29, 1993. 
Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, 
475 Cottage NE, Salem, OR. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I support the 
proposal by the Oregon Coalition Against 
Domestic and Sexual Violence to develop the 
community infra-structure necessary to sup
port and coordinate prevention and interven
tion services for victims of domestic vio
lence. 

I am the state coordinator for one source 
of funds for the domestic violence shelters, 
safe home networks and crisis lines in Or
egon. Through my contact with these pro
grams, I see the strong need for increased ad
vocacy for ending domestic violence. Too 
often, violence is still seen by the public and 
other agencies as a family problem or domes
tic dispute without a recognition of the seri
ousness of the problem. 
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I also see the strong need for increased 

support for the domestic violence programs 
themselves. They are providing direct serv
ices to victims of domestic violence, both 
those who come to shelter as well as those in 
the community, and they are educating the 
community and other professionals. There is 
a definite lack of understanding of the issue 
or commitment within some sectors of the 
community. There is also the need for better 
coordination of all the players involved. It is 
a daunting task and the domestic violence 
programs lack the staff and resources to ade
quately take this on. 

The Federal Government, through funding 
this project, can take a leadership role in 
stressing the importance of taking domestic 
violence seriously and through helping de
velop a model of a coordinated system. Even 
when agencies and professionals understand 
the issue and want to effect change, their re
sources are often stretched beyond the abil
ity for them to act as the primary change 
agent. The project can mobilize and maxi
mize the resources of the agencies and build 
additional support. 

Children 's Services Division is in a unique 
position. Our agency administers one source 
of funding for domestic violence programs. 
We work closely with an Advisory Commit
tee with domestic violence program provid
ers and interested community people. Addi
tionally, we are the child protective services 
agency and witness the effects of domestic 
violence on children and our workload. We 
support the call for increased coordination 
and believe this project will positively im
pact the delivery of services. 

Sincerely, 
BONNIE JEAN BRAEUTIGAM, 

Resource Development Unit. 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, 
LEGAL AID SERVICE, 

Portland, OR, January 26, 1993. 
Re Coordinated Domestic Violence Interven-

tion Initiative. 
Senator MARK HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington. DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing to 
indicate Multnomah County Legal Aid's 
strong support for the Coordinated Domestic 
Violence Intervention Initiative. The project 
will stimulate community initiative to de
velop a coordinated, systemic, proactive re
sponse to domestic violence. The project in
cludes all sectors of the community, includ
ing health care, the courts, the religious 
community, victim and offender programs, 
and other human service providers, business 
and civil leaders. the education system and 
the media. 

Multnomah County Legal Aid Service 
(MCLAS) has worked on domestic violence 
issues for over 20 years, providing represen
tation to victims, education to the courts, 
and public advocacy. For many years, we 
have worked in conjunction with the Oregon 
Coalition Against Domestic and Sexual Vio
lence and local grassroots domestic violence 
programs. One of the landmarks in this work 
was the formation of the Multnomah County 
Family Violence Steering Committee (con
sisting of service providers and policymakers 
in the legal system). The Steering Commit
tee conducted a needs assessment and pro
duced a report showing a 90% turnaway rate 
for domestic violence shelters. The report 
recommended developing coordinated com
munity intervention as an important next 
step in ending family violence. Through the 
Steering Committee, MCLAS and other par
ticipants have learned the value of coordi-

nating the community's response to family 
violence. The Steering Committee has laid 
the groundwork for the Coordinated Domes
tic Violence Intervention Initiative effort 
and will be able to influence participation of 
other community sectors. 

The Steering Committee, on which MCLAS 
is represented, has been involved in the de
velopment of the Coordinated Domestic Vio
lence Intervention Initiative and will con
tinue to be actively involved in the project. 
We support this project because it is an im
portant project with great potential for hav
ing a significant impact on domestic vio
lence and the ways in which the community 
deals with crime and social problems. What 
is learned from this project should be trans
latable and transferable to other geographic 
and social problem areas. 

However, without federal funding, there is 
little likelihood that this project will be able 
to advance. We appreciate your past efforts 
in this area and hope that you will support 
the Coordinated Domestic Violence Interven
tion Initiative. 

Very truly yours, 
TERRY ANN ROGERS, 

Executive Director. 

RAPHAEL HOUSE OF PORTLAND, 
Portland, OR. January 28, 1993. 

Senator MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in 
support of the proposed Community Initia
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de
veloped by the Oregon Coalition against Do
mestic and Sexual Violence and other local 
groups. 

There are many important projects being 
developed in this area which will impact 
services for domestic violence victims and 
perpetrators. It is critical that all of these 
projects and groups work together to make 
the prevention of domestic violence a prior
ity in this area. The Community Initiative 
to End Domestic Violence would be a signifi
cant factor in coordinating the existing 
projects and in stimulating other necessary 
community action. 

I am particularly excited about the in
volvement of Ecumenical Ministries of Or
egon in this project and the goal to educate 
religious leaders about domestic violence. 
Raphael House is looking forward to working 
with the Initiative. 

Thank you for your continuing interest in 
and concern for victims of domestic violence. 

Sincerely, 
MITCHELL J A COVER, 

Executive Director. 

CIRCUIT COURT OF OREGON, 
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, 
Portland, OR, January 26, 1993. 

Re Proposed Community Initiative to End 
Domestic Violence. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I join with many 
others in lending my whole-hearted support 
for the proposed community initiative to end 
domestic violence. 

I first became interested in this issue a lit
tle over five years ago when I was asked by 
the National Council of Juvenile and Family 
Court Judges to chair the first of several na
tional projects aimed at improving court and 
community response to domestic violence. 
As part of that project, I convene a multi
disciplinary group in Multnomah County 
which has evolved to become the Multnomah 

County Family Violence Steering Commit
tee . 

It is now time for this community to take 
the additional step of bringing together or
ganizations and leaders throughout the com
munity to address this problem on a larger 
scale . The proposed initiative presented to 
you a month or so ago is well conceived and 
offers real promise to no.t only make domes
tic violence a priority in this community, 
but to take strong and positive action. 

To succeed, this project requires staff and 
will incur some expense. We sincerely appre
ciate your efforts in working toward an ap
propriation to accomplish this goal for the 
next three years. 

If I can be of assistance in any way. please 
let me know. Best personal regards. 

Cordially yours. 
STEPHEN B. HERRELL, 

Judge. 

CITY OF PORTLAND, OR, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, 

Portland, OR. 
OREGON COALITION AGAINST DOMESTIC AND 

SEXUAL VIOLENCE, 
Portland, OR. 

DEAR COALITION MEMBERS: I am writing in 
enthusiastic support for the proposal which 
has been developed to submit for a federally 
funded pilot project on domestic violence 
intervention strategies for our area. I think 
it a particularly propitious time for this 
project to come forward . Locally I hear in
creasing concerns about the interrelated im
pacts of violence in the home-impacts felt 
in our corrections systems, in alcohol/drug 
problems, in the stability of our children's 
lives, and in the safety of our schools and 
neighborhoods. 

Although concern about family violence 
has been with some of us for more than twen
ty years. the problem has finally come out of 
the "domestic" and into the public policy 
sphere. At a recent briefing on the police 
budget, the topic of family violence came up 
in several ways. Clearly. we cannot make 
significant headway on preventive measures 
until we are willing to deal directly, com
prehensively, and resourcefully with rela
tionship violence. 

In recognition of the connection between 
family violence and public safety issues. the 
City Council allocated resources for shelter 
beds and program development for the first 
time this year. Although the amount was 
small ($95,000) it was significant given the 
competition for funding and the impending 
cuts. The Council based its decision on the 
local study From Harassment to Homicide pro
duced by a local volunteer committee. As I 
understand the proposal you have developed, 
the project will build on and extend what we 
have been struggling to achieve here. 

I deeply hope for your success. Please let 
me know if there is anything I might do to 
further that possibility. 

Sincerely, 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY, 

Commissioner. 

MICHAEL D. SCHRUNK, 
Portland, OR, February 10, 1993. 

Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I'm writing in 
support of the proposed Community Initia
tive to End Domestic Violence, which 
evolved from an Issue Day on Domestic Vio
lence you held in Oregon last fall. 

My office has participated in the Multno
mah County Family Violence Steering Com
mittee for over 5 years, helping produce the 
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report " Free Harassment to Homicide" 
which delineated the great need for collabo
rative efforts to address this problem. One 
example of a project that resulted from col
laborative efforts is the deferred sentencing 
program for batters which we implemented 
in June of 1992. Eligible offenders can now 
enter a six-month treatment program. While 
in treatment the offenders are closely super
vised by probation officers. Upon successful 
completion criminal charges are dropped. To 
set up and operate this program, we worked 
with domestic violence shelter providers, po
lice, the court, and parole and probation, 
among others. 

The Steering Committee's work dem
onstrates the success of cooperative models 
as well as the need to involve all relevant 
sectors of the community in addressing the 
tragic problem of domestic violence. The 
Community Initiative will allow Multnomah 
County to extend efforts begun by the Steer
ing Committee to the religi-ous, educational, 
health care and business sectors in a truly 
innovative approach to the problem. My of
fice is eager to participate in this next im
portant step. 

The Community Initiative is a logical next 
step, but one we cannot take without federal 
assistance. I appreciate your personal con
cern and involvement in this community 
problem. 

Very truly yours, 
MICHAEL D. SCHRUNK, 

District Attorney. 

U.S. WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC., 
Portland, OR, February 2, 1993. 

Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am pleased to 
learn that you have been in contact with the 
Oregon Coalition Against Domestic and Sex
ual Violence for a community initiative to 
deal with the crisis of spousal and family 
abuse. 

Cooperation of all sectors of the commu
nity is necessary to address this complex and 
far reaching problem. Federal-level leader
ship could build the environment and direc
tion for local business and civic involvement 
as well as offset diminishing local funding. 

As a company, we are considering how we 
can most productively join in a leadership 
role as this project develops. 

We at U.S. West recognize the value of ad
dressing these issues in a cooperative under
taking with community-based organizations. 
For example, domestic violence victim advo
cates have been active participants in the de
velopment of Caller I.D. service for Oregon 
telephone users. 

Please accept my thanks for launching this 
project. 

Sincerely, 
MARSHA B. CONGDON, 

Vice President and CEO. 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OR, 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 

Portland, OR, January 29, 1993. 
Senator MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in 
support of the proposed Community Initia
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de
veloped by the Oregon Coalition Against Do
mestic and Sexual Violence and other local 
groups. 

Multnomah County Housing and Commu
nity Services Division recognizes the wide
spread, negative impact that domestic vio-

lence has on our community. We are com
mitted to advocating for the prevention of 
this violence, and see a coordinated, commu
nity initiative as a critical step in ending do
mestic violence . 

The Housing and Community Services Di
vision will support this initiative in what
ever way we can and hope to be involved in 
its implementation. Thank you for your con
tinuing interest in and concern for victims of 
domestic violence . 

Sincerely, 
NORM MONROE, 

Director. 

BRADLEY-ANGLE HOUSE, 
Portland, OR, January 28, 1993. 

Senator MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing in 
support of the proposed Community Initia
tive to End Domestic Violence, a project de
veloped by Oregon Coalition against Domes
tic and Sexual Violence and other local 
groups. 

Currently, in the Tri-Country area of Or
egon, there are important projects being de
veloped which will impact services for do
mestic violence victims and perpetrators. It 
is critical that all of these projects and the 
groups which are developing them commu
nicate and work together to make preven
tion of domestic violence a priority. The 
Community Initiative to End Domestic Vio
lence would be a significant factor in coordi
nating the existing projects and in stimulat
ing other necessary community action. 

Bradley-Angle House is currently working 
with several groups in the community to ex
pand services to domestic violence victims. 
These groups include: Health Care Profes
sionals, including the Oregon Medical Asso
ciation, Oregon Nursing Association , staff 
from Oregon Health Sciences University, to 
develop protocols for emergency room and 
medical offices to assess and intervene with 
domestic violence victims and to develop 
training materials and workshops to present 
this information. 

Portland Public Schools, through a grant 
from Department of Health and Human Serv
ices, Administration for Children and Fami
lies, Family Violence Prevention funds, to 
develop curricula for elementary, middle and 
high school students on domestic and dating 
violence. 

Portland Police Bureau, Multnomah Coun
ty Corrections and District Attorney's office 
and other criminal justice officials, through 
the Portland Family Violence Steering Com
mittee. 

El Programo Hispana, a Gresham-based, 
Catholic Community Services program for 
the Hispanic community, to develop support 
groups, case management and outreach 
projects. 

I have worked in the field of domestic vio
lence intervention and prevention in several 
capacities for the last 13 years. During that 
time, I have seen an increase in the number 
and severity of assaults. I have also seen 
many women and men work hard to prevent 
this violence and to provide safety and sup
port for women who have been assaulted. I 
believe that only through a coordinated, 
community-wide commitment to ending do
mestic violence will this violence eventually 
decrease. 

I and other members of the staff and Board 
of Bradley-Angle House would be excited and 
pleased to work with the Community Initia
tive to End Domestic Violence, when it is 

funded. This is an important project, which 
needs your support. 

Sincerely, 
CHIQUITA ROLLINS, 

Executive Director. 

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN RESOURCES, 

Portland, OR, February 3, 1993. 
Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building. 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This letter is 
written to support the proposal for a Com
munity Initiative to End Domestic Violence 
in Multnomah County. Metro Region, Chil
dren 's Services Division is supportive of this 
project because of the plan to involve key 
sectors of the community in a coordinated 
effort to address family violence. 

Most significant to the Children's Services 
Division (CSD) is the opportunity to address 
the correlation between wife abuse and child 
abuse. Last year in Oregon, 27 children died 
from abuse and neglect. In almost half the 
cases, domestic violence was also confirmed 
and may have occurred in several more . This 
reflects national studies showing that do
mestic violence was present in anywhere 
from 40% to 75% of child abuse cases. 

The opportunity for collaboration between 
child abuse experts and domestic violence 
experts holds great potential for signifi
cantly impacting both problems. CSD ea
gerly looks forward to participation in the 
Community Initiative. However, with de
creasing state resources, this project cannot 
be undertaken without assistance from the 
federal government. We greatly appreciate 
your efforts to help us address these tragic 
social problems which affect all Oregonians. 

Sincerely, 
KAY DEAN TORAN, 

Regional Administrator. 

COMMUNITY ADVOCATES, 
Portland, OR. 

I am writing in support of the " Commu
nity Initiative to End Domestic Violence ." I 
strongly support the initiatives' goal of 
making the prevention of domestic violence 
a priority in our community. 

Community Advocates is a Portland area 
non-profit whose programs work to prevent 
violence against women and children 
through community education. Through our 
violence prevention programs, we know that 
there is a great need in the community for 
further education about domestic violence, 
coordination of services and resource-shar
ing. I believe that the Community initiative 
would enable education and much needed 
collaboration to take place. 

The entire community needs to work to
gether to end family violence. Community 
Advocates would welcome the opportunity to 
participate with local agencies in this effort. 
I believe that this initiative has the poten
tial to greatly improve services to battered 
women and abused children and it will ulti
mately help us create a community with less 
family violence. Please don't hesitate to call 
me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
BELLE BENNETT, 

Executive Director. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
S. 1574. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for the Coastal Heritage Trail 
Route in the State of New Jersey, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 
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NEW JERSEY COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL FUNDING 

REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in
troduce a simple funding reauthoriza
tion for the New Jersey Coastal Herit
age Trail. This bill brings forth the 
funding authorization, which was for 
the first year's efforts, up to date and 
allows for future needs. 

Since 1988, the National Park Service 
has been working with other Federal 
agencies, the State of New Jersey, and 
local officials and citizens. Right now, 
the Park Service is putting the finish
ing touches on a series of trails that 
will link sites of special interest by one 
of several themes. These trails, which 
will be identified by maps, road signs, 
and wayside exhibits, will create a 
force that will add meaning and vital
ity to critical landmarks that too often 
become lost or overlooked. 

Mr. President, this effort is a pio
neering one to preserve and strengthen 
key elements of our collective heritage 
without an intensive Federal role or 
ownership. This is a new approach and 
is the first of its kind. It has taken 
time and resources. But, I feel strongly 
that the return to the public will more 
than compensate for the Federal ex
penditures. I urge the passage of this 
increased authorization. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1574 
Be it enacted in the Senate and the House of 

Representatives in the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That section 6 of Pub
lic Law 10(}-515 (16 U.S .C. 1244 note) is amend
ed by striking "$250,000" and inserting in 
lieu thereof, "$2,500,000" .• 

By Ms. MIKULSKI: 
S. 1575. A bill to amend title 5, Unit

ed States Code, to provide for the es
tablishment of programs to encourage 
Federal employees to commute by 
means other than single-occupancy 
motor vehicles; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES CLEAN AIR INCENTIVES 
ACT 

• Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I in
troduce the Federal Employees Clean 
Air Incentives Act. A companion bill 
was introduced today in the House of 
Representatives by Congresswoman EL
EANOR HOLMES NORTON. 

This legislation gives Federal agen
cies the ability to offer public· trans
portation benefits to their employees. 
It reauthorizes a program which I spon
sored in 1990 and which expires Decem
ber 31, 1993. 

I believe it is appropriate for public 
and private employers to encourage 
those employees who are able to do so 
to ride public transportation instead of 
driving to work. Increased commuting 
by public transportation reduces 
wasteful energy use, air and noise pol-

lution, and congestion on our roads and 
highways. 

Private employers can take advan
tage of a provision in the tax law which 
allows up to $60 a month in public 
transportation benefits to be offered to 
an employee tax-free. Many Federal 
employers offer these benefits as well, 
but they need this reauthorization leg
islation to continue to do so. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this legislation 
appear in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

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

S. 1575 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE; PURPOSE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.- This Act may be cited as 
the " Federal Employees Clean Air Incentives 
Act". 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this Act is to 
improve air quality and to reduce traffic 
congestion by providing for the establish
ment of programs to encourage Federal em
ployees to commute by means other than 
single-occupancy motor vehicles. 
SEC. 2. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 79 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following : 
"§ 7905. Programs to encourage commuting 

by means other than single-occupancy 
motor vehicles 
" (a) For the purpose of this section-
" (1) the term 'employee' means an em

ployee as defined by section 2105 and a mem
ber of a uniformed service; 

"(2) the term 'agency' means
"(A) an Executive agency; 
"(B) an entity of the legislative branch; 

and 
"(C) the judicial branch; 
"(3) the term 'entity of the legislative 

branch' means the House of Representatives, 
the Senate, the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol (including the Botanic Garden). the 
Capitol Police, the Congressional Budget Of
fice , the Copyright Royalty Tribunal, the 
Government Printing Office, the Library of 
Congress, and the Office of Technology As
sessment; and 

"(4) the term ' transit pass' means a transit 
pass as defined by section 132(f)(5) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. 

" (b)(1) The head of each agency may estab
lish a program to encourage employees of 
such agency to use means other than single
occupancy motor vehicles to commute to or 
from work. 

"(2) A program established under this sec
tion may involve such options as-

" (A) transit passes (including cash reim
bursements therefor, but only if a voucher or 
similar item which may be exchanged only 
for a transit pass is not readily available for 
direct distribution by the agency); 

" (B) furnishing space, facilities, or services 
to bicyclists; and 

"(C) any non-monetary incentive which 
the agency head may otherwise offer under 

· any other provision of law or other author
ity. 

"(c) The functions of an agency head under 
this section shall-

"(1) with respect to the judicial branch, be 
carried out by the Director of the Adminis
trative Office of the United States Courts; 

"(2) with respect to the House of Rep
resentatives, be carried out by the Commit
tee on House Administration of the House of 
Representatives; and 

"(3) with respect to the Senate, be carried 
out by the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration of the Senate. 

"(d) The President shall designate 1 or 
more agencies which shall-

" (1) prescribe guidelines for programs 
under this section; 

"(2) on request, furnish information or 
technical advice on the design or operation 
of any program under this section; and 

"(3) submit to the President and the Con
gress, before January 1, 1995, and at least 
every 2 years thereafter, a written report on 
the operation of this section, including, with 
respect to the period covered by the report-

" (A) the number of agencies offering pro
grams under this section; 

"(B) a brief description of each of the var
ious programs; 
. "(C) the extent of employee participation 

in, and the costs to the Government associ
ated with, each of the various programs; 

"(D) an assessment of any environmental 
or other benefits realized as a result of pro
grams established under this section; and 

"(E) any other matter which may be appro
priate. " . 

(b) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.- The analysis for 
chapter 79 of title 5, United States Code , is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
" 7905. Programs to encourage commuting by 

means other than single-occu
pancy motor vehicles.". 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
This Act and the amendments made by 

this Act shall take effect on January 1, 1994.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 327 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
327, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to permit rollovers 
into individual retirement accounts of 
separation pay from the Armed Serv
ices. 

s. 691 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. MATHEWS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 691, a bill to terminate certain 
economic sanctions against Vietnam, 
to provide for less restrictive controls 
on exports of sensitive technology, ma
terial, and data to Vietnam, and to in
crease access by United States citizens 
to the terri tory of Vietnam in order to 
obtain a fuller accounting of the fate of 
certain American servicemen from the 
Vietnam war. 

s. 732 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 732, a bill to provide for the 
immunization of all children in the 
United States against vaccine-prevent
able diseases, and for other purposes. 

s. 815 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 815, a bill to amend the 
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Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
provide special funding to States for 
implementation of national estuary 
conservation and management plans, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 839 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co
sponsor of S . 839, a bill to establish a 
program to facilitate development of 
high-speed rail transportation in the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

s. 1040 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. BoxER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1040, a bill to support systemic 
improvement of education and the de
velopment of a technolo·gically literate 
citizenry and internationally competi
tive work force by establishing a com
prehensive system through which ap
propriate technology-enhanced cur
riculum, instruction, and administra
tive support resources and services, 
that support the national education 
goals and any national education 
standards that may be developed, are 
provided to schools throughout the 
United States. 

s. 1458 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1458, a bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to establish time 
limitations on certain civil actions 
against aircraft manufacturers, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1478 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] were added as cospon
sors of S. 1478, a bill to amend the Fed
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act to ensure that pes
ticide tolerances adequately safeguard 
the health of infants and children, and 
for other purposes. 

s . 1511 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1511, a bill to eliminate the crediting of 
"good time" for violent and repeat of
fenders in Federal and State prisons, 
authorize funding for boot camps and 
the conversion of military facilities to 
regional prisons, and for other pur
poses. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 98 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Doon] and the Senator from Texas 
[Mrs. HUTCHISON] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 98, a 
joint resolution to designate the week 
beginning October 25, 1993, as "Na
tional Child Safety Awareness Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 118 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Arizona 

[Mr. DECONCINI]. the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY], 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN], the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KERRY], the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE]. the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN]. the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN]. the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WOFFORD], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR
NER], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
EXON], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PELL], the Senator from Kan
sas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN], were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 118, a joint resolution to 
designate the week of October 17, 1993, 
through October 23, 1993, as "National 
Radon Action Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 130 

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
the name of the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
130, a joint resolution designating Oc
tober 27, 1993, as "National Unfunded 
Federal Mandates Day.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 140 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. KOHL]. and the Senator 
from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 140, a joint resolution 
to designate December 7, 1993, as "Na
tional Pearl Harbor Remembrance 
Day.'' 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 

At the request of Mr. WOFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], the Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. MATHEWS], 
the Senator from New York [Mr. MOY
NIHAN], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from New 
J~rsey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. GORTON], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 

PACKWOOD], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from 
Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. FORD], the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. ·INoUYE], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the Sen
ator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN], were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, a 
concurrent resolution to express the 
sense of the Congress with respect to 
certain regulations of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 64 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Texas [Mrs. 
HUTCHISON] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 64, a resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
increasing the effective rate of tax
ation by lowering the estate tax ex
emption would devastate homeowners, 
farmers, and small business owners, 
further hindering the creation of jobs 
and economic growth. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 70 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, his name 
was withdrawn as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Resolution 70, a resolution express
ing the sense of the Senate regarding 
the need for the President to seek the 
advice and consent of the Senate to the 
ratification of the United Nations Con
vention on the Rights to the Child. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

BRADLEY (AND SMITH) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1070 

Mr. BRADLEY (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 3116) making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 34, line 13, strike out "$785,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$635,000,000". 

McCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1071 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. BINGA
MAN, Mr. NUNN, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. 
SMITH) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

On page 157, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 8142. No provision of this Act concern
ing programs, projects, or activities involv
ing community adjustment assistance , re
search or development at colleges or univer
sities, strategic environmental research, or 
environmental restoration may be construed 
as requiring a contract to be awarded, or as 
requiring a grant to be made, to a specific 
non-Federal Government entity for a new 
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program, project, or activity; Provided, That 
it is the policy of Congress that contracts 
and grants for programs, projects, and ac
tivities funded by the Department of Defense 
should be awarded through merit-based se
lection procedures. 

HELMS (AND BROWN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1072 

Mr. HELMS (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the committee amendment 
on page 154, insert the following : 

SEc. 8142. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended for the Armed 
Forces of the United States to conduct oper
ations in Haiti unless (1) operations of the 
Armed Forces of the United States in Haiti 
are specifically authorized in a law enacted 
in advance of the operations, or (2) the Presi
dent certifies in writing to Congress that 
United States citizens in Haiti are in immi
nent danger and that a temporary deploy
ment of the Armed Forces of the United 
States into Haiti is necessary in order to 
protect and evacuate United States citizens 
in Haiti. In the event of a certification under 
clause (2) of the preceding sentence, funds re
ferred to in that sentence may be obligated 
and expended for the Armed Forces of the 
United States to conduct operations in Haiti 
only to the extent necessary for the Armed 
Forces to provide the protection and com
plete the evacuation certified as necessary . 

MITCHELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1073 

M:r. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, and Mr. D'AMATO) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 3116, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following : 

SEC. . (a) It is the sense of Congress that 
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this Act should be avail
able for the purposes of deploying United 
States Armed Forces to participate in the 
implementation of a peace settlement in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, unless previously au
thorized by the Congress. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the lim
itation set forth in subsection (a) should not 
preclude missions and operations initiated 
on or before October 20, 1993, including the 
provision of any humanitarian assistance by 
the Department of Defense. 

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1074 

Mr. MITCHELL (for Mr. DOLE for 
himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. WAR
NER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. DODD, and Mr. DOMEN
ICI) proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 3116, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill , insert 
the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE USE OF 

FUNDS FOR UNITED STATES MILl· 
TARY OPERATIONS IN HAITI. 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.- lt is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) all parties should honor their obliga
tions under the Governors Island Accord of 

July 3, 1993 and the New York Pact of July 
16, 1993; 

(2) the United States has a national inter
est in preventing uncontrolled emigration 
from Haiti ; and 

(3) the United States should remain en
gaged in Haiti to support national reconcili
ation and further its interest in preventing 
uncontrolled emigration. 

(b) LIMITATION.-It is the sense of Congress 
that funds appropriated by this Act should 
not be obligated or expended for United 
States military operations in Haiti unless-

(1) authorized in advance by the Congress; 
or 

(2) the temporary deployment of United 
States Armed Forces into Haiti is necessary 
in order to protect or evacuate United States 
citizens from a situation of imminent danger 
and the President reports as soon as prac
ticable to Congress after the initiation of the 
temporary deployment, but in no case later 
than forty-eight hours after the initiation of 
the temporary deployment; or 

(3) the deployment of United States Armed 
Forces into Haiti is vital to the national se
curity interests of the United States, includ
ing but not limited to the protection of 
American citizens in Haiti, there is not suffi
cient time to seek and receive congressional 
authorization. and the President reports as 
soon as practicable to Congress after the ini
tiation of the deployment, but in no case 
later than forty-eight hours after the initi
ation of the deployment; or 

(4) the President transmits to the Congress 
a written report pursuant to subsection (c). 

(c) REPORT.-It is the sense of Congress 
that the limitation in subsection (b) should 
not apply if the President reports in advance 
to Congress that the intended deployment of 
United States Armed Forces into Haiti-

(1) is justified by United States national 
security interests; 

(2) will be undertaken only after necessary 
steps have been taken to ensure the safety 
and security of United States Armed Forces, 
including steps to ensure that United States 
Armed Forces will not become targets due to 
the nature of their rules of engagement; 

(3) will be undertaken only after an assess
ment that-

(A) the proposed mission and objectives are 
most appropriate for the United States 
Armed Forces rather than civilian personnel 
or armed forces from other nations, and 

(B) that the United States Armed Forces 
proposed for deployment are necessary and 
sufficient to accomplish the objectives of the 
proposed mission; 

(4) will be undertaken only after clear ob
jectives for the deployment are established; 

(5) will be undertaken only after an exit 
strategy for ending the deployment has been 
identified; and 

(6) will be undertaken only after the finan
cial costs of the deployment are established. 

(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term " United States military operations 
in Haiti" means the continued deployment, 
introduction or reintroduction of United 
States Armed Forces into the land territory 
of Haiti, irrespective of whether those Armed 
Forces are under United States or United 
Nations command, but does not include ac
tivities for the collection of foreign intel
ligence, activities directly related to the op
erations of United States diplomatic or other 
United States Government facilities, or op
erations to counter emigration from Haiti. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 

the Senate and the public that the Per
manent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions of the Committee on Govern
men tal Affairs, will hold hearings on 
abuses in Federal student grant pro
grams. 

This hearing will take place on 
Wednesday, October 27, and Thursday, 
October 28, at 9 a.m. each day, in room 
342 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. For further information, please 
contact Eleanore Hill of the sub
committee staff at 224-3721. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be authorized to meet on Oc
tober 20, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. on TV vio
lence and S. 1383, S. 973, and S. 943. 

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

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be authorized to meet on Oc
tober 20, 1993, at 2 p.m. on S. 1427, Ant
arctic Scientific Research, Tourism 
and Marine Research Act. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unan~mous consent that the full Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes
day, October 20, beginning at 2 p.m., to 
hear-Mary Dolores Nichols, nomi
nated by the President to be Assistant 
Administrator for the Office of Air and 
Radiation, Environmental Protection 
Agency; and Jonathan Z. Cannon, nom
inated by the President to be Assistant 
Administrator for the Office of Admin
istration and Resources Management 
and Chief Financial Officer, Environ
mental Protection Agency. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Finance be permitted to meet 
today at 10 a.m. to consider legislation 
authorizing the fiscal year 1994 and 1995 
budget for the U.S. Customs Service, 
and to consider recommendations for 
legislation to implement the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 25501 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at 
3:30 p.m. to hold nomination hearings 
on Larry Byrne, to be Associate Ad
ministrator for Finance and Adminis
tration of AID; and Jennifer Hillman, 
for the rank of Ambassador during her 
tenure of service as Chief Textile Nego
tiator. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at 
10 a.m. to hold a hearing on Somalia, 
the United States, and U.N. peacekeep
ing. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, 
beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 485 Russell 
Senate Office Building on self-govern
ance. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON JUDICIARY 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, October 20, 1993 to hold 
a hearing on the nominations of Mar
tha Craig Daughtrey to be U.S. Circuit 
Judge for the Sixth Circuit, Thomas M. 
Shanahan to be U.S. District Judge for 
the District of Nebraska, and Lawrence 
L. Piersol to be U.S. District Judge for 
the District of South Dakota. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, October 20, 1993, at 9:30 
a.m. to hold a hearing on interim na
tional drug control strategy: "breaking 
the cycle of drug abuse." 

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

COMMITI'EE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet on October 20, 1993, 
at 9:30a.m., for an executive session to 
consider the Disadvantaged Minority 
Health Improvement Act of 1993; S. 
1523, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Reauthorization Act of 1993; 
and the nominations of William B. 
Gould IV to be Chairman of the Na
tional Labor Relations Board; Martin 
John Manley to be Assistant Secretary 
for the Office of the American Work
place at the Department of Labor; and 

John Calhoun Wells to· be Federal Me
diation and Conciliation Director. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet for a hearing on the 
nomination of Diane Frankel to be Di
rector of the Institute for Museum 
Services, during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, October 20, 1993, at 2:30 
p.m. 

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

COMMITI'EE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources be 
authorized to meet for a hearing on 
Health Alliances: Building a Structure 
for the Health Security Act, during the 
session of the Senate on Tuesday, Octo
ber 20, 1993, at 10 a.m. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

IF THE U.S. PUBLIC KNEW ABOUT 
ITS PRISONS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of the 
most ridiculous and wasteful policies 
we have is to try to stop all crime sim
ply by putting people into prison. 

People who are violent should be in 
prison. Others who commit nonviolent 
crimes probably should have short 
stays in prison and then be compelled 
to do some type of work that benefits 
society, such as working in a home for 
the homeless. 

But for us to have by far the highest 
ratio of prisoners per 100,000 people of 
any nation in the world, simply has 
been a flawed policy, and the statistics 
show it. 

For some reason, it remains politi
cally popular to do so. 

Recently, I was pleased to read a col
umn in the National Catholic Reporter 
by Father Robert F. Drinan, with 
whom I had the privilege of serving in 
the House. 

He calls for some common sense in 
our prison policies. 

I ask to insert the Drinan column 
into the RECORD at this point. 

The column follows: 
IF THE U.S. PUBLIC KNEW ABOUT ITS PRISONS 

(By Robert F. Drinan) 
Of all the developments in 12 years of 

Reagan and Bush, one of the least known is 
the astonishing increase of people in prison. 
The number of federal prisoners more than 
tripled, from 24,500 to 80,259. The total num
ber of prisoners grew from 329,821 in 1980 to 
883,593 in 1992-an increase of 167.9 percent. 

The upward trend has not leveled off de
spite mounting criticism. In 1992, federal 
prisoners increased by 8,651 , while there were 
50,809 additional state prisoners. This trans-

lates into a need for 1,143 new prison beds 
each week. In 1990, more people were admit
ted to prisons for drug offenses than for 
property crimes. 

All these factors make melancholy reading 
in a recent study by the U.S. Advisory Com
mission on Intergovernmental Relations. 

Among the reasons for this increase is the 
abolition of parole by the federal govern
ment and several states, and the enactment 
of more laws requiring a mandatory sen
tence. There are now almost 100 federal laws 
whose violation requires a mandatory jail 
sentence. 

Another reason is the increase in the num
ber of federal prosecutors in the Reagan 
years. 

Federal officials, moreover, in the 1980s 
concentrated on catching street criminals 
and putting drug users in prison. Although 
the framers of the Constitution and the con
servative tradition in America never con
templated the federal government getting 
into local and neighborhood crime, the White 
House in the 1980s introduced that new and 
dangerous direction in law enforcement. 

The United States with a ratio of 455 pris
oners per 100,000 inhabitants and almost 1 
million persons behind bars, can claim the 
distinction of being the world leader in both 
categories. In 40 states and the District of 
Columbia, courts have ruled that jail condi
tions violate federal or state constitutions. 

Women have a particularly difficult time 
in prison. The numbers, now 6 percent of the 
total, have since 1980 been growing at a 
greater rate than men. New York is the only 
state that allows women to keep their babies 
with them in jail. 

A 303-page book, Global Report on Prisons, 
recently published by the Human Rights 
Watch, reveals the grim conditions in pris
ons around the world. Prisoners are often 
treated in inhuman and degrading ways. 
Prisons usually fall below the level of de
cency required by the U.N. standar d mini
mum rules for the treatment of prisoners. 
The report also finds that " pretrial inmates 
are generally confined in far worse condi
tions than those endured by prisoners con
victed of the most heinous crimes. " 

It is obvious that appropriate treatment 
for serious crime has never been an easy 
question. But the simplistic solutions of the 
past decade have not brought about a de
crease in crime nor have they diminished the 
drug problem on which the federal govern
ment alone spends $11 billion each year. 

Attorney General Janet Reno is beginning 
to urge a substantial change in the nation's 
programs and priorities on law enforcement. 
Although she was a prosecutor in Florida for 
15 years, she see the counterproductive ef
fects of the draconian measures adopted in 
the past dozen years. 

The most effective way to punish and deter 
crime is to educate and motivate those per
sons convicted of crime so they will abandon 
their evil ways. A big problem is the number 
of recidivists. The traditional objectives of 
imprisonment are deterrence , punishment 
and rehabilitation. There is little evidence 
that rehabilitation is being substantially 
achieved in today 's prisons. 

It is lamentable that religious groups are 
seldom involved in helping prisoners. Most 
jails have a chaplain, but support groups 
from local communities are discouraged. In
deed, prisons are kept largely invisible . 
Human Rights Watch makes one of its top 
recommendations a " general call to open the 
prisons to the public in every way possible." 

If the public knew of the vast billions 
being spent on prisons and saw the meager 
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results, they would demand a thorough reex
amination of imprisonment. 

Dostoyevski once wrote that the morality 
of a civilization can be judged by the way it 
treats its prisoners. On that basis the United 
States has a long way to go.• 

HONORING THREE NEW YORK 
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS, AND 
THEIR TEACHERS, WHO WERE 
AMONG 20 NATIONAL WINNERS 
OF NASA'S 13TH ANNUAL SPACE 
SCIENCE STUDENT INVOLVE
MENT PROGRAM [SSIP] COMPETI
TION 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor three fine young New 
Yorkers who were among the 20 na
tional winners of NASA's 13th annual 
Space Science Student Involvement 
Program [SSIP] competition. The 
three students, along with their respec
tive teachers, were honored here in 
Washington at the National Space 
Science Symposium, October 2-6. 

The competition, which is cospon
sored by NASA and the National 
Science Teachers Association, involves 
thousands of students annually. SSIP 
engages students with various aca
demic strengths in a broad spectrum of 
competitions. Elementary, junior high, 
and high school students compete for 
all-expense-paid trips to NASA centers, 
1-week internships, space camp schol
arships, medals, ribbons, certificates, 
and other forms of national recogni
tion, utilizing an impressive array of 
skills in mathematics, science, tech
nology, art and creative writing. 

Philip Chang, a resident of Brooklyn, 
and a junior at the Bronx High School 
of Science, was a national winner for 
his work entitled, "The Application of 
Neural Networks to Radiation Prob
lems." Philip was accompanied by his 
teacher, Mitchell Fox. 

Jeffrey D. Stanaway, a resident of 
Yorktown, and a junior at Lakeland 
High School in Shrub Oak, was a na
tional winner for his project, which 
tested a wing design with enhanced 
maneuverability as a result of its being 
able to alter its profile during flight. 
Jeffrey was accompanied by his teach
er, George Naumann. 

Ryan E. Sours, a resident of Manlius, 
and a junior at Fayetteville-Manlius 
High School in Manlius, was a national 
semifinalist for his project entitled, 
"The Search for Gravity Waves." Ryan 
was accompanied by his teacher, Mar
tin Alderman. 

I would like to offer the highest com
mendation to these three fine young 
men. Their valuable work, and the rec
ognition they have received, should 
serve as an inspiration to all of us. I 
am sure all New Yorkers join me in tip
ping our hats to these three winners.• 

HURDLE TO PEACE: PARTING THE 
MIDEAST'S WATERS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recently, 
the New York Times had a front-page 

story about water being an important 
factor for the future of the Middle 
East, and a few weeks prior to that, 
they had an interview with King Hus
sein, who said that if Israel and Jordan 
ended up in conflict, it would likely be 
over water. 

Recently, the Jerusalem Report, a 
weekly magazine out of Israel, had a 
full-page ad titled, "Needed: Water on 
the Border.'' 

The reality is that we have to move 
soon to escalate our research so that 
we find less expensive ways of convert
ing salt water to fresh water. That is 
vital in the Middle East, it is vital in 
parts of Africa and South America. 

It is important to the future of Cali
fornia, Florida, and other States. 

The reality is the world population is 
growing and our water supply is not 
growing. 

And yet, we find that except for 
drinking water, the two-thirds of the 
world surface covered by water is unus
able. 

We simply have to make a break
through. 

I am pleased to have legislation 
pending that is cosponsored by Sen
ators MOYNIHAN, BRADLEY, JEFFORDS, 
BRYAN, REID, SHELBY, LIEBERMAN, and 
ROBB. 

I hope we can move soon on this and 
creatively use the brains of this coun
t ry and of other countries to solve an 
extremely significant problem. 

I ask to insert in to the RECORD the 
New York Times story titled, "Hurdle 
to Peace: Parting the Mideast's Wa
ters" written by Alan Cowell and the 
advertisement that appeared in the Je
rusalem Report. 

The articles follow: 
[From the New York Times, Oct. 10, 1993] 

HURDLE TO PEACE: PARTING THE MIDEAST'S 
WATERS 

(By Alan Cowell) 
KUTAYFA, JORDAN.-Beyond all the hopeful 

talk of peace in the Middle East, a battle is 
shaping over an issue as powerful as land, as 
basic as oil: the region is running out of 
water, and no one , Israeli or Arab, is pre
pared to do with less so others can have 
more. 

In a region where barren deserts and cloud
less skies make water life 's most precious 
commodity, the dispute may prove even 
more complicated than the brave new steps 
promised by Israel and the Palestine Libera
tion Organization. 

" At present it 's a zero-sum game," 
Munther Haddadin, Jordan's chief negotiator 
on water rights, said in an interview in 
Amman. " What is taken by Israel is taken 
away from other people. And what is taken 
by other people is taken from Israel. " 

Since the Middle East peace talks began in 
1991 , regional discussions on water rights 
have proved frustrating and inconclusive. 
But the issue is gaining urgency as the 
agreement on Palestinian self-rule prompts 
Jordan, Syria and Lebanon to seek separate 
accommodations with Israel. 

"We say, you will not take water from us, " 
said the Israeli negotiator on water, 
Avraham Katz-Oz. who spars with Mr. 
Haddadin in the regional water talks that 

are supposed to accompany progress toward 
a comprehensive Middle East peace. "But we 
are ready to work with you because water is 
money. We don' t say, no, you will not get 
water. We say, yes, we can work together." 

As might be expected in a region steeped in 
hostility and mistrust, the dispute is viewed 
through utterly different prisms. 

What Arabs depict as Israel's dispropor
tionate use-even theft-of water, Israelis 
portray as the result of foresight, techno
logical advances like computerized irriga
tion and good management in securing and 
exploiting supplies. 

And what some Arabs prefer to cast as a 
straight fight between them and Israel over 
water rights, Israelis and some foreign ex
perts depict as a situation in which Arab has 
taken from Arab, where offers of regional co
operation have been spurned and even basic 
estimates of who gets what now are as decep
tive as the starting price set by a rug-seller 
in a bazaar. 

Whatever their differences, there is a pro
foundly held view, particularly in arid Jor
dan, that water sharing will be central to 
any peace deal beyond the accord signed in 
September by Israel and the P .L.O. 

" If there's no agreement on water, there ' ll 
be no peace settlement." said Dr. Elias 
Salameh, a hydrologist at Jordan University 
in Amman. " Unless we come to terms on the 
redistribution of water, nothing will hap
pen." 

The reasons for worry are clear. The Israeli 
and Arab populations have expanded, but 
water resources have not. 

In Jordan, Israel and the Israeli-occupied 
West Bank and Gaza Strip, rivers and 
aquifers have been so heavily tapped that 
some have been exhausted or spoiled. The 
desert horizons offer neither the prospect of 
more generous rain nor the terrain to utilize 
the rain that does fall. 

When generous rains do come, as they did 
in 1991-92, they may offer only temporary 
respite because storage sites are limited and 
some aquifers are already brackish. 

From the Arabs' point of view. the issue 
resembles their demand for territory in re
turn for peace. To feed Tel Aviv and the 
Negev region, Israel consumes more than 
twice Jordan's supply from the same rivers
the Jordan and the Yarmuk-though the 
population of Israel outstrips its neighbor by 
only about one-third. 

Under Israel's rationing system, according 
to Jordanian figures. each Israeli is entitled 
to almost four times as much water as a Pal
estinian on the West Bank-even though rain 
gathers in aquifers beneath the West Bank, 
Israel also controls water that rises in the 
Golan Heights, captured from Syria in 1967. 

Though it acknowledges some disparities. 
Israel resents the suggestion that it is a 
water thief, arguing that its investment in 
water-management over the decades has to
taled some $30 billion, only to be challenged 
by interpretations of who is entitled to what. 

" There is no reason for Palestinians to 
claim that just because they sit on lands, 
they have the rights to that water," Mr. 
Katz-Oz said. "The mountains do not own 
the water that fall on them. It's the same 
with Canada and the United States. It's the 
same all over the world." 

But the pressure for concessions is grow
ing. An agenda that was formally initialed 
by Jordan and Israel on Sept. 15 specifically 
identifies water rights as an issue that must 
be resolved in negotiations before a com
prehensive peace treaty for the region can be 
reached. 
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THE VIEW FROM JORDAN: LACK OF WATER, RISKS 

IN FARMING 

In this farming area 20 miles southeast of 
Amman, where crops are coaxed from stubby 
land, Princess Nafaa Ali, has come to accept 
that neither wealth nor technology can 
produce water if there is none. 

A member of Jordan's royal household who 
farms family holdings on a bald hillside, she 
sank a well two years ago to irrigate fields of 
barley to feed her sheep and garlic to send to 
market. Without the well, she said, there is 
no guessing how the spring rains might treat 
her crop. She has experienced everything 
from drought to flash floods that turn the 
dry stream-beds, or wadis, to sudden tor
rents. 

Even with the well, whose waters are too 
steeped in iron for humans to drink, there is 
no guarantee how long the aquifer it taps 
will survive to feed the long, black lines that 
stretch across her fields to provide drip-irri
gation to the seeds. 

"It's still a gamble," she said. 
Indeed, for the country as a whole, farming 

is a gamble with virtual no-win odds. 
"The Jordanians have tapped most of the 

water in the country," a Western specialist 
said. "They have tapped the aquifers so that 
they are depleted or contaminated by over
pumping. The demand ~xceeds the known re
sources.'' 

Dr. Salameh, the hydrologist at Jordan 
University, agrees. 

"We are now living in a water crisis," he 
said in an interview in Amman, whose sum
mer water supply is rationed to two days of 
pumping a week and is stored in tanks atop 
many homes. "It's not yet a catastrophe, but 
by the year 2010, we'll end up having noth
ing." 
HISTORY OF THE DISPUTE: POPULATION GROWTH, 

AND A NEW ENTITY 

For centuries, water has set the rhythms 
of life in the Middle East, from the odysseys 
between oases of lean desert tribes to the 
lassitude of the Nile Valley. In this century, 
water has spawned tension as much as it has 
sustained life, as tribes and empires drew 
lines in the sand to mark the frontiers of 
modern statehood. 

Nowhere is the struggle more evident than 
in the tiny triangle of land below the Sea of 
Galilee, where the Yarmuk and Jordan Riv
ers meet. 

The natural expansion of populations had 
already strained those water resources. Then 
came an influx of hundreds of thousands of 
Soviet Jews into Israel beginning in the late 
1980's. And in 1990--91, some 300,000 Palestin
ians arrived in Jordan after they fled or were 
expelled from Kuwait and other gulf states 
because of the P.L.O. 's support for Iraq in 
the Persian Gulf war. 

"The population of Jordan increased at 
once by 12 percent," Dr. Salameh said, "and 
that's not easy to accommodate." 

The demographics of war and peace now 
threaten to strain resources further. With 
talk of a new Palestinian authority rising in 
the occupied West Bank, after Israel's peace 
with the P.L.O., there will be another claim
ant to the same waters, seeking an increased 
share for economic and agricultural growth 
and for a population likely to be swollen be
yond its current one million as refugees re
turn home. 

Even now, said Dr. Haddadin, the Jor
danian negotiator on water rights, Israel 
provides its own population of about five 
million with nearly 400 cubic meters of water 
per person per year. But in the West Bank, 
he said, the water supply now amounts to 
about 115 cubic meters per person per year. 

"Why should anyone entertain a disparity 
of that magnitude?" he asked. "There has 
been a unilateral usage by Israel of the en
tire flow of the Jordan River." 

A new Palestine authority would almost 
certainly demand the right to tap more deep
ly into the aquifers of the West Bank to pro
mote its agricultural potential than Israel 
now allows the Palestinians to do. The Pal
estinians, possibly in tandem with Jordan, 
would also urge Israel to release more water 
into the Jordan River from the Sea of Gali
lee, which Israel uses as its main water res
ervoir. 

At the same time, water is running out for 
the 800,000 Palestinians of the barren Gaza 
Strip, which has been linked with the West 
Bank town of Jericho as the embryo of a fu
ture Palestinian government. Arab special
ists say because the aquifers beneath Gaza, 
which are sapped by the burgeoning popu
lation above, have been contaminated with 
salt water from the Mediterranean. 

Israeli control over water is also a crucial 
issue for Syria because one of the three main 
streams of the Jordan River-the Bajias
rises in the Golan Heights, annexed by Israel 
in 1981. 

THE SOURCES: PRESSURE EXERTED FROM ALL 
SIDES 

Just a glance at the region's water sources 
suggests the complexity of the struggles to 
come. 

Israel taps the Jordan River, the Sea of 
Galilee and the Yarmuk River to pump sup
plies to Tel Aviv through the National Water 
Carrier, a system of pipelines. It also draws 
on rain-fed aquifers that run beneath the 
West Bank toward the Mediterranean. Sup
plies to the West Bank are limited by regula
tions covering the depth and use of Arab 
wells. 

Syria has access to the Euphrates in the 
north and to the Yarmuk in the south where 
it has built dams that divert water from Jor
dan and Israel farther downstream. 

For its agriculture in the Jordan Valley, 
Jordan depends on water from the Yarmuk, 
which it pumps into the East Ghor irrigation 
canal; on rain-fed aquifers further east, and 
on the small' Zerga river, the only river that 
rises on its territory. Farmers in southern 
Jordan have stirred controversy by tapping 
nonrenewable fossil water lying under the 
border with Saudi Arabia, and the Saudis 
have drawn criticism for exploiting the same 
resource. 
PLANS, PAST AND PRESENT: PROPOSED QUOTAS; 

WINNERS AND LOSERS 

A tentative plan for sharing water was 
first negotiated by the parties in 1953, when 
Eric Johnston, an envoy of President Eisen
hower, visited the Middle East to broker an 
accord on the division of the Yarmuk and 
Jordan Rivers. The plan never went into ef
fect because, the Jordanians said, the Arab 
League rejected it after a technical commit
tee from the region's riparian countries ac
cepted it. 

The quotas proposed in the plan, however, 
serve as a yardstick for what has happened 
over the last four decades. According to the 
Jordanian study, both Syria and Israel have 
vastly increased the amount of water they 
take from rivers to which they have access. 

According to a study published recently by 
Jordan's Royal Society for the Conservation 
of Nature, the Johnston plan allocated Israel 
375 million cubic meters of water per year 
from the Jordan River and 25 million cubic 
meters form the Yarmuk. Israel now takes 
650 million from the Jordan and 100 million 
from the Yarmuk, the study says. 

The Jordanians were allotted 100 million 
cubic meters from the Jordan River and ac
cess to a flow of 377 million cubic meters 
from the Yarmuk. 

Today, the study said, Jordan takes only 
about 100 to 110 million cubic meters from 
the Yarmuk and none from the Jordan River. 
Jordanian specialists attribute that limit 
primarilY. to the water's being contaminated 
by saline spring water pumped downstream 
from the Sea of Galilee by the Israelis. 

Syria was allotted 42 million cubic meters 
from the upper Jordan River and 90 million 
from the Yarmuk. Today it takes twice its 
proposed share from the Yarmuk but none 
from the upper Jordan because of Israel's an
nexation of the Golan Heights. The Jordan 
rises in three main springs in the Golan, 
Lebanon and Israel. 

"Jorqan is the major lower and Israel is 
the major winner," the Jordanian report 
concludes. 

There has been much talk in recent years 
of ambitious projects to pump water into the 
area from Turkey or Iraq. And Israel, which 
has access to the Mediterranean and is ex
panding its use of desalting, has suggested 
joint investment in desalting projects with 
Jordan to meet both countries' needs. 

Wealthy gulf nations like Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia already rely heavily on oil
powered desalting plants, which use a com
plex distillation process to turn seawater 
into drinking water. 

Many experts say the desalting technology 
is still too expensive for countries like Jor
dan . A domestic consumer in Jordan would 
have to pay S3 to S5 for every cubic meter 
(about 264 gallons) of drinking water that is 
desalted, specialists there estimate. 

Some experts argue that water supplies in 
the region could simply be used more effi
ciently. Jordan, for instance, could use its 
Yarmuk supply first for drinking water rath
er than for irrigation, and then recycle 
urban wastewater to keep the crops growing, 
as Israel does. 

Israeli representatives assert meanwhile 
that the debate over water has been skewed 
by the Arabs' emphasis on disparities in con
sumption. 

A person living in a high-rise apartment 
building in Tel Aviv with a sink, dishwasher, 
washing machine and toilet is likely to use a 
lot more water than someone in a Palestin
ian refugee camp where such amenities are 
minimal. 

" I'm not saying that's good," said Mr. 
Katz-Oz. the Israeli negotiator. But that dis
parity, he said, is "a socioeconomic prob
lem-it's not a water problem." 

NEEDED: WATER ON THE BORDER 

"In the Middle East, a reservoir is a pre
cious resource," commented Caroline 
Krumeh, an American-born member of Kib
butz Neve Ur, located on Israel's border with 
Jordan. "However, to Israelis who depend on 
shared water sources with Arab countries, a 
reservoir also means survival," she asserts. 

Ms. Krumeh is referring to the Neve Ur 
Reservoir, currently being built by the Jew
ish National Fund as an alternative water 
source to the Jordan River. -Survival along 
the border depends on a reliable water sup
ply. So when the region's supply came under 
constant threat, the Israeli government 
turned to the JNF. 

Availability of water has always been a 
central problem for Israel, which is subject 
to seasonal rainfall as well as uneven dis
tribution of that rainwater and periodic 
droughts. For years, the JNF has been find
ing solutions to Israel's water availability 
and conservation problems. 
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In the North, JNF built the reservoirs to 

meet the irrigation needs of 15 farming com
munities. In the South, JNF built storage 
dams to retain water from the winter rains 
and prevent them from causing flash floods 
that erode the soil and lose water to the sea. 
JNF is also involved in research to develop 
additional water sources and explore the bet
ter utilization of available sources. 

JNF's work has become even more urgent 
in light of the current peace talks. Of all the 
countries in the Middle East, Israel and Jor
dan, which both rely on water from the Jor
dan River, have the most severe water prob
lems. JNF is therefore building dams and 
reservoirs around the country, enabling Is
rael to capture and store run-off water and 
create reliable water sources. 

Today, JNF is focusing on the commu
nities along the borders of Israel, which 
critically need reservoirs. For over 40 years, 
Kibbutz Neve Ur has lived less than one mile 
from the border of Jordan, dependent on the 
water it receives from the Jordan River. 
Originally founded by a group of Iraqi immi
grants, the current population is 420, includ
ing 165 children. Neve Ur absorbed nine Rus
sian immigrant families in 1990. 

Relying on the water from the Jordan 
River, the kibbutz has had constant disputes 
with Jordan over the water supply. In addi
tion, it has had to contend with a decreased 
water supply from the river in the summer 
and destructive floods in the winter. 

To alleviate this life-threatening situa
tion, the JNF has started the construction of 
the Neve Ur Reservoir to ensure the water 
for Kibbutz Neve Ur and the entire Beit 
She'an Valley, south of the Sea of Galilee. 
Besides providing an alternative to the water 
supplied by the Jordan River, the Neve Ur 
Reservoir will alleviate the strain on Israel's 
National Water Carrier. 

The reservoir will also aid the economy of 
Kibbutz Neve Ur, which is dependent on 
water. The fields of the kibbutz produce al
falfa crops, grapefruit, mangoes and dates. 
Kibbutz members also run a fish farm, raise 
cattle, and plan to establish recreational fa
cilities around the new reservoir. These ac
tivities provide jobs and ensure the stability 
of communities in the Beit She'an Valley. 

The reservoir, including service areas and 
ponds, will comprise 85 acres. Holding 800,000 
cubic meters of water, it will allow 500,000 
cubic meters for irrigation and the balance 
for fish farming. The projected investment in 
the Neve Ur project is 5 million dollars. 

JNF regions around the United States have 
started campaigns to promote this crucial 
project. In partnership with its supporters, 
JNF of America plans to give the people in 
Kibbutz Neve Ur and the Beit She'an Valley 
the water they so desperately need.• 

DOMESTIC ASSAULT AWARENESS 
MONTH 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, despite 
the profound gains American women 
have made toward equality in our soci
ety, violence against women is still a 
critical problem. Sadly, some Ameri
cans still believe that this type of vio
lence is rare, and that when it does 
occur a woman is asking for it, and can 
easily leave if she wants to. Unfortu
nately, statistics show that domestic 
violence is shockingly common, affect
ing women in every social and eco
nomic strata. 

An estimated 3 to 4 million American 
women are battered each year by their 

husbands or partners. More than 1 mil
lion abused women seek medical help 
for battery injuries each year. 

The FBI estimates that a woman is 
battered every 15 seconds in the United 
States. 

Battery is the single major cause of 
women's injuries that require medical 
treatment-more prevalent than rape, 
muggings, and auto accidents com
bined. 

Twenty percent of women seen in 
emergency rooms are victims of bat
tery. 

Thirty percent of female homicide 
victims are killed by their husbands or 
boyfriends. 

Once violence begins in a relation
ship, it frequently escalates over 
time-trapping its victims through a 
pattern of terrorism. Sixty percent of 
battered women are beaten while preg
nant. Many assaults last for hours. 
Many are planned. Clearly, society has 
underestimated and ignored this epi
demic for too long. A comprehensive 
approach to dealing with domestic vio
lence is critically needed. 

Many people do not understand why 
it is so difficult for battered women to 
just pack up and go somewhere else. 
Every woman considering leaving her 
abusive partner must face the real pos
sibility of further injury or even death. 
Oftentimes, the assailants have delib
erately isolated their partners, depriv
ing them of careers, educational oppor
tunities, and job skill improvement. 
This isolation, combined with unequal 
job opportunities for women and the 
lack of affordable child care, can make 
it financially impossible for a battered 
woman to leave a violent relationship. 

While many women do leave their 
abusers permanently, often it is not 
without extreme difficulty and danger. 
According to experts in this field, when 
a woman tries to leave a violent rela
tionship, the perpetrator dramatically 
escalates his violence in order to re
assert control and ownership. It is at 
this point that legal protection and in
stitutional support are most ineffec
tive-unfortunately, our communities 
and legal system are not adequately 
equipped to assist and protect battered 
women. In the past, police were reluc
tant to pursue to domestic assault 
cases, perceiving these situations as 
private matters. Even today, they are 
oftentimes only able to separate the 
couple temporarily, leaving the woman 
vulnerable to future violence. 

Because of the current shortcomings 
within our legal system, some battered 
women have resorted to killing their 
abusers in self-defense. Usually, these 
women have tried repeatedly and un
successfully to obtain police protection 
from their abusers. A Police Founda
tion study in Detroit and Kansas City 
found that in 85 to 90 percent of partner 
homicides, police had been called to 
the home at least once during the 2 
years preceding the incident; in more 

than half of these cases they had been 
called five times or more. Without 
critically needed · improvements in 
legal and community support, women 
will continue to be condemned to 
choose between victimization or im
prisonment. 

These are just some of the compel
ling reasons why I believe that Federal 
legislation must be passed to help vic
tims and survivors of domestic vio
lence. I am proud to be a cosponsor of 
the Violence Against Women Act (S. 
11). This legislation, currently await
ing floor action, takes the following ac
tions: 

Authorizes funds for law enforcement 
and increased lighting in areas where 
women are most endangered; 

Helps ensure women's safety on col
lege campuses; 

Extends civil rights protection to 
victims of gender-motivated crimes; 

Establishes programs to educate 
judges and prosecutors on battered 
women syndrome; 

Improves enforcement of protective 
orders for battered women; and 

Increases funding for shelters. 
It is crucial that the Violence 

Against Women Act becomes law this 
year. It is the least that our country 
can do to help women who suffer or 
who have suffered from domestic vio
lence. For too many years, our idea of 
crime has allowed us to ignore the 
growing epidemic of violence against 
women. Congress must take a leader
ship role in changing this pattern. 

Through the Violence Against 
Women Act, attention will be focused 
on this critical issue, and solutions will 
be provided that work toward aiding 
the survivors, increasing police and 
prosecutor responses, and breaking 
stereotypes which portray violence 
against women as less serious than 
other violent crimes. These measures 
are urgently needed, and are the nec
essary first steps toward eradicating 
violence against women in our culture, 
on our streets, and in our homes.• 

NO PLACE TO RUN, NO PLACE TO 
HIDE 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, earlier 
this month the Chicago Tribune ran an 
editorial entitled, "No Place To Run, 
No Place To Hide." With this editorial, 
the Tribune continues to provide news 
coverage, focus, and leadership, as it 
has through its series, "Killing Our 
Children," in the area of violence 
against and among children. 

The editorial begins by describing 
the deaths of several Illinois students
students who have met violent deaths 
in the suburbs, in small towns, in rural 
Illinois. The editorial asks, "How far 
from the city do you think you could 
move to make sure your family is safe 
from gun violence?" The reality is that 
there is no place immune to gun relat
ed violence any more. A Lou Harris 
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poll, commissioned earlier this year by 
the Chicago-based Joyce Foundation, 
found that a large majority of Amer
ican teenagers believe they can get a 
gun whenever they want one. A even 
larger group said they feel endangered 
by guns in and around their schools 
and communities. 

Illinois and the city of Chicago are 
attempting to come to grips with the 
escalation of gun related violence. Two 
bills are currently pending before the 
Illinois general assembly, bills that 
pattern efforts here in Congress. One 
would ban assault weapons in the 
State. The other addresses an issue I 
have been involved with-licensing of 
gun dealers. The city of Chicago has re
cently shut down a number of gun deal
ers because they failed to comply with 
local ordinances. 

These kinds of reasonable efforts to 
stop gun related violence are going on 
across the country. I only hope Con
gress will follow the lead of many local 
and State governments. I urge my col
leagues to read the editorial from the 
Tribune and ask that it be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 4, 1993] 

No PLACE TO RUN, NO PLACE To HIDE 
How far from the city do you think you 

could move to make sure your family is safe 
from gun violence? 

How about to Du Page County, one of the 
nation's richest? How about sending your 
child to Hinsdale South High School, one of 
the state's finest? 

Barrett Modisette, the student mascot of 
the Hinsdale South Hornets, was shot to 
death as he left a football game in Downers 
Grove. A fellow student is charged with 
shooting Modisette in the head with a .25-
caliber semiautomatic handgun. 

So that 's not far enough. Perhaps you 'd 
better go farther afield- say, to Plainfield. 
It's a booming community at the outer 
reaches of the metropolitan area, where new 
housing is ringed by cornfields. 

Chris Pesavento was a star football player 
for Plainfield High School, headed for college 
on a scholarship. Now he is paralyzed, there
sult of a bullet from a .45-caliber semiauto
matic handgun. Four local teens are charged 
in his shooting, which originated in a quarrel 
that didn't involve Pesavento. 

No, there is no running away. Maybe you 
should get your own gun to protect your 
family. 

Shannon Herrod took her mother's re
volver from home to fend off some local bul
lies. When the 10-year-old Chicago girl pulled 
her gun on the boys, one of them pulled a 
gun in turn and she ran home. Shannon and 
her 14-year-old best friend turned to playing 
with the weapon; the game ended with Shan
non dead. 

In a nation with almost as many firearms 
as people, there is no place distant from guns 
and there are few kids who can't get their 
hands on one. To many adolescents, a hand
gun seems an increasingly tempting, easy 
way to gain the upper hand. 

Modisette and Pesavento had expected the 
squabbles that ended in their shootings to be 
settled by fistfights. But fists and words are 
no longer the weapons of choice in adoles
cent duels. Not when a gun is so easy to 
come by- at home, from a friend, from a 
dealer with a trunkful to sell to any taker. 

Federal, nationwide legislation to stem the 
avalanche of handguns and assault weapons 
holds the best promise of effective action. 
Congress, tragically, is still to cowed to take 
such a step. But public sentiment is growing 
for meaningful gun control , and those on 
Capitol Hill need to see and hear counter
vailing influences to the unduly powerful 
gun lobby. 

In this regard, state action can play a val
uable role. And if state measures are crafted 
pointedly, they hold the promise of making 
some dents in the gun trade, saving at least 
some lives-each one precious. 

To this end, Illinois handgun safety and 
control advocates have fashioned a package 
of proposals to state legislators. Two that 
hold the most promise are a statewide ban 
on assault weaponry-similar to laws al
ready passed by other states-and a measure 
to force licensed gun dealers to operate in 
the open.3 

An assault weapons ban-federal or state
should need no lengthy explanation. The 
firepower of these mini-machine guns makes 
them awesome instruments for killing and 
crippling people and offers no genuine sport 
to the serious hunter. 

A less publicized problem is the ridiculous 
ease of getting a license to sell guns and the 
lack of limits that follow. For $30, almost 
anyone can get a three-year federal firearms 
dealer license . More than 286 ,000 people hold 
licenses-nearly 11 ,000 in Illinois. Only abut 7 
percent sell from established stores; the rest 
deal from homes, offices, cars and street cor
ners. 

About 60 percent of the guns used in crimes 
in Illinois were bought legally in this state, 
according to the Federal Bureau of Alcohol , 
Tobacco and Firearms; 30 percent came from 
out of state, and only 10 percent were ob
tained by theft . 

A proposal from the Illinois Council 
Against Handgun Violence would require gun 
sellers to operate from fixed store sites. This 
is a reasonable requirement that would help 
force gun dealing out into the public eye and 
provide penalties against those who peddle 
weapons on the sly. 

The council also makes a good argument 
for a purchase tax-15 percent on handguns, 
5 percent ·on long guns-that would go to 
compensate society somewhat for the costs 
of the predictable misuse of weapons. 

Another citizens group, Handgun Control 
Inc. , seeks a state law that would make 
adults responsible for securing weapons they 
own. Households with children under age 14 
would have to store guns in a locked box, 
keep triggers locked or store weapons in a 
spot that a " reasonable person" would deem 
secure. 

Opponents argue that present laws already 
provide punishment for adults who are lax in 
protecting children from harm. But punish
ment is not the real goal here. The aim is 
public education, in the way seatbelt and 
child-restraint laws carry the message on 
those basic precautions. A gun-safety bill 
coupled with a public campaign would have 
positive effect. 

In a survey this year sponsored by the 
Joyce Foundation, a large majority of U.S. 
teens said they can get a gun when they 
want one; an even larger number said they 
feel endangered by guns. 

It's something that we didn 't think would 
ever happen in this area. Now it's always in 
the back of your mind, " said Doug Sutor, 
dean of st_udents at Sandburg High School in 
Orland Park. 

A Hinsdale South mother said after 
Barrett Modisette's death: "It just was so 

frightening that something hit so close to 
home .... The outside forces that we didn 't 
think would enter our little world did." 

This whole nation is one little world, inter
woven and interlocked. None of us is out of 
firing range . • 

UNDERGROUND RAILROAD 
DEDICATION IN BATTLE CREEK 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in honor of the underground rail
road dedication celebration taking 
place on October 24, 1993, in Battle 
Creek, MI. 

The underground railroad was an ille
gal network of hiding places used in 
moving escaped slaves from the South 
into the North to safety and freedom. 
It is estimated that somewhere be
tween 40,000 and 100,000 escaped slavery 
through this network. Hiding places 
were located about a day's journey 
apart. Peoples' homes, basements, 
barns, attics, and cellars were used as 
places of refuge for those who sought 
their freedom. 

There were at least six underground 
railroad routes that crossed through 
southwestern Michigan. Battle Creek, 
MI, became a major hub in the under
ground railroad network as part of the 
Quaker, Chicago, and Michigan central 
routes to Canada. The stationmaster in 
Battle Creek was Erastus Hussey, a 
Quaker and abolitionist. With the help 
of his wife, Sarah, and daughter, 
Susan, Erastus Hussey helped trans
port over 1,000 fugitives to safety. It 
was through the strength and courage 
of individuals like the Husseys that 
hiding slaves seeking freedom were 
able to find food and shelter. 

As a dedication to this strong com
mitment to human rights, a sculpture 
was commissioned to pay tribute to the 
slaves who sought freedom in the 
North as well as those who helped them 
in their escape. The sculpture to be 
dedicated this weekend is the largest 
sculpture in the Nation commemorat
ing the underground railroad. This sili
cone bronze sculpture, which stands 14 
feet high and is 28 feet long, was cre
ated by Ed Dwight, an African-Amer
ican sculpture from Denver. It brings 
to life the story of an African-Amer
ican family seeking safety in a hide
out, and the people who courageously 
helped them to safety. 

This new sculpture is not only a 
monument to those involved in the un
derground railroad network, but is also 
represents an ongoing effort in Battle 
Creek, MI, to the goal of guaranteeing 
human rights for everyone. Mr. Presi
dent, I would like to commend all of 
those involved in this important 
project, and thank them for their ef
forts to commemorate this important 
part of our country's history.• 
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HONORING THE 120TH ANNIVER

SARY OF THE POLISH ROMAN 
CATHOLIC UNION OF AMERICA 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, on the 
occasion of the 120th anniversary of the 
Polish Roman Catholic Union of Amer
ica [PRCUA], I extend my warmest re
gards to its membership and salute its 
ambitious achievements during the 
20th century. 

Since its inception in 1873, the 
PRCUA has evolved into the largest 
Polish Roman Catholic fraternal orga
nization in the United States. Today, 
the PRCUA's membership stands over 
90,000 strong, of which more than 10,000 
reside in my State of Michigan. 

The PRCUA has a rich history. The 
organization, which held its first con
vention in Detroit in 1873, decided to 
assume a Catholic character. As Polish 
immigrants arrived in large numbers in 
the late 1800's the PRCUA was integral 
in helping them become acclimated to 
the American way of life. In 1891, the 
Polish Emigration House of S. Joseph 
was establish in New York City as a 
haven for immigrants. During this dif
ficult period, the suffering of the poor, 
widows, and orphans was eased through 
the group's generosity. 

The PRCUA's dedication to the arts 
and enlightenment through education 
is equally impressive. In 1913, it opened 
a Polish library in its Chicago head
quarters which has now become the 
largest collection of Polish works in 
the western hemisphere. Later, in 1935, 
the Polish Museum of America was es
tablished, offering Poles an oppor
tunity to display a unique collection of 
rare treasures from Poland. 

PRCUA remains as vivacious and ac
tive today as ever. It encourages all 
Americans of Polish descent to explore 
their Polish-Roman Catholic roots. 
Lessons in Polish language, folk danc
ing, singing, traditions, and customs 
are aimed to reinforce our knowledge 
of Polish heritage, diversify our cul
turally rich society, and from tighter 
bonds within the Polish-American com
munity. I would particularly like to sa
lute the 11 Polish dance schools cur
rently operating in Michigan which 
PRCUA administers. 

Civic and social activities are of 
equal importance to the PRCUA. Wom
en's and children,.s groups have pro
vided a constructive outlet for social 
work, brought members together, and 
forged lifelong friendships. The PRCUA 
often organizes special events for reli
gious holidays dear to the Catholic 
faith, such as Easter and Christmas, in 
addition to dances, dinners, perform
ances, and pilgrimages to the mother
land. 

Roman Catholicism plays a role in 
steering the organization's moral 
sense. The Catholic faith provides a 
strong ethical compass for the 
PRCUS's members. Historically, most 
Polish people have been staunch sup
porters of the Roman Catholic church, 

a tradition carried on by the immi
grants who settled in this great coun
try. Even the darkness cast on Polish 
religious freedoms during the 40 years 
of Soviet totalitarian and atheistic 
rule was not sufficient to extinguish 
the spark of religious faith in the Pol
ish heart. 

The PRCUA's dedication of time, car
ing, and resources to young people is 
indeed a wise investment for the fu
ture. The PRCUA's goals of preserving 
Polish-American heritage while foster
ing greater appreciation of other na
tionalities and cultures is a powerful 
positive step in promoting greater un
derstanding. The many achievements 
of the organization and its dynamic 
membership have made the people of 
Michigan and the other 23 States in 
which it operates more aware and ap
preciative of the Polish-American ex
perience, and 'better citizens through 
participation in civic, social, and reli
gious activities. As the Polish Roman 
Catholic Union of America continues in 
its second century of service, I wish its 
members continued success in meeting 
the challenges our modern society 
poses.• 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-H.R. 2519 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate considers the conference report on 
H.R. 2519, the Commerce, State, Jus
tice appropriations bill; that the yeas 
and nays be ordered on the conference 
report; that upon disposition of the 
conference report, the motion to recon
sider be laid upon the table; that the 
Senate without any intervening action 
or debate concur en bloc in the House 
amendments to the Senate amend
ments; that the motions to reconsider 
be laid on the table en bloc; and that 
any statements thereon appear at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD as 
though read. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is 
my intention to call up this appropria
tions conference report tomorrow im
mediately following the votes that will 
occur on the Haiti amendments, pursu
ant to the prior agreement. So there 
will now be three votes occurring in 
succession in the morning. This will 
permit Senators who come for one vote 
to remain and be present for the three 
votes. That is my intention with re
spect to this Commerce, State, Justice 
appropriations bill. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT-INTERIOR APPROPRIA-
TIONS CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the cloture 
motion I will shortly send to the desk 
on the Interior Appropriations Con
ference Report be in order, notwith
standing the fact that the Senate has 
not yet received the official papers 
from the House, and that the con
ference report is not now pending. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
there be 1 hour for debate tomorrow, 
October 21, following the votes now 
scheduled to occur at 11 a.m., equally 
divided between Senators BYRD and 
WALLOP or their designees, and 2 hours 
for debate on Friday, October 22, from 
8 a.m. to 10 a.m., controlled in the 
same fashion just prior to the cloture 
vote with the mandatory live quorum 
waived. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object and I shall not 
object, this has been cleared on our 
side and is satisfactory. 

I thank the majority leader. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the agreement, I now 
send a cloture motion to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the con
ference report accompanying H.R. 2520, the 
Interior Appropriations bill: 

Robert C. Byrd, Wendell Ford, Harry 
Reid, Claiborne Pell, Russell D. 
Feingold, J. Lieberman, Paul Simon, 
Patty Murray, Pat Leahy, D. Pryor, 
Ernest Hollings, Harris Wofford, Bar
bara Boxer, Edward Kennedy, Paul Sar
banes, Joe Biden, D. Inouye. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion. 

There will be no further rollcall votes 
this evening. There will be the in tro
duction of an amendment pursuant to 
the previous order and debate on that 
amendment. 

I remind Senators that beginning at 
11 a.m. tomorrow, there will under the 
current schedule be three votes. Sen
ators should be aware three votes will 
occur beginning at about 11 a.m. to
morrow morning. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support, strongly, the amendment that 
is about to be offered by Senator DOLE 
and Senator MITCHELL. I understand 
that there are a coupie of items to be 
worked out. I have read the amend
ment. I have had a chance to be in
volved in the formulation of it. I think 
it is a very important amendment and 
one that strongly expresses the emerg
ing consensus in the Senate that the 
administration would be well advised 
to seek seriously the advice of Mem
bers before they embark on any new 
military adventures in Haiti or any
where else. 

I would like to point out that, again, 
my esteemed friend and colleague, Sen
ator DOLE, has been involved in this 
issue. He is concerned about the pos
sible risk of American lives, and I ap
preciate his efforts on this amendment. 
I also thank Senator MITCHELL, the 
distinguished majority leader, who 
again chooses to approach these issues 
of national security in a bipartisan 
fashion. 

As my colleagues know, I have strong 
reservations about prospectively limit
ing the President's role as Commander 
in Chief. However, Senator DOLE's 
amendment avoids such constitutional 
pitfalls. It is a timely and constructive 
attempt to inject some much needed 
realism into the foreign policy formu
lations of the administration. His 
amendment strikes a fine balance be
tween expressing concern over the di
rection of our policy toward Haiti, on 
the one hand, and preserving the pre
rogatives of the Commander in Chief 
on the other. 

I commend the framers of this 
amendment, the sponsors of it, and the 
Republican leader for his statesman
like attempt to prevent the adminis
tration from recklessly stumbling into 
a foreign policy debacle like we have 
experienced in Somalia, the cost of 
which· would be measured in American 
lives. 

Senator DOLE has pursued this mat
ter tirelessly. It is my sincere hope 
that his efforts, and the considerable 
support they have in Congress, have 
convinced the President that it is time 
to formulate a coherent foreign policy. 

For evidence that such coherence has 
been wholly lacking from much of the 
administration's foreign policy to date 

we need look no further than the front 
page of today's Washington Post. The 
administration has now determined to 
withdraw the U.S. Army Rangers from 
the conflict in Somalia. Two weeks 
ago, the President ordered the deploy
ment of additional thousands of Amer
ican troops to Somalia. Today, he is 
withdrawing the Rangers. 

Apparently, the mission of the re
maining thousands of American serv
icemen and women who are obligated 
to remain there until March 31, is to 
hunker down in enclaves to serve as 
targets for any Somali warlord who 
may crave a headline in the inter
national press. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert into the 
RECORD a report in the Washington 
Post dated today, October 20, 1993, enti
tled: "U.S. Pulls Rangers Out of Soma
lia." 

Such a confused, purposeless, and 
dangerous policy makes the most com
pelling case for Senator DOLE's efforts 
to bring the administration to the un
derstanding that it urgently needs help 
in setting a sensible, hard-headed di
rection for its foreign policy in Haiti 
and elsewhere, a policy that is based on 
a realistic assessment of the national 
interests at stake and the prospects for 
protecting them through the use of 
force. 

I believe the efforts of Senator DOLE 
have given the administration ample 
warning that before it commits troops, 
it better have the support of Congress 
and the American people. 

The President should understand 
that the way to gain the support of the 
American people and their representa
tives in Congress, for any foreign pol
icy initiative is to demonstrate a read
ily understandable connection to 
American national interests. 

American service men and women 
understand the risks that their jobs en
tail. They volunteer to take these risks 
in service to our Nation. But before 
they are put in harm's way, they and 
their families deserve a clear expla
nation of how their mission will affect 
the interests of the Nation to which 
they have pledged their allegiance. 

I do not believe that the administra
tion has succeeded in making clear its 
case for our involvement in Haiti. 

In considering the scope of our in
volvement in Haiti, we should remem
ber the lessons of history. Our last 
military adventure in Haiti, which 
lasted 19 years, from 1915 to 1934, devel
oped on an ad hoc basis. The develop
ment of that policy, and the difficul
ties faced by our marines in imple
menting it, illustrate the dangers that 
the direction of our current policy to
ward Haiti may en tail. 

Mr. President, there is an old saying 
that those who ignore the lessons of 
history are doomed to repeat it. 

President Wilson had no intention of 
staying in Haiti for 19 years when he 
decided to intervene. The marines 

landed in July of 1915 to protect Amer
ican property and the lives of Amer
ican citizens from the threat posed by 
violent civil disturbances and the col
lapse of governing institutions. 

Our mission in Haiti during our pre
vious involvement changed from one of 
protecting · America interests, a legiti
mate reason for landing troops, to one 
of establishing order. It then changed 
once again to include creating a civil
ian government and supervising public 
works projects. 

Our roughly 2,000 troops were en
gaged in policing the streets, creating 
an indigenous police force, and running 
the civilian government. Before they 
left in 1934, our marines had been 
dragged into a civil war and had estab
lished armed garrisons throughout the 
country. 

And the results of our efforts and the 
sacrifice of our marines: In the Haiti of 
today, very much like the Haiti of 1915, 
political differences are settled at the 
whim of the mob, or the point of a gun, 
and government is rendered ineffective 
by massive corruption. 

Intervention in the civil affairs of 
any nation should not be taken lightly. 
When we interfere in the internal af
fairs of other nations, we ask our serv
ice men and women in the field to ac
quire an understanding of an alien soci
ety, an understanding that policy
makers in Washington, in the safety of 
their offices, have difficulty grasping. 

It is not at all clear that given their 
history and their support for Aristide, 
a man with connections to democracy 
that are tenuous at best, the people of 
Haiti understand what democracy 
means. Democracy is considerably 
more complex than holding an elec
tion. The founding documents of our 
own democracy and the writings of our 
Founders are a testament to the many 
complex protections required to guar
antee freedom. 

In our zeal to promote democracy in 
Haiti, we should not confuse the popu
lar mandate of Father Aristide with 
support for American or U.N. interven
tion to restore him to power. Restoring 
democracy is one thing, intervention is 
another. As evidenced by recent events 
in Somalia, despite hardships and tyr
anny, often a people care more about 
sovereignty than democracy. Often 
they care more about nationalism than 
the well-being of their own people. 

Many of those Haitians who first sup
ported our intervention in 1915 came to 
oppose it. Even the efforts of the ma
rines to supervise public works projects 
met with the resentment of the Haitian 
people. Our effort to help was met with 
resistance and our efforts to cope with 
the resistance was met with armed 
conflict. It became impossible for our 
policymakers, and the Haitian people, 
to distinguish between armed conflict 
and assistance. 

The result was a resentment toward 
the United States that continues today 
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as a principle aspect of our relationship 
with Haiti. 

Before I support any United States 
action in Haiti, the President will have 
to convince me that our intervention 
has limited objectives and that it 
might do some good. The administra
tion allowed our policy in Somalia to 
be determined in the United Nations, 
only to wake up and find that the mis
sion had changed. 

I have no intention of sitting quietly 
by while the administration engages 
our forces in Haiti in a ill-defined and 
constantly changing mission. Creating 
objectives and rationales after our 
troops are deployed will not win the 
confidence of Members of this body or 
of the American people. 

Neither will I support a policy of idle 
threats. We cannot have a policy that 
proposes the use of force unless we are 
clearly committed to using it. Idle 
threats only undermine our credibility 
and our efforts to effectively use the 
threat of military force to achieve im
portant foreign policy objectives. 

To be effective and to gain the sup
port of the American people, foreign 
policy must be purposeful, coherent, 
and forceful. 

Again, Mr. President, I commend the 
Republican leader for his efforts to 
avoid further disasters abroad for the 
United States, with their consequent 
loss of American life, and to work in a 
nonpartisan manner with the adminis
tration to develop and implement a 
foreign policy that serves the values 
and the best interests of our Nation. I 
am pleased to support his amendment 
and I urge my colleagues to do like
wise. 

Mr. President, I commend to the at
tention of all of our colleagues a chap
ter from the history of the United 
States Marine Corps entitled "Occupy
ing Haiti, 1911 to 1934." It has some 
very hauntingly familiar aspects that 
can be true today. 

With all the best intentions, the 
United States entered Haiti with mili
tary force. They were welcomed. We set 
about forming a government, doing 
good works throughout the country. 
And then there was a group of Haitians 
who were called Cacos, much like the 
Tonton Macoute that are there today, 
who began to take up first civil and 
then military disobedience, and we 
ended up in a quagmire from which 
took us 19 years to extricate ourselves, 
the residue of which still exists in 
Haiti today. 

So, I commend that chapter for read
ing by my colleagues because I think it 
is clear that we do not want to make 
that mistake again. 

Again, I would like to thank Senator 
DOLE for his leadership, for his non
partisan efforts on behalf of trying to 
help the administration and the Amer
ican people see a clear and coherent 
policy toward Haiti. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first, let 

me thank my distinguished colleague 
from Arizona, one of our true American 
heroes, who understands a lot more 
about this than anybody on the Senate 
floor. His endorsement and his support 
means a great deal to many of us on 
each side of the aisle. 

As he has indicated, I think there has 
been bipartisanship, as there should be, 
in foreign policy. And there has been 
no effort to tie the President's hand or 
to put him in a straitjacket. As I said 
earlier, we are trying to protect him 
with a flak jacket. I think sometimes 
when Congress speaks out on these is
sues, it means a great deal to the 
President of the United States. I said 
back in 1990 that we should not be 
sending troops to the gulf without au
thorization by Congress, and eventu
ally Congress did authorize use of force 
in the gulf, offensive force. It certainly 
is my view that from that day forward 
it changed the whole attitude of the 
American people toward our mission in 
the gulf. 

I certainly hope and I do believe the 
President of the United States will ac
cept what we are doing in the spirit in 
which it is done, not in any way to 
shackle the President of the United 
States. But we do have responsibilities 
under the Constitution. Congress has 
responsibilities. The President has re
sponsibilities. 

The President has responsibilities, 
and we tried to blend those two, with
out doing what the Senator from Ari
zona was concerned about, getting into 
some constitutional question where it 
might appear that Congress was usurp
ing the rights that properly belong, in 
the Constitution, to the President. 

The purpose of this amendment, to 
use Senator LUGAR's phrase, since we 
are not in an emergency circumstance 
in Haiti is to get sort of a time out; 
give us a chance to take a look. 

After we have had a lot of discussion 
with the administration in the last few 
days, we made about a dozen changes 
in the amendment. There is still one 
change being contemplated as I speak. 
We hope we can make one additional 
change. We have removed the funding 
limitation; we have made this a "sense 
of the Congress." We did explicitly 
make sure the amendment does not 
cover the naval blockade-even though 
I am not convinced that the blockade 
is the best course-but the President 
has already deployed the forces. We 
fine- tuned the conditions, moved some 
paragraphs around and tried to accom
modate as many concerns as possible. 

With the events of the past 2 weeks, 
it is clear that United States troops 
should not casually be put in harm's 
way in Haiti-as trainers, construction 
engineers, or anything else. Two weeks 
ago -before the Haitian "rent-a-mob" 

scene on the dock in Port-au-Prince-! 
urged the President not to deploy 
American troops, and to withdraw the 
advance team already there. That mis
sion does not meet the President's own 
criteria for U.N. operations: What is 
the threat to international peace? That 
is the first thing he asked. What are 
the clear objectives? What is the end 
point, and what will it cost? 

Had the mission gone forward, it 
would have virtually guaranteed Amer
ican casualties for another question
able exercise in nation building. 

It would have made more sense for 
the U.S. soldiers to wear targets than 
to wear camouflage. When we announce 
that United States troops will with
draw as soon as they are shot at, we en
sure that any Haitian with a gun has 
an incentive to be the one that "chased 
out the Yankees." 

When we announced that U.S. troops 
are only there to train and to build 
roads, the American people wondered 
why-why can we not train in the Unit
ed States out of harm's way, and why 
AID or civilian con tractors cannot 
build roads. With 80 percent unemploy
ment in Haiti, someone might want to 
consider putting Haitians to work 
building roads. 

My amendment lays down a marker 
for the administration: Tread very 
carefully in using American force in 
Haiti. 

Mr. President, I am not certain what 
our policy in Haiti is. We seem deter
mined to put Aristide back in power, 
and I say to my colleagues who have 
not seen the briefing up in S-407, you 
might want to. Even though the State 
Department recognizes that he incited 
mob violence while he was President, I 
am not certain someone is automati
cally a democrat-with a small "d"
just because they received a lot of 
votes. I do not think we ought to lose 
American lives to return him to power. 
Restoring democracy is one thing; re
storing Aristide is quite a different 
matter altogether. The officer who 
wanted United States troops in Haiti 
for training-General Cedras-was sup
posed to retire last week, and we do 
not have any idea who will replace 
him. 

America does have an interest in 
Haiti-in preventing the massive out
flow of Haitians that seek to land in 
the United States. We all agree that 
democracy and economic growth in 
Haiti would be the best way to prevent 
such an exodus. But the problem is 
that Haitian history does not give 
many examples of good government. It 
would be a mistake to try to impose 
Aristide. Maybe what we need to do is 
step back in Haiti-maybe we could 
look at the Vatican for mediation, and 
we could look at an independent fact
finding commission. What we should 
not do is rush into military interven
tion. We tried that from 1915 to 1934, 
and the Senator from Arizona just 
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placed in the RECORD the history of 
that escapade. We tried it with the U.S. 
Marines, and we did not get a whole lot 
of nation-building done. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
make it crystal clear that .nothing in 
my amendment should be read as any 
comfort to the bloodthirsty killers run
ning wild in Haiti. I condemn, as I am 
certain every Member of this body 
does, political murder and intimidation 
in Haiti-and everywhere else. Unfortu
nately, political violence seems to be 
the rule and not the exception in Haiti. 

This amendment puts the Congress 
on record before our troops are de
ployed in large numbers. It makes 
clear we want no confusion over the 
mission of our role next week or the 
week after that. The administration 
should view this as helpful to their po
sition. They need the input of Congress 
at the front end. The amendment of
fered by myself, Senator MITCHELL, and 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, 
would let everybody know where we 
stand. I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment. 

I will say one additional thing. There 
is a lot of question as to whether Con
gress has any right to act before some
body is deployed. It is a very close 
question. I read earlier from a legal 
opinion of the American Civil Liberties 
Union supporting my position. They do 
not do that too often. If fact, I do not 
think I have had many letters from the 
ACLU. I put it in the RECORD, I guess, 
because it agreed with my position. 
They say very flatly that we have the 
authority to determine, and then the 
Commander in Chief, the President, 
has the right to carry that out. 

As I said in a statement on Bosnia, 
we do not have to wait until the body 
bags start coming back to America be
fore we can say we made a mistake, or 
we have the wrong policy, or we are 
moving too fast, or someone messed up 
somewhere down the line. 

So I believe that the amendment is 
offered in the spirit of cooperation and 
partnership with the President of the 
United States. It has the flexibility 
that he wanted. I thank Mr. Paster at 
the White House for his help, and I 
thank others in the Defense and State 
Departments, along with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle who have 
been involved in negotiating what we 
have now, and what we will have before 
the Senate in very short order. 

I will send the amendment to the 
desk as soon as we resolve one small 
point. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate and thank the dis
tinguished minority leader. I know he 
felt very strongly, as many Members 
here in the Senate do, that we do not 
want the troops placed unadvisedly in 
Haiti, and I think he felt very strongly 
about taking action to do that. Others 
here were clearly concerned about the 
constitutional prerogatives, and I 

think that the Senator has worked ex
tremely effectively. And there has been 
a good coming together, which allows 
the U.S. Senate and the country to 
speak with one voice. It allows the 
President to send the message that he 
has been sending, while simultaneously 
listening to the U.S. Senate. 

I think that is the way it is supposed 
to be. It is in the best tradition that 
this House is to advise, sometimes to 
consent, and sometimes to dissent. 
Here I think we have advised, and we 
have advised well. We have said to 
Haiti that it is critical that all parties 
adhere to the Governors Island agree
ment. But we have also urged-and I 
think cautioned-what we will ask of 
all of our branches of Government in 
the effort to try to pull people together 
to have a consensus when and if we de
cide that other steps are necessary. 

I also thank the distinguished Sen
ator from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN, 
who has worked hard on this, and the 
majority leader and others who 
brought us together on it. I see the dis
tinguished whip is on his feet. 

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

thank my friend from Massachusetts. I 
have very much listened and have been 
attentive, and I thank Senator McCAIN, 
Senator DOLE, and Senator KERRY for 
their remarks and, indeed, I think we 
are on the right track. I think that the 
language of the amendment will short
ly be ready. I will therefore speak for 
just literally 3 or 4 minutes. 

What is the situation regarding time 
on the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no limit on debate at this point. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, the amendment will be pre
sented in moments. I think the pending 
amendment represents a very remark
able, good-faith effort to assure that 
Congress is heard and consul ted in this 
vital policy area, while at the same 
time preserving in full the constitu
tional authority of the President. 

I agree with Senator ·DoLE, we should 
heed the Senator from Arizona. He 
speaks from a position of experience 
and tragic circumstance that none of 
us can possibly discern. 

I point out that this was a good-faith 
effort because I have taken careful 
note of the various critical and uncom
plimentary things which have been 
written and said this week in the 
media about our fine Republican lead
er. From the start, Senator DOLE has 
approached this issue with the aim of 
protecting Presidential prerogatives, 
but there has been precious little rec
ognition of that among many of the 
Nation's media. 

I think that represents an astonish
ing shortness and shallowness of mem
ory. It was just last week that Senator 
DOLE was leading the effort to preserve 
the President's flexibility in Somalia, 
to assist him mightily, as we recall. 

This was, I might point out, an unpopu
lar position among some in his own 
party. If he were of the mind to do the 
easy or the political thing, Somalia 
was just the place to do that. I can tell 
you that virtually all of our constitu
ent phone calls were saying-and mine, 
too-"Get out of Somalia, now." That 
sentiment was not rooted in partisan
ship. There were many people of good 
faith saying "do that." There are those 
in our party who felt very strongly 
both ways, just as on the other side. 
But it would have been easy, if our 
leader were of a mind to score some 
easy political points, to do so last week 
during the Somalia debate. 

It is singularly perplexing to me to 
see this week's debate about Bosnia 
and Haiti interpreted in the light of 
partisanship, or even as some serious 
power struggle between Republicans 
and the President. I can tell you there 
has been every single effort to accom
modate the administration's legiti
mate concerns about preserving Presi
dential flexibility in the conduct of for
eign policy. That may be very hard for 
the cynical and jaded to believe, espe
cially if they have not been part of the 
discussion. But it ought to strike them 
as unlikely that Senator DOLE would 
be magically and inexplicably trans
formed from last week's statesman 
into this week's archpartisan. There 
must be a simpler explanation. 

Let me just acquaint those critics 
with some of the very real concerns we 
have about Haiti. First, there is the 
fact that we allowed the United Na
tions to gradually change the nature of 
our involvement in Somalia and that 
Americans were killed, captured, and 
abused before Congress collectively 
rose in alarm to demand a more re
sponsible use of American troops. 

We saw similarly disturbing trends in 
Haiti. We saw a pathetic attempt to 
dock a small band of lightly armed 
Americans, when for weeks prior to 
this, incidents of mob violence and 
murder had been occurring in Haiti 
that ought to have served as an ample 
warning that this might not work. 

It seems to me a legitimate question 
to ask whether we have to wait until 
Americans are killed or held captive 
before we become involved. We remem
ber the debate from last week. We 
agreed we could not cut and run from 
Somalia, because we were already en
gaged. So if we cannot oppose our in
volvement after the fact, the only al
ternative is to try to do so before a cri
sis occurs. It seems to me a poor de
scription of congressional authority to 
declare that Congress can only act sub
sequent to great tragedy, whether the 
loss of American lives, injuries to 
American personnel, or the capture of 
American soldiers. 

Not everyone, -even within my own 
party, agrees that Congress should 
have such a role before the fact . It is a 
postulation that concerns me as well, 
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just as it concerned our leader. That is 
why discussions occurred with the ad
ministration-to ensure that Presi
dential powers were upheld. In the end, 
it was deemed necessary to vastly re
duce the binding effects of these 
amendments, both amendments, in the 
interest of the powers of this President 
as well as future Presidents. 

So there has been a perfect and clear 
consistency on the part of our Repub
lican leader throughout this process, 
even if the same cannot be said of the 
many detractors in the fourth estate. I 
would be most interested to know how 
many of the noted and biased col
umnists lambasting Senator DOLE over 
Haiti were just one decade ago explain
ing, in panting prose, why it was so 
marvelously appropriate to limit the 
President's powers to act in Nicaragua 
and El Salvador. I recall more than a 
few of those worthies took exactly that 
position. 

So this amendment represents our 
best effort to ensure congressional par
ticipation in this debate before the fact 
of a crisis, while at the same time up
holding in full the powers of this Presi
dent. 

I commend the efforts of those who, 
in a very remarkable bipartisan fash
ion, drafted this language, and I cer
tainly urge adoption of the leadership 
amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA

HAM). The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

TAOS CONVEYANCE ACT 
Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 59, H.R. 328, re
lating to a land conveyance in Taos, 
NM, that the bill be deemed read a 
third time, passed; that the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; and 
that any statements relative to the 
passage of this item appear at the ap
propriate place in the RECORD. 

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

So, the bill (H.R. 328) was deemed 
read a third time and passed. 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDARr-H.R. 2351 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 2351, a 
bill to reauthorize the National Foun
dation on the Arts and the Humanities 
Act be placed on the calendar. 

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

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR-H.R. 2632 AND H.R. 2840 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 2632, the 
Patent and Trademark Office Author
ization Act, and H.R. 2840, the Copy
right Royalty Tribunal Act, just re
ceived from the House, be placed on the 
calendar. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak on the subject of 
Haiti. 

I have been very troubled by our pol
icy toward Haiti. It is a difficult issue 
to resolve. In foreign policy, there are 
no easy answers. This is an example of 
the struggle our country has with for
eign policy. 

I have been dissatisfied with the Clin
ton administration in terms of the 
process that has been followed with re
gard to both Haiti and Somalia. 

Many years ago, I worked as a young 
lawyer in the State Department. I do 
not always agree with the State De
partment. I think the State Depart
ment frequently is not in touch with 
the rest of the United States. But, in 
any event, I worked as a young lawyer 
there, and I participated as a very jun
ior grade assistant in a number of 
meetings. It was then that I became 
fascinated with the public administra
tion and organization of foreign policy. 

Having served as a member of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
since 1980, I have been fascinated with 
how we organize to formulate our for
eign policy. Recently, on "60 Minutes," 
I addressed some problems that I 
thought existed regarding the United 
Nations in terms of how foreign policy 
is made. 

I have discovered, with regard to So
malia and Haiti, that the normal meet
ings were not held in this administra
tion they did not run the traps, so to 
speak. 

There are deputies' meetings, where 
the Deputy Secretaries of the CIA and 
the Defense Department and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the State__Depart-

ment and the National Security Coun
cil are supposed to meet. And there 
they digest policy-at least they are 
supposed to-on Haiti or Somalia. 
Those meetings were not held. 

I have been trying to hold hearings in 
the Foreign Relations Committee, of 
which I am a member. They have been 
refused by the administration and by 
the majority party in the Senate. One 
can only guess that they are trying to 
cover up what went on in the early 
days of Somalia. Those meetings are 
being held again now, but they were 
not held then. 

There are also principals' meetings in 
which the Secretary of State, the Sec
retary of Defense, the National Secu
rity Adviser, the head of the CIA, the 
head of other intelligence agencies, and 
the Joint Chief of Staff meet. They are 
supposed to run the traps on a decision. 
Those meetings were not held on So
malia or Haiti. Both cases have pro
duced foreign policy disasters in the 
early days of the Clinton administra
tion. 

Let me address Haiti first. In the 
case of Haiti, the United States finds 
itself supporting Aristide. 

Now, who is Aristide? He was demo
cratically elected. I will concede that. 
But so was Papa Doc, who preceded 
him. So was Adolf Hitler popularly 
elected. 

Once Aristide was elected, he did not 
rule as if he believed in democracy. He 
did not behave as a democrat. And I am 
speaking with a small "d," a democrat 
with a small "d." 

Indeed, Aristide proceeded to hold 
rallies in which he advocated the 
necklacing of his political opponents. 
Indeed, he held meetings in which he 
insisted on the death penalty for politi
cal opponents of his, rather than the 
15-year sentence which was allowed 
under law. 

There are many quotes that I can 
read about Mr. Aristide. According to 
newspaper reports, he reportedly or
dered a murder. We want a hearing to 
find out if that is absolutely true. If 
that is true, U.S. troops are standing 
by to defend a murderer. 

Let us think about that a little bit, 
and what kind of reaction that would 
produce. 

The State Department and the Clin
ton administration are trying to cover
up, to cover up these facts. But they 
are coming out in spite of the coverup. 

We have repeatedly asked on my side 
of the aisle for hearings in the Foreign 
Relations Committee with the Sec
retary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense as witnesses to tell us about 
the principals' meetings, about the 
deputies' meetings, and why the formu
lation of these policies was not run 
through the traps. When did the Presi
dent of the United States learn about 
Aristide's psychological problems? 
When did the President of the United 
States learn that he was a murderer, or 
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did he learn? On what date? Was he 
ever briefed? 

Now, the Defense Department and 
the State Department seem to be ad
libbing. Nobody knows who is reporting 
to whom over there. We have people 
running about without responsibility 
for who is reporting to whom? Foreign 
policy decisions are not being made in 
a rational, staffed way. They are being 
made on a hel ter-skel ter basis. Hope
fully that is changing now. 

We have had, in this Chamber, some 
debate on the Nickles amendment, the 
Dole amendment, and the Byrd amend
ment on the Democratic side, which I 
cosponsored and on which I helped Sen
ator BYRD. 

None of those amendments would be 
showing up if foreign policy was being 
formulated _properly, if there were 
hearings being held up here, if the 
high-level people were showing up. 

We did have a hearing in the Foreign 
Relations Committee at which a Prin
cipal Deputy Under Secretary of De
fense and an Under Secretary of State 
testified. But neither one of them had 
participated in any of the other meet
ings. We cannot seem to get anybody 
who has actually been in the meetings 
to come up here and testify to Sen
ators. 

When did we learn that Aristide is a 
murderer, if he is? When did we learn 
that he has deep psychological prob
lems, if he does? When did we learn 
that he advocated necklacing? Did the 
President of the United States know 
this when we embraced him? Have we 
sent warships down there to defend 
him, and are we on the brink of sending 
United States troops to Haiti to put 
this person into office? Let us think 
about our actions very carefully. 

Who is President Aristide? I have be
fore me a Washington Post article by 
Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993. She 
says, 

(If you 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 now in your hands [the burn
ing tire] * * * You have the right tool in 
your hands * * * the right 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. 

For everybody who does not know, 
necklacing is putting a tire around a 
victim's neck, pouring gasoline in it 
and lighting it. I had a necklacing 
amendment on the floor with respect 
to South Africa some years ago, every
one on the floor voted for it and I 
thank them. It is one of the most hid
eous of crimes. This gentleman who we 
are supporting and trying to put back 
into power in Haiti advocated 
necklacing. I have it here from Lally 
Weymouth's article. 

According to the Catholic Standard of the 
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus
pended from the Salesian Order of the Catho
lic church in 1988 after being accused of "in
citement to hatred and violence" and em
phasizing "class struggle" in his sermons. 

These are quotes from Aristide. 
Don't neglect to give him what he de

serves. Three days and three nights you're 
keeping watch in front of the National Peni
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don't 
neglect to give him what he deserves. 

NOTE.-A reference to Roger Lafontant, 
who had begun to serve a life sentence in the 
penitentiary for attempting to overthrow 
the government. He was murdered two days 
later in his cell as the coup was beginning 
under circumstances that remain obscure. 

According to newspaper reports he 
was murdered under the orders of 
Aristide whom the United States is 
protecting and wants to use U.S. troops 
to put back in power. 

We should have discovered in the electoral 
campaign of this devil called Reagan, the sa
tanic spirit was dancing in Reagan's head 
* * *The same spirit that Jesus chased while 
He was on Earth, forced these experts and 
Reagan to produce this document called 
Santa Fe * * * A bad spirit like this, don't 
you see, is the same bad spirit that danced in 
the heads of the Roman Emperors that Jesus 
fought. 

This a quote from the man we expect 
young Americans to die for. He referred 
to Reagan as a satanic spirit. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? Could the Senator 
indicate how long he intends to pro
ceed? 

Mr. PRESSLER. I wish to proceed for 
as long as it takes me to finish this. I 
have the floor. If the Senator wishes to 
ask a question-! respect the majority 
leader very much-1 will answer him. 
Does he want to ask me a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No; I want to intro
duce the amendment and get a consent 
agreement regarding the schedule to
morrow; then have the Senate be pre
pared to go into recess. If the Senator 
will let me do that, the Senator can 
continue and I can leave. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Can I have 3 more 
minutes and I will leave and let him do 
that? If the Senator will give me 3 
more minutes, because I want to finish 
this particular line. 

* * * what we need to destroy these people 
we do not yet have. The day will come when 
we will have it. Nicaragua had it in 1979. 
Cuba had it in 1958 and 59. 

This is the man we are supporting. 
Next he said: 

When you are sitting on top of the moun
tain teaching the peasants how to use 
necklacing, the peasant, having never seen a 
car before, having never seen a tire before, 
he will ask you, 'What is Necklacing?' He 
could also ask if the use of Necklacing is in 
the Constitution. You might answer, 'If the 
pressure of Necklacing in front of the Court
house on September 29 (the judgment day of 
Roger Lafontant) was not there, then he 
would not have received the life sentence. In
stead, he would have only received 15 years! 

The three previous excerpts are from 
a transcript of a videotape of various 
Aristide speeches and sermons at Mass. 

The 1991 State Department Human 
Rights Report said: 

President Aristide appeared less concerned 
about prosecuting members of the military 

accused of human rights abuses if they were 
supporters or appointees of his Government 
* * * President Aristide also failed to con
demn categorically all recourse to popular 
justice through mob violence. The Aristide 
Government made no effort to identify and 
to bring to justice those responsible for the 
wholesale killing, looting, and burning * * * 

Mr. President, the only possible Unit
ed States interest in Haiti would be to 
stop the flow of refugees into our 
southern border. The United States es
tablished three immigration centers in 
Haiti and they are working. Virtually 
all Haitian refugees who have come to 
the United States are economic refu
gees. If they were political refugees 
they would walk across the border into 
the Dominican Republic. 

There is no justification to risk the 
life of even one United States soldier in 
Haiti now or in the future. Aristide, 
whom we support and whom the Clin
ton administration supports, is a 
human rights abuser. The State De
partment has admitted in Senate hear
ings that President Aristide incited 
mob violence and encouraged 
necklacing while in power. Father 
Aristide was suspended by the Catholic 
Church because of his activities. 
Aristide ordered the destruction of the 
Vatican Embassy. 

About the practice of necklacing, 
Aristide said "it is beautiful, it is chic, 
it is elegant; you want to smell it ev
erywhere you go". Aristide had a 
painting in his Presidential office glo
rifying necklacing. 

Aristide has known ties to Fidel Cas
tro and had some of his henchmen 
trained in Cuba. Aristide puhlicly 
cursed the United States and promised 
to give Haitians what Castro has given 
the Cuban people. 

Mr. President, I could go on and on, 
and I planned to talk longer. Out of re
spect for the majority leader, I shall 
cease. 

But what I am crying out for are 
hearings. I asked the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, today, 
for hearings tomorrow morning with 
people at the highest level of the ad
ministration to explain to us how these 
decisions were made. 

What is taking place is a great deal 
of ad-libbing by Les Aspin and others 
without consulting with the CIA, with
out consulting with the military. 
There is a process-and I learned it as 
a young lawyer in Washington many 
years ag~that should have been uti
lized. If you are appointed Secretary of 
Defense or State, that does not mean 
you give your opinion to the President 
without consultation with the other 
pertinent agencies. You check with the 
CIA, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and so 
on and so forth. 

When I asked about public adminis
tration and the Deputies meetings in a 
Foreign Relations Committee hearing, 
I was told they would check on it. 
When all is said and done, the foreign 
policy of the Clinton administration 
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was formulated on a shoot-from-the
hip basis, on a basis that did not take 
into consideration the experts' opin
ions. We have been told, we have seen 
people in the Defense Department on 
TV say, "We learned lessons in Soma
lia." I served in the Army as a lieuten
ant in Vietnam. We learned those les
sons there. The military knows those 
lessons and would have conveyed them 
if they had them in their meetings, but 
they were not included. 

I can assure you that some of the 
things that have been published about 
Aristide never reached the President of 
the United States until some of us in 
this body started to protest. 

I am very curious. I hope we have a 
hearing as to when the President of the 
United States learned these facts about 
Aristide and when the United States 
decided to support him and why. This 
is a very strange situation to be in. I 
am very worried about-! am not try
ing to put down the Clinton adminis
tration. As Members of this body know, 
I am considered to be bipartisan, and 
that has been one of my biggest prob
lems. 

But I will conclude. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I just 

would like to make one comment, be
fore my colleague leaves, on his re
marks. There will be a full debate to
morrow morning on this subject, and I 
have no interest in debating the sub
stance of his remarks, although I think 
it is very much open to debate. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Will my friend yield 
for one brief question, respectfully? 
Would my friend support hearings at 
the highest level in the Foreign Rela
tions Committee tomorrow or the next 
day as to how these decisions on Haiti 
were made? 

We had a large meeting today, and I 
know the Secretary of State just left 
the country, but many of us want to 
help out. We want this President to be 
successful. I have helped the majority 
leader on many occasions. I like the 
majority leader, and I like the Presi
dent. He has been my friend for 20 
years. 

The reason behind all of these resolu
tions being introduced on the floor is 
not that people want to hear constitu
tional arguments, it is because there is 
a sense that foreign policy formulation 
mechanisms of this country have bro
ken down. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is 
to that precise remark to which I wish 
to address myself. The suggestion has 
been made, and just repeated, that the 
reason we have amendments relating 
to foreign policy and debate in the Con
gress and criticism of the administra
tion's foreign policy is because that 
policy has broken down. The clear im
plication of that is that things are 
going well when Congress does not talk 
about foreign policy. 

Mt. President, I say to my colleague, 
I have been in the Senate for 13 years. 

In 12 of those years, we have had Re
publican Presidents, and every year I 
have been here, there have been amend
ments in Congress about foreign policy, 
debates about foreign policy, criticism 
over foreign policy. I cannot speak for 
the time earlier than when I arrived in 
the Senate, but my impression is the 
same. The suggestion that the exist
ence of amendments and debates in 
Congress is in and of itself proof of a 
failure of foreign policy by the admin
istration is simply incorrect. If that is 
the case, then every administration 
has failed because there is always de
bate and amendments and criticism in 
Congress. 

If the Senator's remarks are friendly 
toward the President, I can only tell 
the President, with friends like that, 
he does not need enemies. 

Mr. PRESSLER. If my friend will 
yield very briefly, I have been on the 
Foreign Relations Committee since 
1980 and a little bit of the experience 
has rubbed off, not much. The Sec
retary of State would normally be up 
here within a day or two-especially 
after an incident in which many Amer
ican lives were lost. We are told the 
Secretary of State will not be available 
until November 4. What is this Senator 
supposed to do until November 4 on 
Haiti and Somalia? 

I ask my friend from Maine, whom I 
respect very much, who has been a Fed
eral judge and who is the majority 
leader and who is very respected, when 
can we get some hearings up here so 
Senators can find out how this policy 
was formulated, whether Les Aspin 
consulted the Joint Chiefs, whether the 
CIA was consulted. 

There is a we-they attitude in the 
Defense Department. In the State De
partment, nobody knows who is report
ing to whom. 

This is a subject that is of great con
cern to many of us. We are crying out 
for some help. 

During the Bush and Reagan admin
istrations, they would have had at 
least the Deputy Secretary up here the 
next day. We cannot even get the Dep
uty Secretary, and the majority party 
in the Senate is not demanding it. But 
the majority party did demand it then, 
when the Republicans were in the 
White House. Bush responded and 
Reagan responded. Now, we cannot get 
anybody above a Deputy Under Sec
retary up here to talk to us. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if I 
might say, the Secretary of State left 
for Russia and other States of the 
former Soviet Union, I believe, within 
the past several hours. And so it is ob
vious that the Secretary of State on a 
trip long planned on other matters can
not be present--

Mr. PRESSLER. But would my friend 
just yield? The Secretary did not say 
that. He was scheduled to come up here 
on Tuesday, and he canceled for no rea
son. I think-this is my thought-the 

President asked him to cancel because 
the administration would be embar
rassed by their foreign policy disasters 
in Somalia and Haiti. 

The Secretary of State was scheduled 
to come here on Tuesday. Why did he 
cancel? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, Mr. President, 
I do not know and I submit neither 
does the Senator, and I think we would 
all be wise not to impute reasons or 
motives to others when we do not know 
the reason for it. 

Second, I would just say that the 
Secretary of State in the previous ad
ministration, someone who I admire 
greatly, Secretary Baker, traveled 
much, much more than does Secretary 
Christopher, and so he was not avail
able to testify when he was on a trip. 
Nobody got up here when he was in Eu
rope or Asia or the Middle East and 
said, "Well, why won't the Secretary of 
State come here to testify?" And im
pute motives to him for not testifying. 

I think the question of the hearings 
is best left to the chairman of the com
mittee. Of course, that has always been 
my practice. I am asked almost every 
day on almost every subject to order 
some chairman to hold a hearing on 
some subject or other. I think it is best 
left to the individual chairmen. I have 
great confidence in the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

If I might, Mr. President, without 
wanting to prolong this, I came very 
early this morning and if the Senator 
would permit I would like to get on 
with this and conclude. Then we can 
have this debate tomorrow. 

I do want to make this one comment, 
unrelated to all of the charges. If we 
start requiring a psychological exam
ination of every elected official in this 
country, I submit to my colleague from 
South Dakota a lot of Senators better 
start worrying. If we are now going to 
say that we are going to have psycho
logical examinations by people who 
have never met us, and have these long 
distance psychological examinations 
read out, my gosh, I think it is some
thing every Senator ought to be con
cerned about. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My friend will have 
to yield to me once more. Yes, but we 
are not sending U.S. troops to South 
Dakota to keep U.S. Senators in office, 
yet. 

Let me also say that Secretary Chris
topher was scheduled to testify here 
yesterday. He was not on a trip. He 
canceled. It is part of a pattern before 
our committees. We cannot get the ad
ministration to explain the process. I 
am not in the business of psychology. 

If you read what has been written in 
the press about Aristide, it is pretty 
freightening that we support a fellow 
like this. I am very, very concerned. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I understand the 
Senator's concern. But the Senator 
says he is not into the psychological 
business after having spent a great deal 
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of time in debate discussing psycho
logical analyses. Precisely, what he is 
saying is I am not doing what I have 
just been doing. 

Mr. PRESSLER. If the majority lead
er will yield, in regards to human 
rights abuses, what I said is the State 
Department's records show Aristide's 
violations of human rights and abuses. 
That is very serious. I take the State 
Department's human rights reports 
very seriously. 

Senator SPECTER, who sits here, and 
I went to 8 African countries this 
spring armed with 8 human rights re
ports. Aristide exceeds-he is one of 
the leading human rights abusers in 
the world. He did not rule as a demo
crat with a small "d". My friend, the 
majority leader, is a Democrat with a 
large "D". But in any event, Aristide 
was not a democrat, even with a small 
"d." He was a dictator, authoritarian. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to place all these materials in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
QUESTION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO 

WILLIAM LACY SWING, SENATE FOREIGN RE
LATIONS COMMITTEE, SEPTEMBER 29, 1993 
Question. Did President Aristide incite mob 

violence when he was in power in Haiti? 
Answer. There was evidence that President 

Aristide incited intimidating or violent be
havior among his followers. This has been 
documented in our 1991 Human Rights re
port. 

Our Ambassador at that time and other 
U.S. officials made clear to him our abhor
rence of these tactics. 

QUESTION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED TO AL
EXANDER F. WATSON, SUBMITTED BY SEN
ATOR HELMS, SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS 
COMMITTEE, MAY 5, 1993 

HAITI 
Question. What information does the U.S. 

Government have regarding the human 
rights record of President Aristide? 

Answer. There is evidence of several 
human rights violations under the Aristide 
presidency that we have spelled out in our 
annual :auman Rights Reports. 

These include condoning or failure to con
demn mob violence and at least three inci
dents of politically motivated killings that 
may have been officially sanctioned. 

Question. Would you agree with human 
rights activists that Aristide incited popular 
violence when he was in power? 

Answer. There was ample evidence that 
President Aristide incited intimidating or 
violent behavior among his followers. 

Our Ambassador and other U.S. officials 
made personally clear to him our abhorrence 
of these tactics. 

1991 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE COUNTRY 
REPORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS 

However, the Government proved to be un
willing or unable to restrain popular justice 
through mob violence and ensure the rule of 
law for all citizens irrespective of partisan 
interests. 

President Aristide, however, appeared less 
concerned about prosecuting members of the 
military accused of human rights abuses if 
they were supporters or appointees of his 
Government. 

President Aristide also failed to condemn 
categorically all recourse to popular justice 
through mob violence. 

The Aristide Government made no effort to 
identify and bring to justice those respon
sible for the wholesale killing, looting, and 
burning that occurred after the failed 
Lafontant coup in January. 

The only response to three official requests 
to the Aristide Government for information 
on the status of the investigation into the 
death of an American citizen, Richard Andre 
Emmanuel, who was killed by mob violence 
in late February, was that the investigator 
"was still in progress." 

However, there were several credible re
ports of torture and other abuse of detainees 
and prisoners both during the initial Aristide 
tenure and since the coup. 

The Aristide Government repeatedly at
tempted to interfere with the judicial proc
ess or usurp it through "mob justice." 

On August 13, the Parliament, as well as 
the offices of a number of the Aristide Gov
ernment's critics-the labor union Autono
mous Central of Haitian Workers (CATH), 
and the political organizations National 
Front for Change and Democracy (FNCD) 
and United Democratic Committee (KID)
were attacked by mobs who many observers 
believe were inspired by those close to the 
Administration. 

The most serious 1991 violations of freedom 
of travel occurred shortly after President 
Aristide took office when hundreds of former 
official of previous governments were sub
jected to a constitutionally questionable ban 
on foreign travel. 

After his election victory, President 
Aristide and his supporters often excluded or 
intimidated their political opponents or 
those perceived as such. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
ARISTIDE'S STATEMENTS ON NECKLACING 

"What a beautiful tool! What a beautiful 
instrument! It's beautiful, it's cute, it's pret
ty, it has a good smell: wherever you go you 
want to inhale it. Since the law of the coun
try says Macoutes aren't in the game, what
ever happens to them they deserve. * * * 
This is the word of justice I share with you. 
I throw the ball to you. You dribble it. You 
shoot from the penalty box. * * * All alone 
we are weak, but together we are strong. To
gether we are the flood!" (Aristide Speech, 
Haiti, September 27, 1991) 

Aristide, referring to wealthy Haitians who 
refuse to help Haiti's poor majority, repeat
edly urged his listeners not to " neglect to 
give him [or her] what he [or she] deserves." 
(Aristide Speech, Haiti, September 27, 1991)-

"If you [nou in the original Creole-mean
ing either the plural form of "you" or " we") 
catch a thief, if you catch a false Lavalassien 
[referring to the popular movement respon
sible for Aristide's election], if you catch 
someone who doesn't deserve to be there, 
don't neglect to give him what he deserves. 

" Your tool is in your hand. Your instru
ment is in your hand. Your Constitution is in 
your hand. Don't neglect to give him what he 
deserves. 

"Your equipment is in your hand. Your 
trowel is in your hand. Your pencil is in your 
hand. Your Constitution is in your hand. 
Don't neglect to give him what he deserves. 

"Article 291 [of the Constitution, which 
bars from public office for ten years all tor
turers, 'zealous ' Duvalierists, and embezzlers 
of public funds] is always on our minds. It 
says: No Macoutes, no Macoutes! 

" Don't neglect to give him what he de
serves. Three days and three nights you're 
keeping watch in front of the National Peni
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don't 
neglect to give him what he deserves." 

NOTE.-A presumed reference to Roger 
Lafontant, who had begun to serve a life sen
tence in the penitentiary for attempting to 
overthrow the government. He was murdered 
two days later in his cell as the coup was be
ginning under circumstances that remain ob
scure. 

"Throughout the four corners of the coun
try, we are watching, we are praying, we are 
watching, we are praying, when we catch one 
of them, don't neglect to give him what he 
deserves. 

"What a beautiful tool! What a beautiful 
instrument! W:bat a beautiful appliance! It's 
beautiful, it's beautiful, it's pretty, it looks 
sharp! It's fashionable, it smells good and 
wherever you go you want to smell it* * *. " 

During the trial of Lafontant and his ac
cused co-conspirators, a crowd of two thou
sand had gathered around the courthouse, 
chanting and calling for a life sentence for 
Lafontant. A few people carried tires on 
their heads. Lafontant thereafter received a 
life sentence, even though the Haitian legal 
code allows a maximum of only fifteen years 
for those found guilty of plotting against 
state security, the offense with which 
Lafontant was charged. 

On August 4, 1991, Aristide spoke with ap
proval of the crowd's actions: 

"When they spoke of 15 years inside the 
courthouse, according to the law," Aristide 
said, "outside the people began to clamor for 
Pere Lebrun, because the anger of the people 
began to rise a little. That's why the verdict 
came out as a life sentence." 

Aristide: " Was there Pere Lebrun inside 
the courthouse?" 

Students: "No." 
Aristide: "Was there Pere Lebrun outside 

the courthouse?" 
Students: " Yes. " 
Aristide: " Did the people use Pere Le

brun?'' 
Students: " No." 
Aristide: " Did the people have the right to 

forget it?" 
Students: " No." 
Aristide: " Don't say it's me who· said it. 

Pere Lebrun or a good firm bed, which is 
nicer?" 

Students: "Pere Lebrun." 
Aristide: " For 24 hours in front of the 

courthouse, Pere Lebrun became a good firm 
bed. The people slept on it. Its springs 
bounced back. They were talking inside the 
courthouse with the law in their hands; the 
people also have their own pillows. They 
have their little matches in their hand, they 
have their little gasoline not too far away. 
Did they use it?" 

Students: " No." 
Aristide: " That's because the people re

spect the Constitution. But does the Con
stitution tell the people they have a right to 
forget little Pere Lebrun?" 

Students: " No." 
Aristide: " Then, when they knew inside 

what was going on outside, inside they had 
to tread carefully [literally, walk on thir
teen so as not to break fourteen]." 

" Fourteen is the masses of the people . The 
masses have their own tool, their own secret 
way, their own wisdom. When they spoke of 
fifteen years inside the courthouse, accord
ing to the law, outside the people began to 
clamor for Pere Lebrun because the anger of 
the people began to rise a little. That's why 
the verdict came out as a life sentence." 
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"The people, who respect the law, who up

hold the Constitution, when they heard 'life 
in prison' they forgot their little matches, 
little gasoline and little Pere Lebrun." 

Students: "No." 
Aristide: " But if it hadn't gone well, 

wouldn't the people have used Pere Lebrun?" 
Students: "Yes." 
Aristide: "That means that when you are 

in your literacy class and you are learning to 
write 'Pere Lebrun,' you are learning to 
think about Pete Lebrun, it's because you 
know when to use it, how to use it and where 
to use it." 

"And you may never use it again in a state 
where law prevails (that's what I hope!) as 
long as they stop using deception and cor
ruption. So, that's what they call real lit
eracy!" 

(Excerpts from Americas Watch, November 
1, 1991) 

If you 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 now in your hands [the burn-
ing tire] .... You have the right tool in your 
hands ... the right instrument. It is nice, it 
is chic, it is classy, elegant and snappy. It 
smells good and wherever you go, you want 
to smell it." (Washington Post article by 
Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993) 

"What a beautiful instrument-what a 
beautiful device. It's beautiful-it's such a 
nice smell-you like to breathe it wherever 
you go ." (Los Angeles Times article by Wil
liam Eaton, October 5, 1991) 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
ARISTIDE'S HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD 

Aristide turned on his own church when 
Archbishop Francois Wolff Ligonde, in a New 
Year's homily in 1991, denounced him for in
stalling a "bolshevik government." 
Aristide 's mobs destroyed one of Port-au
Prince's oldest cathedrals and the 
Nunciatura, the Vatican embassy. The Papal 
nuncio (ambassador) was stripped to his 
shorts and paraded through the streets; his 
assistant, a priest form Zaire, was gravely 
wounded by a machete blow. [The Vatican is 
the only government to accord recognition 
after the military coup of 1991. (The Plain 
Dealer, February 27, 1993)] 

According to the Catholic Standard of the 
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus
pended from the Silesian Order of the Catho
lic church in 1988 after being accused of "in
citement to hatred and violence" and em
phasizing "class struggle" in his sermons. 

In early October 1991 "an Aristide-inspired 
mob attacked Sylvio Claude, the founder of 
the Democratic Christian Haitian Party-a 
man who had been jailed and tortured by 
Duvalier but was a political opponent of 
Aristide. Although Claude sought shelter in 
a police station, he was turned over to the 
mob and burned to death." (Washington Post 
article by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993) 

"According to senior U.S. government offi
cials, Aristide also participated in a cover-up 
of the killing of five teenagers on July 26, 
1991. Members of an anti-gang unit claimed 
the killings occurred when they became in
volved in a struggle with the youths as they 
tried to escape. Photographs, however, 
showed that the young men were severely 
beaten and shot at point blank range by sev
eral weapons. The Haitian armed forces-in 
particular Interim Commander-in-Chief 
Raoul Cedras--demanded that the incident 
be investigated. But Aristide ,who had been 
building his own security forces outside the 

military chain of command, tried to block 
the investigation and sided publicly with one 
of the officers involved in the slaying." 
(Washington Post article by Lally Wey
mouth, January 24, 1993) 

" U.S. Government officials cite extensive 
evidence showing that Aristide personally 
gave the order to kill Roger Lafon tan t. . . . '' 
In a December 1993 interview, Lt. General 
Raoul Cedras revealed that he has informa
tion " that Aristide intended to have other 
political prisoners killed, not just Lafontant: 
He [Aristide] gave the orders to kill around 
20 people, but they had the courage to exe
cute only Lafontant." (Washington Post ar
ticle by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993) 

" In August 1991, Haitian legislators met to 
deal with the government's abuses. They 
planned to question Prime Minister Rene 
Preval-who, according to the State Depart
ment human rights report, had personally 
interrogated political prisoners and denied 
them recourse to legal counsel-and then to 
consider censuring him. Before parliament 
met, shots were fired outside the head
quarters of the National Front for Change 
and Democracy (FNCD)-a political party 
that had originally supported Aristide but 
had begun to criticize some of his actions. 
The home of an FNCD legislator was also 
stoned. 

' 'When the parliament met, its members 
found themselves surrounded by about 2,000 
demonstrators, many carrying burning tires. 
Under the threat of the mob, the legislators 
decided to recess. " (Washington Post article 
by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993) 

Cedras on Aristide, " He spent seven 
months violating the constitution of this 
country which he was there to guarantee." 
(Washington Post article by Lally Wey
mouth, January 24, 1993) 

Aristide kept a color painting on the wall 
in his presidential office. The painting de
picts the following : Aristide smiles down on 
a crowd brandishing auto tires; to the side is 
another pile of tires, a bottle of gasoline and 
a book of matches . [The poster further por
trays the presidential chair atop the Haitian 
constitution, indicating that Aristide is 
" above" the constitution.] A poster in the 
background, in Creole, explains, 'If our 
power is threatened Ti Tid [Little Aristide], 
if you have a problem, command us to march 
and solve them with necklacing.' 

Photographs reveal " how Aristide and his 
street mobs let 'Pere Lebrun' deal with polit
ical opponents. The body shown is that of 
Sylvia Claude, a Baptist minister and head 
of the Haitian Christian Democratic Party 
who had the temerity to oppose the 'populist 
priest.' In September 1991, the same night 
that the army moved against Aristide , a mob 
of the president's supporters set upon Claude 
and beat him senseless. Claude died an ago
nizing death. According to eyewitness ac
counts, an Aristide henchman then severed 
the penis from Claude's corpse, put it in his 
mouth, and danced derisively around his 
body. Next, an automobile tire filled with 
gasoline was draped around his neck and set 
ablaze. Confident that Aristide had survived 
the military's move against him, the hench
man had a photographer record this moment 
of triumph." (Accuracy in the Media Report, 
August-A, 1993) 

" [Aristide] sometimes brandished a ma
chete from his pulpit and demanded violent 
revolution to physically eliminate the coun
try's elite. Violence, he argued, was the only 
way to reform Haiti economically and so
cially. 'Revolution, not elections, ' he would 
chant with followers. " (Accuracy in the 
Media Repor t , August-A, 1993) 

" A neurosurgeon and former dean at a Hai
tian medical school had Aristide as a student 
of neuro-psychology during the school year 
1978-79 . ... According to a statement cir
culating among Haitian dissidents, the phy
sician declared , 'I was especially attracted 
by the tremendous instability of personality 
of [Aristide]. . . . My ultimate diagnosis 
took the direction of the bipolar disease 
called 'psychotic manic depressive,' and I 
prescribed for Jean-Bertrand carbonate of 
lithium . . .' Haitian exiles say that some of 
Aristide 's worst excesses come when he is 
not taking his lithium." (Accuracy in the 
Media Report, August-A, 1993) 

Aristide's accused violations of Haitian 
law: 

Haitian constitution bars presidential 
paramilitary armies. Aristide created a force 
called " Special Intelligence for the Presi
dent," or SIP, which was trained by French 
and Swiss military experts, and armed with 
weapons that bypassed the army when 
shipped into Haiti. 

Aristide packed the Haitian Supreme 
Court with five new justices and refused to 
submit them to the Senate for confirmation. 
Contrary to law, he appointed several mem
bers of the electoral commission as ambas
sadors. When the Senate blocked the nomi
nation of another commission member as 
ambassador to France, Aristide made him 
foreign minister. In towns in the interior, 
Aristide replaced elected mayors with his 
lavalas, and relied upon mobs to keep them 
in office. 

When the Parliament resisted Aristide, his 
mobs appeared, tires and gasoline in hand. 
Several legislators were dragged out and 
beaten. Union offices and opposition politi
cal headquarters were torched. 

Aristide is accused of ordering the murders 
of Roger Lafontant and Sylvia Claude the 
night he left office. They were murdered two 
days after Aristide's speech encouraging 
necklacing. 

Aristide was the patron of an organization 
devoted to the welfare of children. VOAM, a 
Creole acronym for "send Haiti to the 
skies." At his request , Haitian refugees in 
the U.S . sent an estimated $2 million to 
VOAM; the republic of China gave another $6 
million. According to Aristide 's opponents, 
Aristide diverted $4 .5 million (or more) of 
these funds to his own projects. 

But an older Haitian friend put it more re
alistically: " I hear that you Americans are 
going to force us to take back that dreadful 
man who says he wants to put flaming tires 
around our necks.'' (National Review, July 5, 
1993) 

WHO IS PRESIDENT ARISTIDE? 

" [If you 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 now in your hands [the 
burning tire] ... You have the right tool in 
your hands ... the right 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." (Washington Post article 
by Lally Weymouth, January 24, 1993) 

According to the Catholic Standard of the 
Archdiocese of Washington, Aristide was sus
pended from the Salesian Order of the Catho
lic church in 1988 after being accused of " in
citement to hatred and violence" and em
phasizing " class struggle" in his sermons. 

"Don' t neglect to give him what he de
serves. Three days and three nights you 're 
keeping watch in front of the National Peni
tentiary (see Note). If someone escapes, don 't 
neglect to give him what he deserves. " 
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[Note: A reference to Roger Lafontant, who 
had begun to serve a life sentence in the pen
itentiary for attempting to overthrow the 
government. He was murdered two days later 
in his cell as the coup was beginning under 
circumstances that remain obscure.] 

"We should have discovered in the elec
toral campaign of this devil called Reagan, 
the satanic spirit was dancing in Reagan's 
head . .. The same spirit that Jesus chased 
while He was on Earth, forced these experts 
and Reagan to produce this document called 
Santa Fe ... A bad spirit like this, don 't 
you see, is the same bad spirit that danced in 
the heads of the Roman Emperors that Jesus 
fought ." 

" ... What we need to destroy these people 
we do not yet have. The day will come when 
we will have it. Nicaragua had it in 1979. 
Cuba had it in 1958 and 59." 

" When you are sitting on top of the moun
tain teaching the peasants how to use 
necklacing, the peasant, having never seen a 
car before, having never seen a tire before, 
he will ask you, 'What is Necklacing?' He 
could also ask if the use of Necklacing is in 
the Constitution. You might answer, 'If the 
pressure of Necklacing in front of the Court
house on September 29 (the judgment day of 
Roger Lafontant) was not there, then he 
would not have received the life sentence. In
stead, he would have only received 15 
years."' 

[The three previous excerpts are from a 
transcript of a videotape of various Aristide 
speeches and sermons at Mass.] 

The 1991 State Department Human Rights 
Report said: 

" President Aristide appeared less con
cerned about prosecuting members of the 
military accused of human rights abuses if 
they were supporters or appointees of his 
Government ... President Aristide also 
failed to condemn categorically all recourse 
to popular justice through mob violence. The 
Aristide Government made no effort to iden
tify and to bring to justice those responsible 
for the wholesale killing, looting, and 
burning . .. " 

[From the Congressional Research Service, 
Library of Congress, Translation from the 
French] 

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS, 
ARMED FORCES OF HAITI, 

Port-au-Prince, Haiti , October 14, 1993. 
His Excellency JEAN BERTRAND ARISTIDE, 
President of the Republic, Palais National 

MR. PRESIDENT: I would be very grateful if 
you would give the necessary instruction to 
the responsible Government officials to 
begin the necessary proceedings for my an
ticipated retirement provided for in Point 8 
of the Governors Island Political Agreement 
which I signed in good faith on July 3, 1993 to 
lift the blockade of the country and to pre
serve the institution of the military. 

I believe that you , as well as I, are aware 
of the obligation parallel to this procedure of 
making all the necessary arrangements for 
granting amnesty by parliamentary law, as 
indicated in Article 5 of the Governors Island 
Agreements and Article 5 (paragraph ii) of 
the New York Treaty. 

My concern is shared by the Prime Min
ister and the Special Envoy who agreed in 
the course of a tripartite meeting held at Mr. 
Malval's residence on Tuesday, October 7, 
1993 to send you the Minister of the Interior 
for this purpose of choosing the Commander
in-Chief, according to the oath in the Con
stitution and the Armed Forces General Reg
ulations and by personal letter of appoint
ment, and the Senate ratification of the 
Commander-in-Chief. 

I will then officially hand over the com
mand of the Haitian Armed Forces to my re
placement. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAOUL CEDRAS, 

Lieutenant General, Armed Forces of 
Haiti, Commander-in-Chief. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
think the point has been made. 

Many of the assertions made by the 
Senator are, of course, open to dispute 
and refutation. I am sure they will be 
and have been, during the course of the 
debate. I have no wish to engage in 
that because that is not the matter 
which I am involved in at the moment. 

I just simply repeat that if the no
tion that long-distance psychological 
examinations be made of elected offi
cials, and that they be made public, 
knowing best, as I do, about Members 
of the U.S. Senate, we all should be 
very leery of that. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, will 
my friend yield for one more question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Certainly. 
Mr. PRESSLER. I am not saying we 

are in the psychological business, but 
here is a case where we are committing 
the prestige of our Government to 
someone who, according to newspaper 
reports, had very severe problems; who 
according to newspaper reports, has 
committed murder; who according to 
our State Department has committed 
human rights abuses. 

I want to make that clear. We are 
not in the business of psychologically 
evaluating people. But here we are put
ting the force of the U.S. Government, 
the U.S. taxpayers, the overburdened 
American people, behind this person. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator a question? The Sen
ator has referred three times to news
paper reports. 

Does the Senator from South Dakota 
hereby state that everything that ever 
appeared about human rights in news
papers is true? 

Mr. PRESSLER. Absolutely not. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PRESSLER. But I have had to 

deal with the press. I hope we deal with 
these accounts. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now 

ask unanimous consent that the pre
vious consent granted governing the 
conference report accompanying H.R. 
2519 be executed upon disposition of the 
Dole-Mitchell amendment relating to 
Haiti; and that it now be in order tore
quest the yeas and nays on adoption of 
the conference report. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I now ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays are requested. 

Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1074 

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
on funding for the deployment of United 
States Armed Forces in Haiti ) 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, in be

half of Senator DOLE, myself, Senator 
GRAHAM, Senator SIMPSON, Senator 
THURMOND, Senator DOMENICI, Senator 
WARNER, Senator HUTCHISON, Senator 
D'AMATO, Senator MURKOWSKI, and 
Senator DODD, I send an amendment to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], 

for Mr. DOLE, for himself, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
D'AMATO, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. DoDD, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1074. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following : 
s~. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE USE OF 

FUNDS FOR UNITED STATES MILI
TARY OPERATIONS IN HAITI. 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.-It is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1 ) all parties should honor their obliga
tions under the Governors Island Accord of 
July 3, 1993 and the New York Pact of July 
16, 1993; 

(2) the United States has a national inter
est in preventing uncontrolled emigration 
from Haiti; and 

(3) the United States should remain en
gaged in Haiti to support national reconcili
ation and further its interest in preventing 
uncontrolled emigration. 

(b) LIMITATION.-It is the sense of Congress 
that funds appropriated by this Act should 
not be obligated or expended for United 
States military operations in Haiti unless-

(1 ) authorized in advanced by the Congress; 
or 

(2) the temporary deployment of United 
States Armed Forces into Haiti is necessary 
in order to protect or evacuate United States 
citizens from a situation of imminent danger 
and the President reports as soon as prac
ticable to Congress after the initiation of the 
temporary deployment; or 

(3) the deployment of United States Armed 
Forces into Haiti is vital to the national se
curity interests of the United States, includ
ing but not limited to the protection of 
American ci t izens in Haiti , there is not suffi
cient time to seek and receive Congressional 
authorization, and the President reports as 
soon as practicable to Congress after the ini
tiation of the deployment, but in no case 
later than forty eight hours after the initi
ation of the deployment; or 

(4) the President transmits t o the Congress 
a written report pursuant to subsection (C). 

(c) REPORT.- It is the sense of Congress 
that the limit ation in subsection (b) should 



25516 C O N G R E SSIO N A L R E C O R D — SE N A T E 

O ctober 20, 1993

n o t ap p ly  if th e P resid en t rep o rts in  ad v an ce 

to  C o n g ress th at th e in ten d ed  d ep lo y m en t o f 

U n ited  S tates A rm ed  F o rces in to  H aiti—

(1 ) is ju stified  b y  U .S . n atio n al secu rity  in - 

terests; 

(2 ) w ill b e u n d ertak en  o n ly  after n ecessary  

ste p s h a v e  b e e n  ta k e n  to  e n su re  th e sa fe ty  

an d  secu rity  o f U .S . A rm ed  F o rces, in clu d in g

step s to  en su re th at U .S . A rm ed  F o rces w ill 

n o t b eco m e targ ets d u e to  th e n atu re o f th eir 

ru les o f en g ag em en t;

(3 ) w ill b e u n d ertak en  o n ly  after an  assess- 

m en t th at—

(A ) th e p ro p o sed  m issio n  an d  o b jectiv es are 

m o st ap p ro p riate fo r th e U .S . A rm ed  F o rces 

ra th e r th a n  c iv ilia n  p e rso n n e l o r a rm e d  

fo rces fro m  o th er n atio n s, an d

(B ) 

th at th e  U .S . A rm ed  F o rces p ro p o sed  

fo r d ep lo y m en t are n ecessary  an d  su fficien t 

to  acco m p lish  th e o b jectiv es o f th e p ro p o sed  

m issio n ; 

(4 ) w ill b e u n d ertak en  o n ly  after clear o b -

jectiv es fo r th e d ep lo y m en t are estab lish ed ;

(5 ) w ill b e u n d e rta k e n  o n ly  a fte r a n  e x it 

strateg y  fo r en d in g  th e d ep lo y m en t h as b een  

id en tified ; an d  

(6 ) w ill b e u n d ertak en  o n ly  after th e fin an - 

cial co sts o f th e d ep lo y m en t are estim ated . 

(d) D E F IN IT IO N .— A s 

u se d  in  th is se c tio n , 

th e term  

-U n ited  S tates m ilitary  o p eratio n s

in  H aiti" m ean s th e co n tin u ed  d ep lo y m en t, 

in tro d u c tio n  o r re in tro d u c tio n  o f U n ite d  

S tates A rm ed  F o rces in to  th e  lan d  territo ry

o f H aiti, irresp ectiv e o f w h eth er th o se A rm ed  

F o rc e s a re  u n d e r U n ite d  S ta te s o r U n ite d  

N atio n s co m m an d , b u t d o es n o t in clu d e ac- 

tiv itie s fo r th e  c o lle c tio n  o f fo re ig n  in te l- 

lig en ce, activ ities d irectly  related  to  th e o p - 

e ra tio n s o f U .S . d ip lo m a tic  o r o th e r U .S .

g o v e rn m e n t fa c ilitie s, o r o p e ra tio n s to  

co u n ter em ig ratio n  fro m  H aiti. 

M r. M IT C H E L L . M r. P resid en t, it is 

m y  u n d erstan d in g  th at u n d er th e o rd er 

th ere  w o u ld  n o w  b e u p  to  6 0  m in u tes

fo r d e b a te  o n  th a t a m e n d m e n t th is 

ev en in g , co n tro lled  b y  S en ato r D O L E  

an d m y self. 

Is th at co rrect? 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . T h e S en -

ato r is co rrect; 6 0  m in u tes, eq u ally  d i-

vided.

M r. M IT C H E L L . In  b eh alf o f S en ato r

D O L E  a n d  m y se lf, I n o w  y ie ld  th a t 

tim e. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . T im e h as 

b een y ield ed b ack . 

O R D E R S  F O R  T O M O R R O W  

M r. M IT C H E L L . I a sk  u n a n im o u s 

c o n se n t th a t w h e n  th e  S e n a te  c o m - 

p letes its b u sin ess to d ay , it stan d  in  re- 

cess u n til 9 :3 0  a.m . o n  T h u rsd ay , O cto -

b er 2 1 ; th at fo llo w in g  th e  p ray er, th e 

Jo u rn al o f p ro ceed in g s b e d eem ed  ap - 

p ro v e d  to  d a te ; th a t th e  tim e  fo r th e

tw o  le a d e rs b e  re se rv e d  fo r th e ir u se

la te r in  th e  d a y ; a n d  th a t th e  S e n a te

th en  resu m e co n sid eratio n o f H .R . 3 1 1 6 , 

th e D ep artm en t o f D efen se ap p ro p ria- 

tio n s b ill. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t 

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered . 

R E C E S S  U N T IL  T O M O R R O W  A T  9:30

A .M .

M r. M IT C H E L L . M r. P re sid e n t, if

th ere is n o  fu rth er b u sin ess to  co m e b e-

fo re th e S en ate to d ay , I n o w  ask  u n an i-

m o u s co n sen t th at th e S en ate stan d  in

recess as p rev io u sly  o rd ered .

T h ere b ein g  n o  o b jectio n , th e S en ate,

at 8 :4 5  p .m ., recessed  u n til to m o rro w ,

T hursday, O ctober 21, 1993, at 9:30 a.m .

N O M IN A T IO N S

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s receiv ed  b y

the S enate O ctober 20, 1993:

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  H E A L T H  A N D  H U M A N  S E R V IC E S

O L IV IA  A . G O L D E N , O F T H E  D IST R IC T  O F C O L U M B IA , T O

B E  C O M M IS S IO N E R  O N  C H IL D R E N , Y O U T H . A N D  F A M I-

L IE S, D E PA R T M E N T  O F H E A L T H  A N D  H U M A N  SE R V IC E S .

(N E W  PO SIT IO N )

E X E C U T IV E  O F F IC E  O F  T H E  P R E S ID E N T

JA N E  M . W A L E S , O F  N E W  Y O R K . T O  B E  A N  A S S O C IA T E

D IR E C T O R  O F  T H E  O F F IC E  O F  S C IE N C E  A N D  T E C H -

N O L O G Y  P O L IC Y , V IC E  J. T H O M A S  R A T C H F O R D , R E -

SIG N E D .

IN  T H E  N A V Y

T H E  FO L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O FFIC E R  FO R  A PPO IN T M FN T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F A D M IR A L  W H IL E  A SSIG N E D  T O  A  PO SI-

T IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R

T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  ST A T E S C O D E , SE C T IO N  601:

To be adm iral

V IC E  A D M . W IL L IA M  A . O W E N S, , U .S. N A V Y .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  V IC E  A D M IR A L  W H IL E  A S -

SIG N E D  T O  A  

PO SIT IO N  O F IM PO R T A N C E  A N D  R E SPO N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

TIO N  601:

To be vice adm iral

V IC E  A D M . T H O M A S J. L O PE Z , , U .S. N A V Y .

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-xx-x...
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was THE FALLACY OF BORROWING 

called to order by the Speaker pro tern- MONEY TO FIGHT IN OTHER PEG-
pore [Mr. VOLKMER]. PLE'S WARS 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 20, 1993. 

I hereby designate the Honorable HAROLD 
L . VOLKMER to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

THOMAS S . FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

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

We know, 0 God, that before the 
mountains were formed or the waters 
filled the seas, Your grace and mercy 
have been Your gifts to us. You have 
blessed us, 0 God, in so many ways and 
Your goodness is ever with us. We pray 
that we will be steadfast in our com
mitment to justice and truth, that we 
will be faithful in our tasks, constant 
in our commitments, and devoted to 
that which is honorable and good. Bless 
us this day and every day, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day 's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] to lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. STUPAK 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 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will now recognize 15 Members 
on each side for 1-minute requests. 

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

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speake~. to use the 
relaxed grammar of Abraham Lincoln; 
"Don't it seem strange that some of 
our colleagues are saying the same 
things about Somalia which they have 
condemned President Clinton for say
ing about Vietnam?" 

I think they are right the second 
time. It never did make sense to bor
row money to borrow trouble in other 
people's wars. 

A BLUEPRINT FOR 
INCARCERATION 

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
President is proposing to put 50,000 new 
police officers on the street, but while 
I think this proposal has merit, let us 
not kid ourselves. Having 50,000 new of
ficers to arrest more criminals for the 
second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and 
seventh offenses will not do it. We need 
to lock them up and keep them locked 
up. 

Today the average murderer is sen
tenced for 15 years, yet serves only 8, 
the · average rapist gets an 8-year sen
tence and serves only 3, and the aver
age mugger gets a 5-year sentence and 
serves only 2. These career criminals 
cost us on an average a half a million 
dollars a year in theft and property 
damage. Society cannot afford it. In
carceration is cheaper. 

Let us put them in jail, make them 
work, teach them a skill, and make it 
so miserable that when they get out, 
they will not want to get back in and 
so they will get a job. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO REDUCE MEMBERS' SALA
RIES TO MEXICAN STANDARD IF 
NAFTA IS PASSED . 
(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the es
sence of NAFTA is that American 
workers will be forced to compete 
against the desperate and impoverished 
people of Mexico who earn a minimum 
wage of 58 cents an hour. 

It seems to me that if the United 
States Congress is going to force Amer
ican workers to compete against our 
Mexican neighbors, then it is only ap
propriate that we ourselves, the Con
gress, lead by example and show the 
world that we, too, in terms of our pay
checks, are prepared to accept the 
same level of compensation as those in 
Mexico who do the same work that we 
do. · 

Mr. Speaker, the Members of the 
Mexican Chamber of Deputies, Mexi
co's equivalent of our House of Rep
resentatives, earn the equivalent of 
$35,410 per year. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing legislation today which would 
mandate that if NAFTA is passed, our 
salaries in the House of Representa
tives be competitive with the Mexican 
Chamber of Deputies and be reduced to 
$35,410 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to ask 
American automobile workers and 
dairy farmers and truck drivers to be 
competitive with their counterparts in 
Mexico, then the salaries of the United 
States Congress should be competitive 
with the Mexican Congress. 

THE NO. 1 ISSUE 

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the No. 
1 issue facing the country today ts 
crime. 

Should the American people really 
trust the Clinton administration to 
come up with a tough anticrime pack
age? Can we really trust liberal Demo
crats in this House to fight for victims 
of crime and against the perpetrators? 

I do not think so. 
The Democrats' answer to crime is to 

weaken current law when it comes to 
the death penalty. 

In fact, instead of clearing the obsta
cles to swift justice, the Democrat 
crime bill puts more legal roadblocks 
in the way. 

Instead of including the death pen
alty for drug kingpins, the Democrats 
removed it from their bill. 

Instead of including a mandatory 
minimum sentence for the use of semi
automatic weapons, the Democrats 
leave it out. 

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to the 
No. 1 issue facing this country, the 
Democrats don't measure up. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 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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EXPORTS THE NO. 1 SUBJECT OF 

NAFTA-THE EXPORT OF JOBS 
(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given 

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration says that NAFTA is all 
about exports. Unfortunately, they are 
right, because if this agreement passes, 
our No. 1 export is going to be Amer
ican jobs. 

But Members do not have to take my 
word for it. A year ago, on September 
24, 1992, the Wall Street Journal polled 
455 of our Nation's top executives. This 
was before NAFTA became the volatile 
issue it is today, and executives stated 
what they saw in NAFTA. In response 
to this poll, 55 percent of these execu
tives said they would move operations 
to Mexico if NAFTA passed- 25 percent 
said they had used the threat of mov
ing operations to Mexico in the collec
tive-bargaining process. 

So much for American jobs and our 
standard of living. 

Mr. Speaker, this is exactly what the 
opponents of this agreement have been 
saying all along. If we pass NAFTA, 
there is a better than 50-50 chance your 
constituents ' jobs will be gone. You do 
not have to take our word for it; ask 
your district's top executives. I did, 
and the Wall Street Journal did. They 
want to increase exports all right
your jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this agreement. We must 
not adopt this NAFTA agreement. 

THE REPUBLICAN POSITION 
(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given 

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

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, on April 
1, 1993, the Republican Policy Commit
tee had this to say: 

U.S. military forces in Somalia have ful
filled the mission given them by President 
Bush. Republicans therefore call on Presi
dent Clinton to bring our troops home. 

Mr. Speaker, we're still waiting. 
President Clinton chose to ignore our 

advice. Instead, he preferred to put our 
troops under U.N. command, and in 
real danger. 

The mission has degenerated from 
humanitarian to humiliation, and it is 
past time for it to stop. 

The President's response is not suffi
cient. He should not keep our troops in 
harm's way into next year without real 
justification and without a detailed 
strategy. 

Republicans have been consistent in 
our opposition to a policy of troop 
commitment without focus. 

I urge the President to heed our ad
vice and bring our troops home now. 

0 1010 
NAFTA: A BAD DEAL FOR A LOT 

OF REASONS 
(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
you have heard in this Chamber this 
morning and other days all the reasons 
to oppose NAFTA: the environmental 
reasons, loss of jobs, depressing of 
American wages, food safety, truck 
safety, all of the issues that make 
N AFT A a bad deal. 

One issue nobody wants to talk about 
is that NAFTA is a new $50 billion Gov
ernment program. Proponents of 
NAFTA do not like to talk about the 
lost tariff revenues that our Govern
ment will forgo. They do not like to 
talk about border cleanup, $20 billion 
for environmental costs. They do not 
like to talk about the request of the 
Governor of Texas for $10 billion, or the 
requests from Arizona, California, and 
New Mexico, for billions of dollars to 
prepare for N AFT A. 

NAFTA is a $50 billion new program. 
It is something we cannot afford. It is 
something we have to pay for with ei
ther increased taxes or cuts in services 
that nobody wants to specify. 

Mr. Speaker, NAFTA is a bad deal for 
a lot of reasons. It is a bad deal because 
it is a $50 billion new Government pro
gram. 

STOP VIOLENCE AGAINST PEOPLE 
OF KASHMIR 

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

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, the vio
lence in Kashmir that I spoke about 
earlier this year continues unabated. 
On Friday, 1,000 Indian troops sur
rounded the Hazratbal mosque in the 
capital city of Srinagar, trapping ap
proximately 100 Kashmiri separatists 
inside. 

This mosque, the holiest shrine in 
Kashmir, contains a relic of the proph
et Mohammed. For years it has been a 
focal point of Kashmiri separatist feel
ings. It appears that the siege was 
planned to strike at the very heart of 
the Kashmiri separatist movement. 

Unfortunately, this is all too remi
niscent of the Indian Government's 
1984 siege of the Golden Temple of Am
ritsar in which over 1,200 people were 
killed. 

This attack is but the latest round of 
violence and terror against the Kash
mir people by the Indian Government 
since the uprising began in January 
1990. Over 7,500 Kashmiris have been 
killed, with thousands more beaten, 
raped, and detained without charge, ac
cording to international human rights 
organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is high time for the 
United States and all nations to press 
India to stop the violence in Kashmir, 
remove their troops, and give the peo
ple of Kashmir the vote on independ
ence long ago promised. 

CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITIES 
ASKEW 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans are losing their jobs, losing 
their homes, losing their families, los
ing their pensions, and losing their 
health insurance . There are 25,000 mur
ders a year in our country. Kids are lit
erally being killed in their own homes 
by drive-by shooters. AIDS is explod
ing, taxes keep going up and up, stran
gling this economy, our debt is now 
over $5 trillion, and American soldiers 
are literally being killed in foreign 
lands. And the other body today is de
bating Beavis and Butthead. 

Beam me up. Think about it. Maybe 
it is time that Congress starts looking 
at itself in the mirror. Maybe it is not 
just television. 

SILLY ARGUMENTS 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is one word that adequately de
scribes the arguments against the 
NAFTA treaty: silly. 

NAFTA opponents say that jobs will 
go to Mexico if we pass this agreement. 
Mr. Speaker, if we do not pass this 
treaty jobs will continue to flow to 
Mexico. 

High Mexican tariffs create an incen
tive for American companies to move 
south of the border. This treaty lowers 
tariffs and encourages companies and 
jobs to stay in the United States. 

NAFTA opponents say that the envi
ronment will be harmed if NAFTA is 
passed. That is ridiculous. If NAFTA is 
passed, we will finally have the ability 
to force Mexico to uphold their envi
ronmental laws. If NAFT A fails, the le
verage will be lost. 

NAFTA opponents ignore the posi
tive effects this treaty will have on il
legal immigration, our regional rela
tions with our neighbors and our bal
ance of trade. 

Scare tactics and silly arguments 
should not be enough to stop NAFTA 
from being implemented. This is a 
treaty we can all feel good about. 

BUILD A STRONGER AMERICA BY 
STARTING AT HOME 

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning realizing that all over the 
country, all over the Nation, and, yes, 
indeed, some parts of the world, the 
foremost discussion we are involved in 
is about NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned because 
of the lack of discussions about com
munity development in this Third 
World nation within our borders, these 
urban and rural communities where 
people have already been displaced, 
where people are already without jobs, 
where people already do not have ac
cess to good education that prepares 
them for jobs. As we talk about 
NAFTA, we are not talking about what 
we need to do for our own people. Some 
of them will be displaced. But what 
about those that already are? That 
have discovered that training programs 
have not prepared them adequately to 
be able to assume the jobs that are 
available or prepare them in · areas 

. where there are jobs going to be open
ing by virtue of the great arguments 
that are made for what NAFTA is 
going to do for this country? 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that our 
first responsibility is to make sure 
that we are as strong a nation as we 
can possibly be. Certainly I think there 
are some who would listen very favor
ably to the NAFTA discussion if it was 
somehow related to a discussion about 
how to build a stronger America. 

DEMOCRATS ARE ONCE AGAIN 
SOFT ON CRIME 

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the lib
eral Democrats who brought you the 
largest tax increase in history are pre
paring to sell America another Trojan 
horse, this time disguised as crime re
form. The Democrat crime bill is worse 
than current law. Just listen to what 
they want now. 

New habeas corpus language for 
death row criminals which allows them 
to avoid serving their sentence; weak
ened probation standards allowing drug 
addicts to remain on the streets; a 
fraudulent death penalty that will 
never be enacted; and the removal of 
the death penalty for drug kingpins 
which are strangling our cities. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not crime re
form. It is just another example of how 
soft the liberal Democrats are on vio
lent criminals. Let us pass real reform 
in this body, stop these hardened 
criminals in their tracks, and provide 
some sort of relief to the all too often 
ignored victims. 

AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, our 
health care system needs reform. We 
spend much more money per person on 
health care than any other nation. But 
we do not get the results we should. 

Even with the finest doctors, the best 
hospitals, and the most advanced tech
nology, our infant mortality is among 
the highest in the industrialized world. 
Nearly half of American children be
tween the ages of 1 and 4 lack basic 
childhood immunizations. We are again 
seeing outbreaks of measles, mumps, 
and whooping cough. 

Our health care system skimps on 
low-cost prenatal care, but then spends 
over $30,000 a month to keep low-birth
weight babies alive in high-technology 
neonatal units. That's just not very 
smart--or cost effective. 

President Clinton wants to change 
this. He's proposed comprehensive 
health care reform that emphasizes the 
simple preventive measures that are 
crucial to long-term health-immuni
zations, checkups, education, preven
tive screenings and tests. The Presi
dent understands that good health care 
means keeping people healthy, not 
waiting until people get sick to treat 
them. 

An ounce of prevention really is 
worth a pound of cure. Controlling 
health-care costs and improving 
health-care quality depends on living 
by these words. 

ECONOMIC WAR BEING WAGED 
AGAINST THE WEST 

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

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, President Clinton and Sec
retary Babbitt and his Department of 
Ulterior Motives are waging an eco
nomic war on the West. This is not 
about western people prospering; this 
is about survival. This is about fami
lies keeping their homes. This is about 
ensuring that people can live and work 
where they choose-in the West. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress says it 
wants to make people and jobs a prior
ity, so we ought to be working to keep 
the ones we have. The people in the 
West, threatened by Clinton's land 
policies, do not want to be handed un
employment checks because their jobs 
have been taken away by the Govern
ment. 

This President talks a lot about jobs. 
He talks a lot about rejuvenating 
America. These are just statements
just as vague, shallow, and failed as his 
efforts to build other nations. 

Mr. Clinton and Mr. Babbitt are re
inventing a whole new constituency for 
unemployment benefits. If this contin
ues, the sign at State borders in the 
West will read, "Last one out of the 
West, turn off the lights." 

IMMIGRATION STABILIZATION ACT 
OF 1993 

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

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
introduce the Immigration Stabiliza
tion Act of 1993. Along with Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LEHMAN, 
and Mr. TRAFICANT, I present this com
prehensive piece of legislation aimed 
specifically at reforming, not just one 
section of the law, but our Nation's 
laws governing both legal and illegal 
immigration in their entirety. 

Recent events have brought to light 
evidence of the desperate need for 
wholescale reform of the U.S. immigra
tion system. The breakdown of the sys
tem is seen not only in high-profile 
cases like the bombing of the World 
Trade Center and the murder of gov
ernment employees at our CIA head
quarters, but also in the everyday life 
of our citizens and our economy . 

The employment needs of our Nation 
have changed. No longer do we require 
a massive influx of unskilled labor as 
we did when current immigration law 
was written. 

No longer can we afford to offer blan
ket asylum for all seeking protection 
from their enemies, whether they are 
real or alleged. 

Our social services system is on the 
verge of collapse under the weight of 
our own citizens. We must take action 
so that we may retake control of our 
future. 

Some people will say this legislation 
is xenophobic. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Our irr.migrant past is 
one of the greatest contributions to 
our Nation's strength today. What this 
bill says, is that the United States 
should, like every other industrialized 
country, control the flow of people into 
our country, ensuring the best inter
ests of our Nation are served rather 
than the narrow interests of certain 
groups. 

I ask for the support of my col
leagues from both sides of the aisle in 
seeking the swift passage of this bipar
tisan legislation. 

0 1020 

TOP 10 REASONS TO VOTE 
AGAINST NAFTA 

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to report to our colleagues that 
I just received from the home office in 
San Diego, CA, the top 10 reasons as to 
why we should vote against the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

Reason No. 10: I like living in the 
past. Reason No.9: We need a good rev
olution in Mexico. Reason No. 8: It is 
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best to close the barn door after the 
horse is out. Reason No. 7: Jobs, who 
needs stinking jobs. Reason No. 6: The 
Toronto Blue Jays. Reason No. 5: It is 
the best way to get labor PAC money. 
Reason No. 4: Pat Buchanan, Jesse 
Jackson, Ralph Nader, and Jerry 
Brown-wow. Reason No. 3: The Japa
nese want me to vote "no." Reason No. 
2: We need more illegal immigrants. 

And the No. 1 reason to vote against 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment: Perotnoia will destroy ya. 

Mr. Speaker, there are no reasons to 
vote against the North American Free
Trade Agreement. We should line up 
and provide support for the American 
consumer and creation of jobs right 
here in the United States. 

NAFTA'S EFFECTS TERMED 
DEVASTATING 

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, few is
sues that we address here provoke such 
passion and are the targets of such dis
tortion as the North American Free
Trade Agreement. The most prevalent 
distortion floated by the proponents of 
NAFTA is that it will create jobs- it 
won't. 

We have already lost 500,000 jobs to 
Mexico and estimates are that enact
ment of this trade agreement would 
cost us 500,000 more jobs. In my State
Connecticut-where we have lost 
180,000 to a continuing recession-we 
cannot afford one more job loss. But, 
NAFTA will cost us in other ways as 
well: It will cost us in lost revenues
in lost tariffs to the U.S. Government; 
in lost corporate tax revenues as busi
nesses move to Mexico; in lost income 
tax revenues-unemployed workers 
cannot pay income taxes. And, hun
dreds of thousands of workers will lose 
their jobs as a result of NAFTA no 
matter whose economic model you use. 

I am not opposed to free trade. If 
there were compelling evidence that 
the long-term payoffs of N AFT A would 
offset the devastating short-term ef
fects, then I could get behind it. But 
the long-term effects of NAFTA will be 
equally devastating: a lower standard 
of living for workers on both sides of 
the border. 

The bottom line is that NAFT A will 
cost us jobs and it will cost us money. 
Our workers cannot afford NAFTA. Our 
country cannot afford NAFTA. Not this 
NAFTA. 

SOMALIA 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

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

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
has said it wants a full and open debate 
and vote on Somalia. The American 

people have said they want a full and 
open debate and vote on Somalia. We 
were told we would have a full and 
open debate and a vote on Somalia by 
November 15, and new we see what is 
happening: A watered down Senate pro
vision will be buried in a conference re
port. We will never have that debate. 
We will never have that up-or-down 
vote. 

My colleagues, we can force that de
bate. We can force that vote. 

Yesterday I filed a discharge petition 
No.9 to force out House Resolution 227, 
offered by my Democrat colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Ben Pilla, from Vineland, NJ, said it 
best, and I quote: "I ask this Congress 
to put as much effort into investigat
ing this foreign policy disaster as they 
put into investigating Watergate and 
Iran-Contra. Neither Watergate nor 
Iran-Contra cost the lives of American 
soldiers.'' 

Ben's son, Dominick, was killed in 
Somalia on October 3, 1993, and buried 
on October 11. To Ben, his father, to his 
son, to Dominick, we owe the Amer
ican people a debate and a vote on the 
presence of our troops in Somalia. 

BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 

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

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month. 

Having personally witnessed how this 
disease afflicted my wife's family, how 
it robbed them of a cherished sister and 
daughter, I stand before this body to 
remind us all that the issue of breast 
cancer is not just a women's issue. It is 
an issue of finding a cure for a life
threatening disease that is killing 
thousands beloved family members and 
valuable citizens every day in our 
country. 

With 1 in 8 women now at risk of de
veloping this disease, all of us will be 
impacted one way or another by this 
ongoing tragedy. We must support ad
ditional funding for research and pro
vide for adequate access to new thera
pies. Likewise, health care reform 
must provide for preventive measures 
such as screening mammograms in the 
basic benefits package. 

This week, the National Breast Can
cer Coalition presented President Clin
ton a petition, calling for increased 
funding for breast cancer research. It 
was signed by 2.6 million people 
throughout the country. The breast 
cancer survivors who participated in 
the event are living proof that we can 
win the battle against breast cancer. 
We must continue to elevate the public 
consciousness about this disease, and 
commit the necessary resources to end 
the

1 

breast cancer epidemic. 

COMMERCE SECRETARY RON 
BROWN'S HAITIAN AND VIETNAM 
CONNECTIONS 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
Secretary of Commerce Brown should 
not be a part of the decisionmaking 
process concerning our economic em
bargo on Haiti. This is due to the fact 
that a few years ago he legally took 
large fees to lobby for the former Hai
tian dictatorship. 

Our Secretary of Commerce testified 
before my committee that he excluded 
himself from any discussion on easing 
the embargo on Communist Vietnam. 
This is due to the fact that he did not 
take the $700,000 that may or may not 
have been offered to him. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been asked why 
all the fuss? Let me answer in human 
terms. A few months ago I put a list of 
500 political prisoners in the hands of 
the head of the Communist Party of 
Vietnam. 

I personally put the same list in 
President Clinton's hands. With a whis
per our President could have asked for 
the release of these prisoners as a sign 
of good faith before taking any steps to 
ease the embargo. 

Obviously no such request was made. 
Yesterday a story in a local paper indi
cates religious persecution continues 
unabated in Vietnam. 

Let us hope the reason for our silence 
on human rights in Vietnam has not 
been an illegal deal between high gov
ernment officials. 

We need a special prosecutor for an 
impartial investigation of this issue. 

0 1030 

URGING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT 
FOR THE PRESIDENT'S POLICY 
ON HAITI 
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent's policy on Haiti is now on the 
most productive track possible and it 
deserves the bipartisan support of the 
entire Congress. The President has de
cided to go beyond the Boy Scout ap
proach of certain naive and deceived 
State Department diplomats. We still 
support the Martin Luther King non
violent approach of the Governor's Is
land Agreement. But the President now 
realizes that we are dealing with a Hai
tian army led by drug smugglers and 
killers. Armed protection for the con
stitutional democratic government of 
President Aristide is a definite neces
sity. 
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In order to take care of our own na

tional interest in Haiti, in order to pro
mote democracy in this Western Hemi
sphere, we have no choice but the pur
suit of a policy of firmness which con
fronts the forces of lawlessness and 
brutality. For too many decades the 
United States has dominated Haiti by 
assisting the oppressors of the major
ity. 

Now is the time to reverse the nega
tive impact of the Monroe Doctrine. 
Now is the time to act with strength 
and firmness to support democracy and 
the economic redevelopment of Haiti. 
Help the Haitians to take democratic 
control of their own destiny and then 
the Haitians will take care of them
selves. 

URGING CONGRESS TO REJECT 
THE ADMINISTRATION'S CRIME 
BILL AND GET SERIOUS ABOUT 
CRIME 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, we do not 
have to be rocket scientists to know 
that crime in the United States has 
reached an epidemic level. What has 
the President decided to do about it? 
He has dropped from previously intro
duced bills a number of provisions. He 
has eliminated mandatory minimum 
sentences for armed career criminals. 
He has eliminated mandatory mini
mum sentences for drug trafficking 
near schools. He has eliminated the 
death penalty for convicted drug king
pins. He has eliminated increased man
datory minimum sentences for the 
criminal use of semiautomatic weap
ons, and he has eliminated language 
that would curtail excessive appeals by 
death row inmates. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, the President 
has written a bill which is worse than 
our current law. Let us reject the ad
ministration's crime bill and get seri
ous about crime. 

NAFrA: A MISTAKE FOR AMERICA 
(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with the strongest possible oppo
sition to the North American Free
Trade Agreement. For too long, Amer
ican textile workers have acted as the 
punching bag for one administration 
after another, and NAFTA would be 
more of the same. 

NAFTA supporters point out that our 
exports to Mexico are growing. The 
truth is, American factories and Amer
ican jobs account for the great major
ity of our increased exports to Mexico 
during the past few years. 

They also say the Mexican consumer 
market is expanding. Mr. Speaker, 

Mexican workers are making 62 percent 
less money today than they were in 
1980. Workers that only make one dol
lar an hour cannot offer much in the 
way of buying power. 

The supporters also say NAFTA 
means jobs. That is right. NAFTA 
means the loss of American jobs for the 
sake of expanding the Mexican econ
omy. 

Average American workers are the 
backbone of our economy, and they are 
being abandoned by this agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not support-and 
I urge my colleagues not to support
this legislation that robs Americans of 
employment opportunities. NAFTA is a 
mistake, and it should fail. 

CLINTON HEALTH CARE PLAN: IT 
IS OCTOBER 20 AND WE ARE 
STILL WAITING 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, on Octo
ber 5, Secretary of Health and Human 
Services Donna Shalala testified before 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
that in 2 weeks Congress would have 
the details of the Clinton health care 
plan. That would have been October 19, 
or yesterday. Well, it is October 20 and 
we are still waiting. The chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI, has criticized the Clin
ton administration's delay in sending 
the specifics of its health care reform 
to his committee recently. In the 
meantime, committees have been hold
ing hearings on legislation that does 
not exist, trying to study "devil in the 
details'' problems with no details. My 
constituents, and I am sure those of 
every Member of this House, have 
asked for copies of the Clinton legisla
tion, only to be told that the bill still 
doesn't exist. And, everyone wants to 
know, re~listically, how much this will 
cost. 

The uncertainty over this plan also is 
causing real concerns in our Nation's 
teaching hospitals. Young men and 
women studying medicine have legiti
mate concerns that a new Federal au
thority is being created to dictate 
where and what they can practice 
under the guise of "creating a new 
health work force." 

There are so many fundamental ques
tions this issue of health care reform 
raises, and right now none of them are 
being answered. It's time for the ad
ministration to stop delaying and bring 
forward this legislation, with facts and 
figures to back up their claim of a $700 
billion price tag. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
PROVIDING INCENTIVES FOR RE
HABILITATION OF HOUSING 
PROJECTS 
(Mr. JEFFERSON asked and was 

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

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing a bill to provide for 
15-year straight-line depreciation for 
new investors in housing projects in 
need of rehabilitation, together with 
an exemption from the passive loss 
rules. 

According to a 1992 Harvard Univer
sity study, there are only 4.1 million 
units of HUD-assisted housing units 
available to a population of 13.8 million 
households · eligible for the assistance. 
Many of the units that could be put in 
commerce to meet this need are in de
teriorating buildings with financially 
strapped owners, who have no incentive 
to improve their properties and no 
market to dispose of them. These con
ditions are due in part not only to a 
continuing real estate recession and 
the general aging of housing stock, but 
also, in no small part, to changes this 
Congress made in the 1986 revisions to 
the tax laws. 

New investors with the requisite cap
ital that can be generated by the bill 
we introduce today can finance the 
necessary renovations and greatly in
crease the availability of secure hous
ing for low-income tenants who will be 
the direct beneficiaries of the infusion 
of this new capital. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join 
me in support of this legislation. 

URGING THE ADMINISTRATION TO 
CONTINUE EFFORTS TO RE
STORE DEMOCRACY IN HAITI 
(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
current situation in the Republic of 
Haiti has reached a critical point and 
has caused great debate. The recent in
cident in Port-au-Prince in which 
American troops were refused safe 
entry reveals the unstable conditions 
in this troubled island nation. More
over, the imposition of United States 
economic sanctions shows that the ad
ministration is indeed concerned about 
the hope of restoring democracy in 
Haiti. 

Many will argue that the United 
States should not be involved in "bas
ket-case" countries who possess little 
in terms of U.S. economic interest. It 
is true that Haiti is one of the world's 
leaders in poverty. It is true that Haiti 
possesses immeasurable problems re
lated to infrastructure and modernity. 
And, the Haitian record on human 
rights can best be characterized as de
plorable. 
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So, the question remains: Why is 

Haiti important? Or better stated, 
what is America's vested interest in 
Haiti? First, Haiti is important be
cause it is a nation longing for the 
same democratic principles we cherish 
here in the United States. Before the 
military coup on September 30, 1991, 
the Haitian people popularly elected 
Jean-Bertrand Aristide as the Presi
dent of the Republic of Haiti. As the 
leader of the free world, the United 
States plays a powerful ideological and 
moral role in assisting aspiring democ
racies. We are privileged to have this 
distinction, and we must fulfill our re
sponsibility. If we do not, we lose re
spect internationally for our compla
cency. 

Second, Haiti is crucial for American 
self-interest because it is geographi
cally located in our own precious hemi
sphere, only 80 miles from our shores. 
The most obvious way in which we are 
affected by the chaos in Haiti is by 
looking at the refugee crisis felt by the 
State of Florida. I know that Rep
resentative MEEK can testify to this 
fact. 

Third, earlier this year, the United 
States Government ruled that boats 
with Haitians seeking freedom in our 
countries should be returned to their 
homeland. The United States and the 
international community must seek to 
stabilize the Haitian society so that 
large numbers of Haitians do not jeop
ardize their lives by taking to the tur
bulent waters with their makeshift 
vessels. 

I urge the administration to work to
ward the restoration of democracy in 
Haiti. The Governor's Island Agree
ment should be honored because it is 
good for the thousands of Haitian peo
ple who deserve the fruits of democ
racy. Ultimately, the stability of Haiti 
is good for our hemisphere and the 
United States. Let us be decisive for 
the sake of democracy and the people 
of Haiti. 

CALLING ON THE DEMOCRATIC 
LEADERSHIP TO IMPROVE 
SCHEDULING OF LEGISLATION 
(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I had no in
tention of speaking to the House, but I 
just found out that we were going to be 
in here until probably 10 o'clock to
night. Let me just say to t_he leader
ship of this House, we really have to do 
a better job of scheduling. One day we 
hear we are going to have votes on 
Monday, then Monday comes and we do 
not have votes. Then we hear we are 
going to have votes on Friday, and 
then they tell us we do not have votes 
on Friday. 

We cannot schedule. We cannot know 
whether we can go to a children's 

event. We cannot know whether we can 
do something in our congressional dis
trict. The hours that we keep in this 
body and the schedule in this body is a 
disgrace. It must change. Husbands do 
not know their wives. Husbands and 
wives do not know their children. Peo
ple do not have any control over the 
schedule. 

I call on the leadership of the party 
that controls this House to do a better 
job of scheduling. It is unacceptable to 
keep the hours and the uniformed 
schedule that we have in this House. 

0 1040 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2492, 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1993 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R.· 
2492) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues 
of said District for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The · SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Thursday, October 14, 1993, at page 
H7900.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WALSH] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report and on the amend
ments in disagreement, and that I may 
be permitted to include tabulations 
summarizing the conference agree
ment. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. TUCKER]. 

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given 
permission to proceed out of order.) 

NOT THIS NAFTA 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot 
about the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement. I rise today in opposition 
to that particular agreement. As has 
been said, not this NAFTA. 

It is not that many Members on this 
side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, are 
against the concept of free trade or the 
concept of a North American~ Free
Trade Agreement. It is a fact, Mr. 
Speaker, that the NAFTA that is com
ing to this House for a vote in the next 
few weeks is not a good deal. It is not 
a good deal for the American people, 
and if we take it, we will truly have 
been hoodwinked and bamboozled, and 
we will truly have been led astray, be
cause all of these promises and rep
resentations of net job gains are just 
that, Mr. Speaker, promises, just the 
promises for a middle-class income tax 
cut that never came down. These prom
ises of more jobs will not come with a 
NAFTA. There will be in fact the re
ality of job loss. 

We cannot afford any more job losses, 
not only in California, but all across 
this country. This is not a good deal. 
We need to go back and renegotiate. 

To all of those who say we have to 
take it or leave it, I say leave it, be
cause we can renegotiate it. Not this 
NAFTA, Mr. Speaker. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased today to 
present the highlights of the con
ference report on the fiscal year 1994 
District of Columbia Appropriations 
Act. 

There were 48 Senate amendments, 
and we were able to resolve all of them 
in conference. In summary, the 
amounts recommended in this con
ference agreement are within the 602(b) 
allocation in both budget authority 
and outlays, and we are $5.1 million 
below the budget that the President re
quested. 

The conference agreement includes 
$700 million in Federal funds and $3.7 
billion in District funds. Over 80 per
cent of this budget is financed from 
local revenues-income taxes, property 
taxes, and various fees and charges. 

The $700 million in Federal funds is 
identical to the amount that passed 
the House, but it is $2 million above 
the Senate allowance and $12 million 
higher than last year's appropriation. 
The $700 million consists of three 
items. First, the Federal payment of 
$630 million, which is based on a for
mula of 24 percent of the local reve
nues. Second is the Federal contribu
tion of $52 million to the police, fire, 
teachers, and judges retirement funds. 
Third, the Federal contribution of $17 
million for major crime and youth ini
tiatives to reduce the District's rising 
crime rate and to reach out to young 
people who are at risk. 

In District funds, the conference 
agreement provides $3.7 billion which is 
the same as the budget request, but $13 
million below the House allowance and 
$38 million below the Senate allow
ance. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment does not include any funds for 
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George Washington University to build 
a medical center. Instead, the con
ferees agreed to include language under 
amendment No. 25 that requires the 
District government to submit a pro
posed plan by April 15 next year that 
provides for financing of capital reha
bilitation and revitalization of the 
medical infrastructure within the Dis
trict of Columbia. The bill language re
quires that the currently authorized 
George Washington University project 
be specifically addressed as part of the 
overall plan. 

Under general provisions, Mr. Speak
er, the conferees deleted language 
under section 135. That language would 
have required the Mayor to prepare a 
cost analysis and show a 10-percent 
savings before she could contract out 
for goods and services now provided by 
District employees. 

The conferees also deleted language 
under section 136 of the House bill that 
would have required Council review of 
certain contracts over $1 million. 

There is no language in the bill con
cerning abortions. Neither the House
passed bill nor the Senate-passed bill 
make reference to that issue. Both ver
sions of the bill allow the District of 
Columbia to use the funds in the bill 
for abortions in accordance with the 
District's regulations and guidelines in 
compliance with the various Supreme 
Court decisions that have been handed 
won on this issue. These decisions 
apply to the District just as they apply 
to the 50 States. 

However, I would point out to Mem
bers that Federal Medicaid funds are 
governed by the Hyde amendment in 
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
(H.R. 2518), and any Federal Medicaid 
funds received by the District cannot 
be used for abortions, except when it is 
made known to the Federal entity or 
official to which funds are appropriated 
under H.R. 2518 that the procedure is 
necessary to save the life of the mother 
and in the case of rape or incest. In 
other words, Mr. Speaker, the District 
is treated in the same manner as each 
of the 50 States are treated. There is 
absolutely no difference. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi
tion to the conference report on H.R. 
2492, the District of Columbia Appro
priations Act for Fiscal year 1994. 

Before I state specifically why I op
pose the report, I would like to com
pliment Chairman DIXON and my col
leagues from both sides of the aisle on 
the responsible manner in which they 
addressed our constitutional respon
sibility to the District of Columbia. 

Regarding the substance of the bill: 
The Federal formula payment for fiscal 
year 1994 is $630.6 million. The Federal 
contribution to the retirement fund 
stands at $52 million and $17 million 

going to the crime and youth ini tia
tive. I expressed opposition to certain 
portions of the bill early on. Those res
ervations remain. Specifically, abor
tion funding, the crime and youth ini
tiative, and fiddling with the Federal 
employees retirement fund. 

Allow me to take a moment to detail 
this opposition. As we know, Mr. 
Speaker, as this conference report is 
currently constructed, Federal and 
local taxpayer dollars will be used to 
fund abortion. This has never been 
done before. Recently the Congress 
voted overwhelmingly for a somewhat 
revised Hyde amendment on the Labor/ 
HHS bill. At the least, this bill should 
comply with that language. As for the 
crime and youth initiatve, I consider 
$17 million to the District beyond our 
commitment. The Federal Govern
ment's obligation as cited by GAO is to 
pay the District $630.6 million. Let us 
stick to it. We enacted a law to take 
the guesswork out of how much we 
owed the District. I have accepted the 
argument that the District is in finan
cial peril and that youth in the city are 
being killed at an alarming rate. How
ever, I do not honestly believe that in 
effect paying youths to stay off the 
streets will accomplish our social 
goals. No American in any city wants 
to see children hurt, old people robbed, 
or residents carjacked, for that matter. 
I would suggest we look at other cities 
of comparable size to see what they are 
doing about these problems, to try to 
find solutions that are results-oriented. 
As it stands, the program is wasteful. 

Last, I oppose delaying the obliga
tion of $2 million to the Federal em
ployees retirement fund. I support the 
Senate action which makes the $52 mil
lion available immediately and cuts $2 
million from the crime and youth ini
tiative. 

The pension fund, which received a 
commitment from Congress several 
years ago for an annual contribution, 
is woefully underfunded as it is. It will 
require major surgery if it is to meet 
its obligations to those workers. To 
deny the fund the relatively minor 
amount of $2 million for the relatively 
short period of a couple of months still 
amounts to actuarial larceny. Perhaps 
more importantly, it sets a dangerous 
precedent and weakens our commit
ment to the District. As the ranking 
republican member of the subcommit
tee, I applaud the District, and espe
cially Mayor Sharon Pratt Kelly, for 
the fiscal prudence used in sorting out 
the District's budget challenges. As a 
former city official I know tough deci
sions when I see them, and for every
one's information tough decisions have 
been made. 

At the same time, for the reasons 
stated, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to reject this conference report, with 
one final note on how I think we can 
work together. 

The Corporation Counsel's Office of 
the District of Columbia has strained 

relations with Congress by not pros
ecuting the offenders of law and order, 
specifically the demonstrators for D.C. 
statehood. Again, speaking as a former 
city official in my hometown, I would 
remind the Corporation Counsel that it 
has a responsibility to prosecute viola
tors of the law-whether they like the 
law or not. The demonstrators have 
been a threat to public safety by block
ing House buildings. This is not just 
my opinion. They were arrested for 
this reason. In conclusion, I urge my 
colleagues to vote down this con
ference report. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished Delegate 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
morning to ask my colleagues and 
friends in this body, on both sides of 
the aisle, to affirm the D.C. appropria
tions for which the majority voted ear
lier this year. May I ask my colleagues 
as well to consider this appropriation 
without discrimination or malice to
ward the Capital of our Nation at a 
time when the city is being ravaged by 
financial trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, the District appropria
tion before us consists largely of funds 
raised in the District of Columbia it
self, paid by District taxpayers and 
businesses. The smaller portion that is 
the Federal payment is different from 
every single appropriation that comes 
before the House. The District appro
priation is not called a Federal pay
ment for nought. The term "payment" 
is technically precise. The Federal pay
ment is meant to pay the District for 
what it loses in restrictions that this 
body has placed on the city's ability to 
develop itself economically, for land 
taken off the tax rolls by the Federal 
Government and for services rendered 
to the Federal Government. 

No one pretends that the amount has 
ever been adequate to make up for 
these restrictions, but all agree that 
the Federal payment is a debt owed the 
District, not a grant like our other ap
propriations. To fail to pay the full 
amount owed is to repudiate a debt. I 
ask this body to keep faith with this 
debt and with the District. 

I especially ask my colleagues for 
your help this year when the Capital 
City has been the victim of a cruel re
cession that has simply refused to let 
go and let the city recover. I recognize 
that there are some among my col
leagues who have sometimes looked at 
the District appropriation as an ex
pendable vote . We are not your con
stituents so what do you have to lose, 
some have reasoned. 

But this is your city too. It is the 
Capital of your country. It is in deep fi
nancial trouble. To vote against the 



25524 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
District appropriation this year is to 
vote to tell the Capital of this Nation 
to go to hell. 

This much is sure, without this full 
appropriation the District's finances 
and stability will go south. The 600,000 
residents of the District need and de
serve better . 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues not 
to engage in brinkmanship with the 
city's solvency. That is what a nay 
vote will do. A nay vote this year is not 
a vote without consequences. A nay 
vote is a cruel vote that could threaten 
the solvency of a city that is still 
struggling to balance its budget and is 
still laying off employees. 

Whatever your vote in the past, I am 
asking for your vote this year. An aye 
vote is necessary to preserve the finan
cial solvency of the Capital of this Na
tion. Please vote " aye" on H.R. 2492. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER). 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a controversial 
bill for several reasons. It passed this 
House by a vote of 213-211 on June 30. 
One reason that vote was so close was 
that the bill exceeded the authoriza
tion level by $17 million. This con
ference report does not change that is 
still at $17,000,000 over that level. 

But the House should be aware that 
circumstances have changed in the last 
31/ 2 months that should make us even 
less willing than then to throw an 
extra $17 million in to the D.C. govern
ment. 

Each Thursday since the House voted 
and first passed this bill, District of 
Columbia government officials have or
ganized and participated in illegal 
demonstrations involving the arrest of 
several demonstrators for blocking 
traffic at the intersection of Independ
ence and New Jersey Avenues, just out
side this building. The last three times, 
demonstrators switched to blocking 
the en trance doors to the Longworth 
Building. 

These demonstrations are preceded 
by the District's unmarked police cars 
with flashing red lights, they begin 
just outside the Mayor's office, and 
they are led by Mayor Kelly and other 
city officials. These officials, including 
the Mayor herself on one occasion, 
have been among those arrested for 
personally blocking traffic through the 
Capitol Grounds. 

Yesterday, the District of Columbia 
government's involvement became 
even more blatant, when its prosecutor 
dropped all charges against those ar
rested for blocking the Capitol traffic. 
Moreover, he seems to have invited fur
ther direct interference with Congress 
by reaching an agreement with the 
arrestees to stop actions which are 

prosecutable by him, rather than by 
the U.S. attorney. In other words , from 
now on, statehood protesters are to 
keep blocking our office doors , rather 
than blocking Independence Avenue. 

Admittedly, these illegal activities 
have not had a great effect. They have 
not been able to block our streets for 
more than about 20 minutes or our 
doors for more than about 5 minutes 
before our Capitol Police are able to 
clear the way. 

They have failed miserably as a pub
licity stunt, receiving almost no notice 
outside the Washington area, and get
ting very little coverage even in the 
local press. If only private citizens 
were involved, I would not even bother 
mentioning this situation. 

But the point the House should note 
is this: These are not just the actions 
of private individuals-these are the 
actions of supposedly responsible pub
lic officials who are sworn to uphold 
the law, but instead are violating the 
law in physical attacks aimed at the 
Congress, for which they ensure there 
is no punishment for the acts they 
committed. 

Never before in the history of our 
country has there ever been such an at
tack on Congress by another govern
ment. Even early in our history, when 
Pennsylvania State officials failed to 
protect Members of Congress from dis
gruntled veterans-at least the State 
officials were not participating person
ally . 

I know my colleagues are not ready 
to punish the D.C. government by ap
propriating below the formula level. 

And there is a formula that we 
worked out that we thought was fair 
and just; but do we really still have to 
go beyond the formula payment and 
provide $17 million extra when this 
type of action is being taken to pres
sure us, to intimidate us? I do not 
think so. Congress must draw the line 
somewhere. 

I ask my colleagues to vote "no" on 
the extra money for lawbreakers who 
are trying to intimidate Congress. A 
"no" vote on this conference report is 
saying that the people who direct the 
government of the District of Columbia 
ought to obey the law and cannot try 
to force us, to intimidate us, to block 
our doors, to come into this Capitol 
and get their way. 

0 1100 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, let's 
take a minute to cut through the rhet
oric and be clear about what we are 
talking about here. Some of these 
points have already been made; some 
will be made again. But I think it is 
important to get them right. 

First, the conference report contains 
no language restricting choice because 
that is what the House voted for last 

June. And that was the position of the 
other body as well. We have, in effect , 
already decided this issue. We should 
stand by this decision and support the 
conference report . 

Second, it is no great secret around 
here that it is not difficult to vote 
against the District of Columbia. The 
harder vote is to stand up for what is 
right. What is right here is to allow the 
citizens of the District to make their 
own decisions about how they want to 
allocate their tax dollars. 

D.C. citizens have limited political 
rights . As we all know, they do not 
elect full voting Members of the House , 
although we have taken some steps in 
that direction. They do not elect Sen
ators. But they do elect a mayor and a 
city council. 

These women and men set the policy 
for the city. They are accountable to 
their voters. As Members of Congress, 
we are free to disagree with their posi
tions. But we must understand that 
D.C. voters ask no more than what our 
own constituents ask, indeed demand: 
The right to make their own decisions 
about how they will be governed. 

Third, I want to make it perfectly 
clear that Medicaid funds that go to 
the District are governed by the Hyde 
amendment in the Labor-HHS bill. 
Many Members may think this debate 
is about Medicaid funding, but it is 
not . It is about preventing the District 
from using its funds as it chooses. 

In your States, in your cities and 
towns, you have large taxpayers--none 
as large as the Federal Government, 
but sizable all the same. But you do 
not, and we in Connecticut do not, per
mit these individuals and taxpayers to 
dictate the terms on which their tax 
dol~ars can be used. That is a local gov
ernmental matter, one that is left to 
the will of the people and their elected 
represen ta ti ves. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I see no reason 
why this House should not stand by its 
previous decision and support this con
ference report. I would urge my col
leagues to maintain their original posi
tion, and vote for the conference re
port. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, this year's 
bill, the District of Columbia appro
priation, contains no language restrict
ing abortion funding, which means, of 
course, if left to the devices of the Dis
trict of Columbia government, there 
will be abortion on demand paid for by 
the taxpayers. 

I would only say in response to my 
dear friend and someone I admire 
greatly, the delegate from the District 
of Columbia, that a nay vote is not a 
cruel vote. A "nay" vote could save 
24,000 babies, little tiny members of the 
human family who have a future and 
who we should help enjoy that future. 

Washington is the Nation's Capital, 
but it is also the abortion capital of 
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this country. Do you realize the Dis
trict of Columbia has an abortion rate 
triple the rate of any State in the 
Union? The statistics are appalling
appalling. 

The President has said he wants to 
make abortion safe, legal and rare
rare. The last year for which we have 
statistics for the District of Columbia 
is 1986 and that year there were 23,910 
abortions and 10,945 live births, nearly 
3 times the number of live births you 
have abortions. That is an appalling 
lack of reverence of life. 

What does that mean? There is mas
sive devaluing of the sanctity-forget 
sanctity, that may offend some people 
who have a different view of the first 
amendment that I do, let us talk about 
reverence, the reference for life. 

Our corporations are downsizing 
their employment rolls. We are mor
ally downsizing our laws when we treat 
abortion like we treat an appendec
tomy. Abortion is the only surgical 
procedure that intentionally extermi
nates a human life. That life is not ani
mal, mineral or vegetable. 

My dear friend, the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut, said there is no lan
guage about choice. Well, she should 
have specified, she did not mean choice 
in education. She means the right to 
choose to exterminate your unborn 
child because somebody does not want 
that child. 

I suggest to you that we vote no on 
this appropriation, send it back and 
put the Hyde amendment in which says 
no public funds may be expended to pay 
for abortions, except where the Ufe of 
the mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term, or in cases 
or rape or incest. That would put the 
District of Columbia in step with what 
I believe to be and ought to be the rest 
of the country and would save a lot of 
human lives that are precious, that de
serve reverence and that certainly do 
not deserve to be exterminated through 
abortion. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
conference report. I want to specifi
cally focus on the issue of local control 
as it relates to the issued of abortion. 

You know, we use this bill in many 
ways, I would say misuse it, to send 
messages to our constituents at home 
which are really at odds with what we 
would be willing to do if we had the 
power to impose on them, our State 
and local governments, the same sort 
of controls that-with impunity-we 
impose on the District of Columbia. 

The issue growing in this body re
ce:r;ttly has been to avoid mandates on 
State and local governments, Federal 
requirements, that we do not reim
burse for. It is a bipartisan movement. 
You can see it on both sides of the 
aisle. 

It is strange then that· we would so 
inconsistently take this piece of legis
lation and annually attempt to man
date on the District of Columbia a dif
ferent standard that most of us would 
not have the stomach to impose on our 
own local constituencies. 

We are saying in this bill that the 
people who are in effect the State leg
islature and the city council, the peo
ple who run the District of Columbia, 
cannot use their own locally derived 
funds and other funds that they control 
for purposes that they decide. 

Now, they may well conclude that 
putting funds into the hands of public 
health facilities that may use them on 
occasion to provide abortions is some
thing that should not be permitted, 
while every other community in this 
country can do it. But it seems to me 
that is totally wrong, totally against 
the grain, totally out of keeping with 
the trends that are moving in this in
stitution, to keep the heavy hand of 
the Federal Government off the necks 
of people who run our State and local 
facilities, our State and local programs 
all across the country. 

We ought not to have a different and 
separate standard for the people who 
live in the District of Columbia. 

I would hope that we would adhere to 
the concept of local control, put our 
personal views on abortion, and they 
range across the spectrum in this insti
tution, aside. We should let locally 
elected officials who have the same 
cross section of views in common with 
us, the same public pressure on them, 
make this determination. 

It is really the only position that we 
can intellectually take that is consist
ent with what we ask for our own con
stituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that we 
would support this conference report 
and provide local control of this very 
fundamental and sensitive issue for the 
people of the District. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to . the distinguished gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK], a 
member of the Committee on Appro
priations and the Subcommittee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, it is al
ways interesting to hear Members of 
Congress talk in terms of the people 
who run the District of Columbia. Ac
cording to the U.S. Constitution and 
according to the final language of the 
home rule charter that this Congress 
has granted the District of Columbia, 
the buck still stops here. 

0 1110 
Mr. Speaker, we may not have asked 

for responsibility regarding the affairs 
of the District of Columbia, but the 
U.S. Constitution says we have that re
sponsibility. We cannot escape it, we 
cannot evade it, we should not try to 
do so, and it is no excuse for us to say 
that something may occur in the gov-

ernance of the District of Columbia 
that is at odds with what the American 
people want it to be and we say, "That 
is what some locally elected leaders 
want, and so we as Members of Con
gress will let them have free rein." We 
do not apply that philosophy, Mr. 
Speaker, to cities and State govern
ments all across this country. 

Having served in local government 
and having served in State govern
ment, I have heard constantly from 
people back in Oklahoma, and other 
Members hear it from people in their 
States, "Why does the Federal Govern
ment keep giving us these mandates? 
Why do they keep telling us how we 
should govern our affairs, what money 
we have to spend, what laws we have to 
pass, what redtape we have to put 
around the necks of other people, but 
then when it comes to the District of 
Columbia, when it comes to the issue 
of Federal funding of abortions, using 
Federal money for the District of Co
lumbia, suddenly it surfaces that we 
are supposed to have a hands-off pol
icy?" 

Even though the U.S. Constitution 
tells us that Congress has the ultimate 
authority over the District of Colum
bia, we have the duty and we cannot 
escape it. We had the Hyde amendment 
up here earlier this year which passed 
overwhelmingly, and Members of Con
gress said, just like the people say, 
that taxpayers' money should not be 
used for funding abortions. 

Mr. Speaker, we need similar lan
guage to that in the D.C. appropria
tions bill. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise to respond to 
some of the issues that my colleagues 
on the other side have so well re
sponded to and to once again make sev
eral points. 

Most of the debate in this body this 
morning has focused on the issue of 
abortion. The most recent case on 
abortion is the 1989 Supreme Court 
case of Webster versus Reproductive 
Health Services, and in that case the 
Court held that as long as the limi ta
tions were reasonable, States could 
promulgate reasonable rules as it re
lates to abortion. Many people were 
very happy with that decision. 

I am saying here, as my distin
guished colleague, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON] has said, that the District 
stands in the same shoes as a State, 
and they should be allowed to do what 
every other State can do. 

Now, addressing the question of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], 
Mr. HYDE has indicated that the Hyde 
amendment should be adopted here. 
The Hyde amendment is in H.R. 2518, 
and it applies exclusively to Federal 
funds. The language· says, " None of the 
funds appropriated under this act." 

The money in H.R. 2518 is Federal 
money. Now, one could argue that 
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there is Federal money in the appro
priations bill that we are discussing 
here today. 

The gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] makes the 
point that we have provided a Federal 
payment in lieu of the Federal Govern
ment paying property taxes ·on the 41 
percent of the land it owns, but one 
could say that once that money goes to 
the District government, it then be
comes the District government's 
money and the Webster case should 
apply to it. But even if we consider it 
to be Federal money, the District 
under the Webster case should be al
lowed to spend its own money. 

There is $3 billion of District revenue 
here. One would have to argue that $3 
billion was used for abortions before we 
ever got to Federal money. So in either 
case it is totally inappropriate to allow 
States, that we represent, to do one 
thing and then mandate our rule, a dif
ferent rule, as it relates to the District 
of Columbia. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] has an interesting argu
ment. He says that he disagrees with 
those people who are demonstrating 
about a vote on statehood, and to illus
trate his displeasure with that, he 
would cut off money for law enforce
ment and initiatives to reach out to 
young people who are at risk. I under
stand his reservation about having peo
ple come to the Capitol to demonstrate 
on an issue that they feel strongly 
about. Certainly it has been traditional 
in this city and in the Capitol of the 
United States for people to address 
Congress through demonstrations. It 
happens every day. But I do not under
stand the gentleman's logic. 

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

Mr. DIXON. No, I will not yield at 
this point. 

But I do not understand the gentle
man's logic in saying "If they are dem
onstrating and I disagree with them, 
let's reduce the money the Federal 
Government might provide to reduce 
crime and for youth initiatives." I do 
not think the rationale is logical. 

Mr. Speaker, I will now yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
let me ask, does the gentleman equate 
acts of blocking the roads and blocking 
our office hallways with demonstrat
ing? I certainly do not equate dem
onstrating with that. 

I certainly think that demonstrating 
and expressing one's opinion is a con
stitutional right that I respect, but we 
are talking about breaking the law and 
public officials breaking the law and 
actually trying to disrupt our proce
dures. Is there not a fundamental dif
ference there as it relates to just dem
onstrating? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I am referring to the next-to
the-last paragraph in the gentleman's 

"Dear Colleague," where he said, 
"Such actions constitute an unprece
dented illegal attack on Congress by 
another government.'' 

I personally think that is open to 
question. The letter goes on "This is 
hardly the time to reward government 
by giving them $17 million more than 
authorized by the negotiated Federal 
payment formula 

What I am saying is that if there is 
one thing most Members in this body 
have agreed on, it is that we should at
tack crime and try to divert as many 
at-risk youth away from crime. So I do 
not understand the logic, assuming 
that what the gentleman says in ad
dressing the Congress here is unprece
dented and is an illegal attack-assum
ing that to be the case, I do not under
stand the logic of cutting the police de
partment and youth agencies to retali
ate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 2492. 

You know that it wasn't so long ago 
that !-and thousands of others-par
ticipated in nonviolent demonstrations 
throughout the South. Like the state
hood activists here in Washington, we 
were engaged in a struggle for civil 
rights. 

We were beaten, arrested, and sent to 
jail-numerous times. We took our 
punishment. The punishment was doled 
out to those of us who had engaged in 
nonviolent protest-not to the State of 
Alabama or the State of Mississippi or 
the people of Selma or the people of 
Jackson. 

When I arrived at my office this 
morning, I was shocked to see this 
"Dear Colleague" from Congressman 
ROHRABACHER. It appears that he is not 
content with denying the people of the 
District of Columbia representation. 
He wants to deny the District of Co
lumbia some of its Federal payment. 
He wants to punish the people of the 
District of Columbia for the nonviolent 
protests in which some of them have 
been involved. 

I say to Mr. ROHRABACHER, "Isn't it 
enough that the citizens of the District 
of Columbia have taxation without rep
resentation? Isn't it enough that their 
vote does not count as much as yours, 
or mine?" 

I cannot sit idly by and watch you, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, attempt to punish 
over 700,000 people who have done noth
ing wrong; 700,000 people who do not 
have a Representative who can vote 
against your proposal. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "yes" 
on H.R. 2492. 
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the conference re-

port on D.C. appropriations. I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. 

Mr. Speaker, in this day when 72 percent of 
Americans oppose Federal funding of abortion 
it is unthinkable that this body should bring to 
the floor a bill that does not address this criti
cal issue. This conference report falls silent on 
this issue which almost guarantees abortion 
on demand. Why should abortion be so readily 
available? Since 1988 each D.C. appropria
tions bill has contained a provision that no 
Federal taxpayer funds may be used for abor
tion except to save the life of the mother. Let 
us send this bill back to conference until it 
contains this important language that prohibits 
the use of taxpayer funds for abortions. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my good friend from 
New York for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the D.C. appropriations 
conference report before us today radi
cally reverses current policy as it re
lates to taxpayer subsidized abortion, 
and, if passed, will force every taxpayer 
in both the District of Columbia and 
the 50 States and territories to pay for 
thousands of abortions each year in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, the harsh undeniable 
consequence of passing this legislation 
into law is that more children will be 
put at risk of suffering violent deaths 
from abortion. 

Sanitize it if you like, but abortion 
methods either rip the child apart with 
razar blade-tipped hoses connected to a 
suction device, a suction action more 
powerful than the force of 30 vacuum 
cleaners, or the child is destroyed with 
an injection of chemical poison. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems clear to me 
that this is child abuse. When a child is 
the third, fourth, fifth, or sixth month 
gestation or beyond is treated in such 
a inhumane way, what is it-it not the 
abuse of kids. 

Mr. Speaker, before the law in the 
District of Columbia was reformed in 
1989, thousands of abortions each year 
were paid for with taxpayer funds. 
Today that number, I am happy to say, 
is almost nil. 

Mr. Speaker, there have always been, 
I would submit, some ancillary benefits 
with regard to the abortion rate that is 
attributable to curbing abortion sub
sidies. The abortion rate has declined 
in the District of Columbia as well as 
the overall number of repeat abortions, 
which were very, very high, suggesting 
that if we do not provide this subsidy 
for the killing and the demise of these 
unborn children, more children will be 
protected from the abortionist's knife 
or from the abortionist's poison. 

Mr. Speaker, there are kids walking 
the streets of the District of Columbia 
today, perhaps enjoying the World Se
ries this week, perhaps playing soccer 
or football, who are here precisely be
cause this Congress did not provide the 
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wherewithal, the ways and means, to 
kill them. And that is the bottom line. 

I would say to my colleagues who ad
monish us to pass the report with ap
peals to home rule that I support home 
rule, but this is not and never has been 
an absolute. In those circumstances 
when we have the opportunity to en
hance and protect human lives, to pro
tect a baby from chemical poisoning or 
dismemberment, we ought to do it. As 
lawmakers I think we have a respon
sibility, a moral duty, if you will, to 
protect and enhance human life when
ever and wherever that is possible. 

Mr. Speaker, the argument has been 
advanced that Members would be reluc
tant to take actions that would affect 
their own States. Let the record show 
that I would like my home State of 
New Jersey to show respect in law for 
the sacredness of human life. If there 
was a way via legislation to protect 
children in New Jersy I would be first 
in line to secure that protection. As 
the Chairman knows, however, we face 
a myriad of obstacles, including our 
own State supreme court, that pre
cludes that. But my argument that I 
respectfully ask my colleagues to con
sider is that where we have the oppor
tunity to safeguard human life, we 
ought to embrace it. Adherence to 
home rule to prop up injustice is a 
weak and morally indefensible posi
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair would advise those 
Members controlling the debate time 
that the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. WALSH] has 13 minutes remaining 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON] has 7 minutes remaining, and 
that the gentleman from California, 
under the rule, has the right to close 
debate. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report 
on D.C. appropriations. Chairman 
DIXON has worked hard to craft a bill 
that deals sensibly with the Federal 
Government's responsibilities toward 
the District of Columbia. In addition, 
this bill restores to the D.C. govern
ment the authority to determine the 
use of local tax dollars. Indeed, let us 
not be fooled-this bill gives the Dis
trict the same choice all 50 States 
have-nothing more, nothing less. 

Mr. Speaker, basic health care for 
women includes a full range of repro
ductive health services. For far too 
long, we have condoned a two-tiered 
health care system that penalizes poor 
women. Today, we have an opportunity 
to allow the District government to
with its own funds-correct past in
equities and ensure that poor women in 
the District of Columbia receive the 
same health care as other women. 

For over a decade, regressive forces 
have not allowed the District of Colum-

bia to use their own, locally raised 
funds for abortions for poor women. 
This has deprived many women in the 
District of access to complete health 
care-and has jeopardized their health. 
It has also been an affront to the tax
payers of the District of Columbia. 

Some of my colleagues may recall 
past debates we have had-and won-on 
this issue. We know that this vote is 
about allowing the District to decide 
how to use its own locally raised 
funds-as New York, Washington, 
North Carolina, and many other States 
do. Today we should not allow ideologi
cally driven rhetoric to obscure the 
facts or distort reality. 

I urge my colleagues to continue to 
support allowing the District of Colum
bia to use its own funds as it sees fit, 
and to vote for the same position that 
has passed the House for the last 3 
years, including earlier this year. 

Vote "yes" on the conference report. 
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY). 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise be
cause this conference report does not 
contain the Hyde language. Had it con
tained the Hyde language, I would not 
be here speaking. That is why I am 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would remind all 
Members that just a few weeks ago we 
had a vote on the Hyde amendment and 
it passed overwhelmingly. So if you 
voted that way several weeks ago, you 
ought to vote the same way today, 
against this conference report. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21/2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the conference re
port. This report, and the spending 
contained in it, represents continued 
fiscal mismanagement by the District. 
Let us look at what has been said in 
the past. When Mayor Kelly was first 
elected she made strong statements 
that the District was going to take se
riously its huge financial problems. 
She made sweeping promises that her 
new administration was going to clean 
house-to sweep all of the problems out 
the door and usher in a new fiscally re
sponsible government. Well, for one 
reason or another, it has not happened. 
In fact, the fiscal situation is as bad as 
it ever has been. The District has 
turned its back on the fiscal crisis and 
continued business as usual. True, the 
Federal payment for the District has 
only climbed 1.8 percent over last 
year-less than the rate of inflation
but where are the sweeping changes? 
Where is the new fiscally responsible 
government we were all promised? 
Until this question is answered, I do 
not see how anyone can support this 
conference report. 

If the fiscal situation is not enough 
to make you vote against this con
ference report, I urge you to look at 

another problem. This legislation is si
lent on the use of taxpayers dollars for 
abortion in the District of Columbia. 
This silence basically means that the 
District is allowed to use either its own 
funds for Federal funds for abortions or 
Federal taxpayer dollars. Something 
should anci will be done to correct this 
problem. But there is a problem. 

Why can we not have ·a separate vote 
on the abortion issue? Why must we de
feat the entire conference report to get 
to this controversial issue? As I under
stand the situation, efforts were made 
to keep the abortion issue separate 
from the rest of the conference report. 
Obviously, the will of the House was 
not taken into consideration and a de
feat of the entire conference report is 
necessary to change this silence on the 
abortion issue . 

I urge all Members to vote against 
the conference report so that the con
troversial silence on the abortion issue 
can be addressed. It is important that 
no Federal funds, taxpayer dollars, go 
for the funding of abortion. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI] . 
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me 
and for his leadership in bringing this 
appropriations bill for the District of 
Columbia to the floor. I commend him 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WALSH] for their bipartisan leadership 
and cooperation in presenting this vote 
to us today. 

Mr. Speaker, I do have one concern 
about the debate thus far. I had 
thought by the manner in which this 
bill was put together and with, frankly, 
the passage of the Hyde amendment a 
few weeks ago, which applies to Medic
aid funds, that we could have put this 
kind of debate behind us today. 

This debate on abortion does not 
have any role in the debate on the 
funding for the District of Columbia. I 
respect the beliefs and the thinking of 
my colleagues and respect the dif
ferences we have on this issue. I believe 
that this Congress has to resolve some 
of those issues. But this is not the 
place. 

Frankly, bringing it up now is a dis
service to the people of the District of 
Columbia, and it is a disservice to our 
colleagues by taxing the energy and 
the time of this body. 

I urge my colleagues to support home 
rule, to support this bill, which allows 
the District to use its own funds as it 
sees fit. 

I take pride in rising in association 
with this bill because my father 
chaired this committee. I believe in 
home rule. I hope our colleagues will, 
too. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 



25528 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 

the Federal payment is 24 percent of lo
cally generated revenue in the District 
budget. That is 20 percent of the budg
et, some $630 million this year. 

We worked out that formula. It is a 
fair formula. Now we are being asked 
to put $17 million extra into that for a 
law enforcement initiative. Well, shov
eling $17 million more into the District 
coffers for some sort of a law enforce
ment initiative at a time when govern
ment officials of the District of Colum
bia are intentionally breaking the law, 
trying to blockade the entrances to 
this building and to the streets that 
lead into this building and blockading 
the doorways to our office buildings, is 
absolutely ridiculous. 

I believe in the right to demonstrate. 
I believe in the right to speak. It is 
something I cherish. I am someone who 
believes in human rights and civil 
rights. But blockading buildings and 
blockading doorways is not the same as 
demonstrating. What are they dem
onstrating for? 

If those people want to have a vote, 
they do not need to pressure us for a 
vote. The Democratic Party controls 
this body. They control the House . If 
the Democrats want to give them a 
vote, they can have a vote without 
pressuring us into it. The Democrats 
do not want to give them a vote. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN). 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, this ap
propriation bill always brings great 
pain to me. Our culture is in serious 
trouble and, in particular, the District 
of Columbia is being torn apart by de
teriorating family structures, crime 
and pervasive violence. For 10 years , I 
offered the Dornan amendment to pro
tect the very life blood of the District 
of Columbia by defending abortion. I 
don' t want to see more children butch
ered in this city, particularly with pub
lic funds . I am not going to back off, 
especially when I know, that the vast 
majority of the African-American cler
gy in this country, probably 85 to 90 
percent, are opposed to speaking out 
against abortion. In fact , 73 percent of 
all African-Americans favor restric
tions on abortion , so it is certainly no 
stretch to think that the clergy is even 
more pro-life. So I ask my colleagues 
to stand with me and the majority of 
African-Americans to stop funding 
abortions in the District of Columbia. 
It is a pity that we go through this hor
rible charade here every year where 
pro-abortion elitists want to use public 
money to kill black babies in the 
womb. Enough. In this city more ba
bies are aborted than born every year. 
This has to stop. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr . DORNAN. No , NANCY, I will not 
yield, because you think you know 
more than the Pope and Mother Teresa 

on the issue of life. Not this time, from 
a father of five to a mother of five you 
think you know more than the Pope 
and Mother Teresa. Tell me how you 
know more than Mother Teresa about 
death in the womb? 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, my ques
tion to the gentleman is, was he telling 
the body that 85 percent of the black 
clergy in the country has written to 
him on this subject? 

Mr. DORNAN. No, but I assert 85 per
cent of African-American clergy is eas
ily pro-life. Absolutely. 

Ms. PELOSI. I do not think this dis
cussion is appropriate on this bill, but 
on what do you base those statistics, 
sir? 

Mr. DORNAN. Do you want me to 
send statistics on African-American at
titudes on abortion to your office? You 
are now on my mailing list. Every time 
I send you a poll on black clergymen 
across this country, I hope you feel 
some pain of conscience. 

Ms. PELOSI. So this is anecdotal? 
Mr. DORNAN. No, it is not anecdotal. 

The polls tell the story. This debate 
tells us another story. It tells us that 
an elitist form of thinking in this 
country says it is ok that more black 
babies in the District of Columbia are 
killed in their mothers' wombs than 
are born. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the rest of my 
time to the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI] who knows more than 
Mother Teresa about life. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

In conclusion, I would just remind 
the Members that abortion is an issue 
on this bill. There are others. One is 
the $17 million over and above the for
mula funds for the District of Colum
bia, additional funds that other States 
and cities are now receiving. 

Second, the commitment that we 
made to the District of Columbia and 
to the Retired Federal Employees Pen
sion Fund that we would give them $52 
million a year every year through our 
appropriations process. Under this ar
rangement, they will only receive $50 
million this year. That is the first 
chink in the armor of commitment. 

I am afraid that commitment will 
suffer over the long term and everyone 
agrees that that pension fund is woe
fully underfunded. We cannot be fid
dling around with that money. That is 
a commitment. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your pa
tience and judiciousness . 

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

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
t leman from California [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
bill. 

Please, my colleagues, stop micro
managing the people of Washington, 
DC. How would Members like it if we 
did the same thing back in their dis
tricts? Pass this bill. It is a good bill. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is both 
outrageous and heartbreaking to hear 
Members get up on the floor of the 
House and rationalize denying democ
racy to the District of Columbia on the 
basis of the Constitution of the United 
States. If that were ever true, this line 
of argument ceased having any credi
bility 20 years ago when this Congress 
delegated the responsibility of self-gov
ernment to the District. Every time we 
make ourselves an exception to the 
Home Rule Act that we ourselves en
acted, we violate the most cherished 
principles of this country. 

My colleagues, this is not an abor
tion vote. The District has not indi
ca ted that it would spend one red cent 
of this money for abortion. Given its 
very serious financial condition, the 
District is very unlikely to do so. As it 
is, the District cannot use Medicaid 
funding for abortion, the only available 
funds for this purpose. Do not read 
more into this vote than is there. This 
vote is about providing funds, criti
cally needed funds to the residents of 
the District of Columbia. 

I particularly ask Members to reject 
the mean-spirited attempt to punish 
600,000 residents because of the actions 
of a few who protested the absence of 
full democracy in the District of Co
lumbia. I must object in the strongest 
terms to the argument that appropria
tions by this body should be voted on 
the basis of punishment by association. 

It is nonsense to impute the actions 
of the protestors to District residents 
by making them pay the price through 
the Federal payment. District resi
dents have not voted for the protests. I 
ask my colleagues not to compound the 
existing deficit in democracy in the 
District by assigning to its innocent 
residents responsibility for demonstra
tions in which the overwhelming ma
jority have no say and took no part. It 
would be extremely unfair to defeat or 
deduct any part of what the Federal 
Government owes District residents be
cause of the protests of a small num
ber. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not recall the use 
of punishment by denial of appropria
tions even at the height of civil rights 
demonstrations in the South. Southern 
jurisdictions and their police came at 
demonstrators with a fury-often with 
violent retaliation and certainly with 
arrests-but the Southern governments 
did not attribute to the black part of 
town actions of those who sat-in down
town. The responses of Southern 
States, cities and towns were oft en 
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cruel, illegal and unconstitutional, but 
they were aimed at those who did the 
deed, at the protestors themselves, not 
at others who may have looked like the 
protestors or come from the same place 
as the protestors or claimed to rep
resent the protestors. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER does not stop with 
imputing the actions of some to all. He 
actually objects that the corporation 
counsel has chosen to drop the charges 
rather than engage in the show trials 
some of the protestors have said that 
they want. The U.S. attorney, of 
course, is still free to prosecute. How 
can Mr. ROHRABACHER complain that 
the corporation counsel's office has 
reached an agreement with the 
protestors that they will stop activi
ties that violate District law. Give me 
a break. This is hardly complicity by 
the government. On its face, it is the 
opposite. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER now complains 
that the protesters will block congres
sional offices in order to get trials by 
the U.S. attorney. However, the pro
testers have never attempted to inter
fere with Congress but have always 
carried out their actions nonviolently, 
and considerately. They have remained 
in an illegal spot only long enough to 
be arrested. In that spirit, I am certain 
they have no intention to block our of
fice doors as Mr. ROHRABACHER has 
said, or to keep Congress from carrying 
out its business. 

Even if you oppose the demonstra
tions, however, the remedy of denying 
part of the Federal payment to District 
residents is totally disproportionate. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER is plainly wrong that 
the District is receiving $17 million 
more than the amount to which it is 
entitled. A laborious audit by inde
pendent auditors and the GAO shows 
that the amount Mr. ROHRABACHER 
claims to be due, seriously short 
changes the District. Unfortunately, 
the audit and GAO accounting were not 
completed before the appropriations 
hearings. After what Members have 
seen of the tragic crimes in the Dis
trict during this year, surely the Con
gress does not propose to remove $17 
million that was appropriated to fight 
crime and keep kids alive and out of 
trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, the protesters in the 
District have acted in the tradition of 
Ghandi and King. This body has hon
ored Martin Luther King, Jr., with a 
national commemorative day in his 
name for doing precisely what the Dis
trict protesters have done. King sat-in 
because African-Americans did not 
enjoy full democracy. He then took his 
punishment. The District protesters, 
who have their local laws and local 
budget decided by this body, have pro
tested because District residents do not 
enjoy full democracy. They too have 
taken their punishment. We cannot 
buy into the hypocrisy of historically 
celebrating Southern protesters far 

from the Capital but taking offense 
when similar protests are brought here 
for similar reasons. 

I do not ask you to sanction the abor
tion protests or to agree with the pro
testers. I do ask you to affirm the ap
propriation of our own conference com
mittee. I ask you not to punish all of 
my constituents because you may not 
agree with a few of them. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the minority members of the commit
tee, and the ranking member, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH] in 
particular. Notwithstanding our deep 
philosophical differences on the issue 
of abortion, we have worked in a very 
cooperative fashion. 

Mr. Speaker, there are three things 
that cannot be disputed on this bill, 
and I would ask that Members adopt 
the conference report. One, it is within 
the 602(b) allocation; two, the Hyde 
amendment does apply to the District, 
notwithstanding what the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] said earlier. 
Federal Medicaid funds cannot be used 
by the District for abortions except 
within the parameters of the Hyde lan
guage. And three, this bill treats the 
District the same as the 50 States are 
treated with respect to abortion fund
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for an aye vote on 
the conference report. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
very strong support of H.R. 2492, the District 
of Columbia appropriations conference report 
for fiscal year 1994. I would like to commend 
the conferees and their staffs for their hard 
work and diligence in bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

I especially want to express my gratitude for 
the efforts of JULIAN DIXON, a dedicated sup
porter of home rule. Throughout consideration 
of the budget for the District of Columbia, he 
has resisted attempts to load the bill with leg
islative matters that have no place in the ap
propriations bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support this con
ference report. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in reluc
tant opposition of the conference report on 
H.R. 2492, the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Act for fiscal year 1994. 

I want to first commend the efforts of the 
subcommittee chairman, Mr. DIXON of Califor
nia, and the ranking minority member, Mr. 
WALSH of New York. They did a fine job in 
bringing to the House a conference report that 
meets the Federal responsibilities concerning 
the Federal formula payment and the Federal 
contribution to the retirement funds for teach
ers, police, firefighters and judges. 

The budget authority in the bill is $12 million 
over the current year funding, $5 million under 
the President's request and it complies with 
the House 602 B allocation. Contained within 
the $700 million is the Federal payment of 
$630.6 million. However, the House language 
prevailed in conference which would delay the 
obligation and expenditure of $2 million of the 
$52 million for the Federal contribution to the 

retirement fund until September 30, 1994 and 
October 1 , 1994 respectively. The House Re
publican members of the subcommittee ob
jected to this delay in obligation because the 
retirement fund is already seriously under
funded. 

It was heartening to see a sincere effort this 
year to streamline the District government pro
grams, the Mayor and council made difficult 
but needed cuts. However, the same restraint 
was not used in allocating Federal funds. In 
addition to the Federal formula payment of 
$630 million an additional $17 million was pro
vided for the mayor's youth and crime initia
tive. Republican members of the committee 
found this objectio~able. Although the $17 mil
lion fell within the caps, it was felt that this 
program should have been funded from within 
the Federal payment. 

The most objectionable issue for this mem
ber is the absence of any restrictions on use 
of funds to perform abortions. The language 
included in the current law was omitted by 
both the House and the Senate. 

For all of these reasons, I am opposed to 
the conference report in its present form. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
support the language in the conference report 
making permanent the authority of the District 
of Columbia over Group Hospitalization and 
Medical Services, Inc., hereinafter "GHMSI". It 
incorporates H.R. 2716, which I introduced 
earlier this session. 

In 1939, when Congress first granted the 
charter to GHMSI's predecessor, Group Hos
pitalization, Inc., it did not foresee the severe 
impact that an exemption from most D.C. in
surance laws and regulations would have on 
this insurer. Fifty years later, imprudent busi
ness practices and fiscal irresponsibility car
ried out by GHMSI officers began to jeopard
ize its solvency and the security of its policy
holders. 

The District of Columbia's superintendent of 
insurance testified during last year's congres
sional investigation hearings that GHMSI was 
beyond, the scope of most of his authority. He 
cannot, for example, require GHMSI to submit 
to an outside auditor's review or one by is own 
examiner. He is also unable to apply the Dis
trict's insurance solvency standards on the 
GHMSI plan. 

The amendment to the charter included in 
the conference report before us today perma
nently establishes the District of Columbia as 
the legal domicile of GHMSI and ensures its 
regulation in accordance with the laws and 
regulations of the District of Columbia. The 
amendment simply extends legislation adopted 
in the 1993 D.C. appropriations bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as we launch into the daunting 
task to reform our Nation's health care sys
tem, let us make sure that we close windows 
of opportunity through which unscrupulous in
surers and providers can and have violated 
the trust of millions of Americans. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I object to 

the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 206, nays 
224, not voting 3, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Darden 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

[Roll No. 518) 

YEA8-206 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kolbe 
Kopetskl 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Obey 

NAYS-224 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 

Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Saba 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 

Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 

Engel 

Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 

NOT VOTING-3 
Neal (NC) 
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Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Santorum 

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

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

So the conference report was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
FURTHER APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON H.R. 

2492, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1993 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak
er's table the bill-H.R. 2492-making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac-

tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, and insist 
on the disagreement to all Senate 
amendments and request a further con
ference with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia. The Chair hears none and, without 
objection, appoints the following con
ferees: Messrs. DIXON, STOKES, and 
DURBIN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. 
PELOSI, and Messrs. NATCHER, WALSH, 
ISTOOK, BONILLA, and MCDADE. 

There was no objection. 
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2862 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to have my 
name removed from cosponsorship of 
H.R. 2862. 

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

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1627 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 1627. 

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

There was no objection. 

H.R. 2519---CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON DEPARTMENTS OF COM
MERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, 
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1994 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House of Tues
day, October 19, 1993, the unfinished 
business is consideration of Senate 
amendment number 147 to the bill 
(H.R. 2519) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. 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 remaining amendments 
in disagreement on H.R. 2519, the De
partments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1994: 
Amendment Nos.: 147, 148, 171, 174, and 
175. 

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



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25531 
There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO INSERT IN THE RECORD SUM
MARY OF TABLES SHOWING COMPARABLE CON
FERENCE ACTIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1993 AND 1994 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask . unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to insert a summary of ta
bles showing by department and agen
cies the conference action compared to 
the amounts provided for fiscal year 
1993, the budget estimates for 1994, and 
the amounts contained in the House 
and Senate bills. 

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

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro · tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the first amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 147; page 59, after 
line 24, insert: 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to meet annual obligations of 
membership in international multilateral or
ganizations, pursuant to treaties ratified 
pursuant to the advice and consent of the 
Senate, conventions or specific Acts of Con
gress, $904,926,000, of which not to exceed 
$44,041,000 is available to pay arrearages, the 
payment of which shall be directed toward 
special activities that are mutually agreed 
upon by the United States and the respective 
international organization: Provided, That 
none of the funds appropriated in this para
graph shall be available for arrearage 1'3-Y
ments to the United Nations until the Sec
retary of State certifies to the Congress that 
the United Nations has established an inde
pendent office of audits and inspections with 
responsibilities and powers substantially 
similar to offices of Inspectors General au
thorized by the Inspector General Act of 1978, 
as amended or that the United Nations has 
established a mechanism process, or office-

(1) to conduct and supervise audits and in
vestigations of United Nations operations; 

(2) to provide leadership and coordination, 
and to recommend policies, for activities de
signed-

(A) to promote economy, efficiency, and ef
fectiveness in the administration of, and 

(B) to prevent and detect fraud and abuse 
in, 
such operations, and 

(3) to provide a means for keeping the Sec
retary-Generally fully and currently in
formed about problems and deficiencies re
lating to the administration of such oper
ations and the necessity for and progress of 
corrective action: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of State, acting through the Unit
ed States Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations, may propose that the Sec
retary-General of the United Nations estab
lish an advisory committee to assist in the 
creation within the United Nations of such 
mechanism, process, or office: Provided fur
ther, That an advisory committee established 
consistent with the proceeding proviso 
should be comprised of the permanent rep
resentatives to the United Nations from 15 
countries having a commitment or interest 
in budgetary and management reform of the 
United Nations, including a wide range of 

contributing countries and developing coun
tries representing the various regional 
groupings of countries in the United Nations: 
Provided further, That such advisory commit
tee should evaluate and make recommenda
tions regarding the efforts of the United Na
tions and its specialized agencies-

(i) to establish a system of cost-based ac
counting; 

(ii) to continue the practice of conducting 
internal audits; 

(iii) to remedy any irregularities found by 
such audits; and 

(iv) to make arrangements for regular, 
independent audits of United Nations oper
ations: Provided further, That it is the sense 
of the Congress that even tougher measures 
to achieve reform should be put in place in 
the event that the withholding of arrearages 
does not achieve necessary reform in the 
United Nations: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph 
shall be available for a United States con
tribution to an international organization 
for the United States share of interest costs 
made known to the United States Govern
ment by such organization for loans incurred 
on or after October 1, 1984, through external 
borrowings. 

POLICY ON THE REMOVAL OF RUSSIAN ARMED 
FORCES FROM THE BALTIC STATES 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds thatr--
(1) the armed forces of the former Soviet 

Union currently under control of the Russian 
Federation, continue to be deployed on the 
territory of the sovereign and independent 
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua- . 
nia against the wishes of the Baltic peoples 
and their governments; 

(2) the stationing of military forces on the 
territory of another sovereign state against 
the will of that state is contrary to inter
national law; 

(3) the presence of Russian military forces 
in the Baltic States may present a desta
bilizing effect on the governments of these 
states; 

(4) the governments of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania have demanded that the Russian 
Federation remove such forces from their 
territories; 

(5) Article 15 of the July 1992 Helsinki 
Summit Declaration of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe specifi
cally calls for the conclusion, without delay, 
of appropriate bilateral agreements, includ
ing timetables for the "early, orderly and 
complete withdrawal of such foreign troops 
from the territories of the Baltic States"; 

(6) the United States is aware of the dif
ficulties facing the Russian Federation in re
settling Russian soldiers and their families 
in Russia, and that the lack of housing is a 
factor in the expeditious removal of Russian 
troops; 

(7) the United States is committed to pro
viding assistance to the Russian Federation 
for construction of housing and job retrain
ing for returning troops in an attempt to 
help alleviate this burden; and 

(8) the United States is encouraged by the 
progress achieved thus far in removal of such 
troops, and welcomes the agreement reached 
between the Russian Federation and Lithua
nia establishing the August 1993 deadline for 
troop removal. 

(b) POLICY.-The Congress calls upon the 
Government of the Russian Federation to 
continue to remove its troops from the inde
pendent Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania through a firm, expeditious, and 
conscientiously observed schedule. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 147, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend
ment, insert: 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO I~TERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to meet annual obligations of 
membership in international multilateral or
ganizations, pursuant to treaties ratified 
pursuant to the advice and consent of the 
Senate, conventions or specific Acts of Con
gress, $860,885,000: Provided, That any pay
ment of arrearages made from these funds 
shall be directed toward special activities 
that are mutually agreed upon by the United 
States and the respective international orga
nization: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph for the as
sessed contribution of the United States to 
the United Nations, ten percent of said as
sessment shall be available for obligation 
only upon a certification to the Congress by 
the Secretary of State that the United Na
tions has established an independent office 
with responsibilities and powers substan
tially similar to offices of Inspectors General 
authorized by the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph 
shall be available for a United States con
tribution to an international organization 
for the United States share of interest costs 
made known to the United States Govern
ment by such organization for loans incurred 
on or after October 1, 1984, through external 
borrowings. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this is the amendment 

now that funds the general budget of 
the United Nations. I rise in strong 
support of the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and 
I will tell you why. 

This bill is $52 million below the 1993 
account. It is $97.7 million below the 
request. It is $44 million below the Sen
ate level and it is $27.7 million below 
what our subcommittee had rec
ommended to the full House before it 
was stricken on a point of order, so 
this number is the lowest possible 
number that we could possibly derive 
out of these proceedings here today. 

This amendment funds our contribu
tions not only to the United Nations, 
but also to all the other international 
organizations that we provide money 
for; for example, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency; but Mr. Speak
er, more important in my judgment 
than a dollar figure in this bill is the 
fact that for the first time today if we 
pass this amendment we are reforming 
the United Nations. 
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How? Because in this bill we with

hold 10 percent of the contributions to 
the United Nations until they certify 
that they have an independent inspec
tor general to weed out waste, fraud, 
abuse, and report it to the Secretary 
General and assumably to the member 
nations, such as the United States. 

As the Speaker knows, we fund 25 
percent of the general budget of the 
United Nations. Many of us think that 
is too high a figure and would like to 
see it reduced, and I would hope that 
the authorizing committee would take 
that up. 

Germany pays 8 percent. Japan pays 
12 percent, and that is just not right. 

This 1946-set figure may have been 
realistic in that day, but it is certainly 
not realistic today. 

So this provision, put in at the con
ference level at the request of the 
House conferees, withholds 10 percent 
of our U.N. contribution until they cer
tify they have an inspector general. 

Now, 2 weeks ago, 420 Members of 
this body voted to instruct our con
ferees to put a provision in the con
ference report withholding this funding 
until the United Nations establishes an 
inspector general. We have that provi
sion in this bill, so you have a chance 
to vote again now on the actual provi
sion that you instructed us to put in 
the bill 2 weeks ago, and I would hope 
that you would follow up on this mo
tion. 

So if you want U.N. reform, Mr. 
Speaker, you want to go for this con
ference report if this provision should 
come to a vote. 

Now, some people have said, "Well, 
what's the problem? What kind of 
waste or mismanagement is there in 
the United Nations that needs this at
tention?" 

I would just point out that for sev
eral decades we have been trying in the 
U.S. Government, both the executive 
and the legislative branches, to force 
the United Nations to appoint some 
sort of inspector general to police its 
own actions. All to no avail. 

Right now, Mr. Speaker, the United 
Nations is involved in 18 peacekeeping 
missions around the world. Do you 
know how many of the 14,000 employees 
in the U.N. headquarters is in the com
mand and control of some 90,000 troops 
around the world in 18 different peace
keeping missions? Thirty, Mr. Speaker, 
30 and only 9 of those are military type 
people. 

You wonder why these so-called 
peacekeeping missions around the 
world are going awry and leaderless, it 
is because the United Nations spends 
all their money on bureaucrats, not in
volved in the peacekeeping mission, 
only 30 they have assigned to these 
90,000 troops around the world. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am for the Unit
ed Nations. I do not want to give the 
idea that this is a "Bash the U.N. 
Day," but I think we are entitled as 

the one-fourth sponsor of this group to 
have some kind of accountability back 
to this body about how our tax dollars 
are being spent. 

I would point out to you that it is up
ward of $300 million every year just for 
the general account of the United Na
tions. 

Richard Thornburgh who was our 
former Attorney General and then 
went to the United Nations as a Deputy 
and came back and filed a very lengthy 
volume, his report on the shortcomings 
in bookkeeping and accounting at the 
United Nations. I commend that read
ing to you. 

It is no wonder that he found: 
Too many deadwood employees doing too 

little work and too few staff members doing 
too much. 

In the words of some employees of 
the United Nations that were quoted in 
the Chicago Tribune lately: 

The United Nations has become a reposi
tory for guys who want to go to cocktail par
ties in Geneva to celebrate somebody's na
tional day. 

According to an Arab officer of the 
U.N. Agency in Somalia: 

We are not doing anything here. It is just 
bureaucracy. 

A University of Chicago professor 
who has extensively studied the United 
Nations told a U.S. panel recently: 

Hiring for U.N. offices was rather like pa
tronage in the old Chicago Streets and Sani
tation Department. That Streets and Sanita
tion Department actually picked up garbage, 
while the United Nations only complains 
about it. 

The United Nations gives very lavish 
benefits and salaries to their employ
ees. Salaries are guaranteed at rates 15 
to 20 percent higher than the highest 
comparable private sector salaries, and 
by the way, those salaries are tax free, 
Mr. Speaker. They have guaranteed 
cost-of-living increases. They get pay
ments to cover up to 75 percent of all 
education costs of their children, in
cluding college. 

No wonder people from Third World 
countries around the world almost kill 
to get these jobs in New York at the 
United Nations. They make more than 
the national leaders back in their home 
countries and have much more benefits 
in most cases. 

There are numerous reports of spe
cial financial arrangements, Mr. 
Speaker, given to U.N. officials who 
have been removed from their jobs or 
retirees. For example, two very high
ranking bureaucrats recently were 
given lucrative consulting contracts 
after their jobs were eliminated. One 
now earns $18,000 a month, Mr. Speak
er, double his former salary from which 
he was fired at the United Nations. 

One U.N. official was quoted in the 
Washington Post as saying: 

United Nations rules on consultants' pay
ments are violated all over the place. The 
latest cases are just the tip of the iceberg. 

Other examples: Recent suspension of 
eight high-ranking U.N. peacekeeping 

procurement officers on charges of pro
curement fraud. 
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All attempts so far to get the United 

Nations to launch real reform, Mr. 
Speaker, have fallen on deaf ears. I 
think it is time that we seize control of 
this thing. It is the only choice left to 
us. 

Some time back we, the Congress, in
stalled a 25-percent cap on the share 
the United States gives to the United 
Nations. We did that unilaterally. 
There is no reason why we should not 
also do this. So I ask that we include 
this amendment that 10 percent of all 
the funds that we contribute be with
held until it is certified to us that an 
inspector general has been appointed 
by the United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not call it an in
spector general. We call it an auditing 
officer, but the auditing officer has the 
same powers and responsibilities as the 
inspector generals in our departments 
of the U.S. Government have-nothing 
less, nothing more. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask approval of this 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, former Attorney Gen
eral Thornburgh went to work for the 
United Nations, and he made a rec
ommendation earlier this year that the 
U~ited Nations establish an inspector 
general. Ambassador Albright, as soon 
as she arrived there, said she agreed 
with that. We are all in agreement 
with the United Nations having an in
spector general. 

What I want to warn the Members 
about, though, is this: There are dif
ferent definitions of "inspector gen
eral." Some inspector generals that we 
have in the departments of this Gov
ernment represent waste themselves. 
They have entirely too big a bureauc
racy, two or three times the number of 
people they ought to have to do the job 
that they are expected to do. Many of 
them are merely auditing the books, 
all the books in the department that 
have already been audited. Instead of 
that, what they are supposed to do is 
investigate, find out what may be 
wrong, and report to the top manage
ment. In this case, that would be the 
members of the Security Council, as 
well as the Secretary General of the 
United Nations. 

That is what we want them to do. We 
do not want this to be an excuse, 
though. When we demand that they 
have an inspector general, we do not 
want this to be an excuse for them to 
build up a bureaucracy and have waste 
like we have in some of our depart
ments. 

We are all in agreement. The United 
Nations needs an inspector general 
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that would do what they need to have 
done, and this would help our people at 
the United Nations to impress upon 
other members of the United Nations 
that we need to get on with this busi
ness and appoint an inspector general. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I was listening very in
tently to what the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] just said, and I 
hope my colleagues were paying atten
tion as well. 

Seventy-five percent of the expenses 
of some of the U.N. employees' chil
dren's colleges are being paid for by the 
United Nations. I do not know how 
many of our colleagues here have our 
Government's and our taxpayers' dol
lars paying for 75 percent of our college 
education. Yet our tax dollars are 
going over there to do just that. 

There are 179 or 180 countries in the 
United Nations, and we are paying 25 
percent of the costs. Imagine that, that 
is 25 percent of the cost, and it makes 
no sense. They are getting us into 
proqlems all around the world. I just 
found out that in 1987 there were under 
10,000 U.N. peacekeepers around the 
world, and now they have 90,000. 

This administration has been going 
along with this, and our U.N. Ambas
sador has gotten us into places like 
Rwanda, Macedonia, Somalia, and else
where, and we are all going along with 
it and we are still paying the freight. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS] just raised issue after issue 
after issue where there is a waste of 
funds, theft of funds, and an excessive 
use of funds. And we are going to do 
what? We are going to withhold 10 per
cent. 

I think we should make a real slash 
in our U.N. commitment until they 
change this thing, until they quit mak- · 
ing these crazy decisions. We as a na
tion should not be allowing our young 
people to be subservient to U.N. com
mand and to go to these ·places 
throughout the world. 

We just saw 18 young men killed last 
week in Somalia. They were under a 
U.N. commander. That is a mistake. I 
understand that in Macedonia we have 
300 American young people who are 
under a Danish commander. He may be 
very competent, but a lot of people in 
this country would question whether or 
not we ought to have 300 young Amer
ican fighting men or women under a 
foreign commander of Danish descent. 

So I would just like to say to my col
leagues that the $861 million that we 
are talking about appropriating, 25 per
cent of all the money going to the 
United Nations, with much of it being 
wasted or squandered or stolen, should 
not go there, that we should not send 
it, and instead we should send a very 
strong signal. 

So I say to my colleagues on the 
floor here today, let us· go back to the 
drawing boards on this. Instead of just 
withholding 10 percent, let us cut. Let 
us cut maybe 25 percent. That would 
send a strong signal for them to clean 
up their act. 

Urging them to get an inspector gen
eral is fine, and I congratulate the gen
tleman for moving in that direction, 
but once we control the pocketbook 
and control their money, they start 
paying attention. If we would cut, let 
us say, a couple of hundred million dol
lars out of this, which would be ap
plauded by the American taxpayers, 
the people at the United Nations would 
really get the message. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
continue for a few seconds, and then I 
will be happy to yield to my colleague . . 

I also understand that they have 
many employees over there. Did the 
gentleman tell me how many employ
ees they had just a minute ago? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, 14,000. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All right, 

14,000 employees. And the gentleman 
said that only about 30 of them were 
involved in peacekeeping, yet we are 
providing $401 million or $402 million 
for the peacekeeping effort, and out of 
14,000 employees they assign 30 people. 
That is totally inadequate. 

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

Mr .. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to correct the number the gen
tleman had earlier mentioned. The 
amount in this bill for the United Na
tions general budget contribution itself 
is $291 million. The $860.9 million figure 
includes many other international or
ganizations like the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and so forth. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I see. The 
U.N. number is $291 million, and you 
are going to withhold how much? 

Mr. ROGERS. Ten percent. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Ten per

cent. If it is $291 million and we are 
paying 25 percent of the total cost, let 
us just cut it by $50 million to send a 
signal. If we want them to clean up 
their act over there, the easiest way to 
do it is to hold funds back or cut them· 
off. 

Can you imagine this? I hope the 
American people are paying attention 
to this debate. Some of those people 
are getting 75 percent of their chil
dren's college education paid for with 
money coming out of the United Na
tions, and we are providing 25 percent 
of those funds. That is crazy. There are 
179 countries that are represented at 
the United Nations, and we are paying 
one-fourth? Give me a break. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker will 
the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to mention to the gen
tleman that for 4 years in the 80's, we 
withheld one quarter of our assessment 
each year so that we were appropria t
ing in the last quarter of the calendar 
year for which the assessment was due 
instead of appropriating the funds in 

. the calendar year before the payments 
was due. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. How much? 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That was done in 

order to get them to do some things 
that we wanted them to do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has expired. 

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

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, our 
committee was in full support of that 
process it was the Reagan administra
tion at the time. Four years the admin
istration decided that we ought to 
start paying these arrearages on the 
basis of 20 percent a year for 5 years. 
The amount we were supposed to pay 
in this year was $97 million on arrear
ages. We do not have those funds in 
this bill. So what I am telling the gen
tleman is that we have cut $97 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Iowa. 
But let me just say that evidently no
body at the United Nations, neither 
Mr. Boutros Boutros-Ghali or anybody 
else over there, is getting the message, 
because if they are getting fringe bene
fits to the degree I just heard from the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG
ERS], somebody over there is not listen
ing. They should not be getting our 
American tax dollars to pay for their 
kids' college educations in the first 
place, let alone 75 percent. 

In addition to that, the gentleman 
told us that these people who have 
been fired would then come back with 
lucrative contracts that are worth 
more than double their previous pay. 
What is going on over there? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, if 
they do not get the $79 million, the 
United Nations is going to get themes
sage because they are depending on it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I will object to this motion to con
cur because I think the message should 
be stronger, I think the message should 
be louder, and I think the American 
people would agree to that after what 
we heard today. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman might be interpreted as ob
jecting because we did not put the $97 
million in. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I do not think anybody who has 
heard this debate will misundertand 
my intention. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I will wrap up in a very 
brief statement here. I appreciate the 
concerns of the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON] and all of the others 
who are similarly concerned. That is 
the same motivation that moved us to 
not only put this 10 percent withhold
ing in this bill until the United Nations 
appoints that inspector general to root 
out the kinds of things that .we are 
talking about. Not only is that 10 per
cent in there, but let me point out 
again, they requested $97.7 million 
more than we are giving in this bill. We 
are $44 million below the Senate level 
in the bill. We are $27.7 million below 
the figure that our subcommittee ear
lier had come up with and then was 
knocked out on a point of order on the 
floor. And we are $52 million below the 
1993 figure. 

So they are getting a pretty loud 
message, not just from the 10 percent 
withholding, but from the tremendous 
cuts that we are putting in the overall 
account. So if they do not get the mes
sage, Mr. Speaker, they are deaf, dumb, 
and blind. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, let me ask this question: Has there 
been any indication that the abuses the 
gentleman talked about just a few min
utes ago are being addressed? Has any
body over there indica ted they are 
going to change these policies? 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I would point out to the 
gentleman that Attorney General 
Thornburgh, who then became a deputy 
at the United Nations, in his report 
which formed the basis of my thinking 
about what should be done, says no, 
they have not yet. But we have not had 
a chance to act on that Thornburgh re
port until now. So if we adopt the 
chairman's position, you are adopting, 
number one, reform at the United na
tions; you are adopting the 10 percent 
withholding; you are adopting these 
big cuts in their funding from this 
year's level and everybody else's level. 
It is sending a giant message up there. 
If that does not work, then there will 
be further action. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
I appreciate what the gentleman is say
ing and appreciate his attempts and 
the attempts of the chairman to do 
this. But it seems to me if Mr. 
Thornburgh has reported that even 

though we have been withholding funds 
and are in arrearage that they con
tinue to do these things, even just the 
arrearages alone are the problem, then 
I think we ought to not just send a 
giant message, but maybe a ball bat 
with a nail in it. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a 
yes vote on this means you really want 
to call to the attention of the United 
Nations that they had better move and 
put reform in place. A no vote means 
you are very satisfied with the ways 
things are going. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 422, nays 2, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 

[Roll No. 519] 

YEAS-422 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 

Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ed.wards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks <NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall <TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
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LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CAl 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 

Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpallus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
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Volkmer Wheat Wyden 
Vucanovich Whitten Wynn 
Walker Williams Yates 
Walsh Wilson Young (AK) 
Washington Wise Young (FL) 
Watt Wolf Zeliff 
Weldon Woolsey Zimmer 

NAYS-2 
Burton Stump 

NOT VOTING-9 
Engel Grandy Michel 
English (AZ) Greenwood Waters 
Gillmor McMillan Waxman 

D 1253 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
was unavoidably absent for rollcall vote No. 
519 on the motion to recede and concur in the 
amendment of the Senate regarding contribu
tions to international organizations. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "aye." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 148: Page 60, line 5, 
strike out " $422,499,000" and insert 
" $444,736,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 148, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert " $401,607,000" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG
ERS] seek time on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]? 

Mr. ROGERS. I seek time, Mr. 
Speaker. 

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

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the last amendment 
dealt with the contribution to the gen
eral budget of the United Nations. This 
amendment deals with the contribu
tions we make to the United Nations 
for peacekeeping operations, so Mem
bers should listen up. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a most serious 
subject, because in the last 3 months 
our delegate in the United Nations 
from the United States has supported, 
and the Security Council has adopted, 

four brandnew peacekeeping missions 
somewhere around the world, including 
Rwanda and Liberia and others. The 
United Nations is engaged in 18 peace
keeping missions around the world 
with 90,000 troops, some 13,000 of whom 
are Americans, including Somalia. 
There are some 10 applications pending 
for more peacekeeping missions. 

Not only are we talking about the 
loss of American lives and blood, but 
also American money, because in the 
past we have been billed for 31.7 per
cent of the total U.N. peacekeeping 
budget. I would point out to the Mem
bers that is now amounting to over $1 
billion, just the American part. 

Mr. Speaker, there are just no con
trols that this body has on how much 
money we get obligated to pay to the 
United Nations without any decisions 
being made on our part. The United 
Nations votes to go to a peacekeeping 
mission and then they send us the bill, 
31.7 percent of it. What choice do we 
have in it? None. What checks do we 
have on making sure the right decision 
was made in the first place? None. 

Mr. Speaker, we have launched an 
initiative that was included in the 
statement of managers in this section 
of the bill that instructs the Secretary 
of State to notify the Congress 15 days 
in advance before our Ambassador in 
the United Nations votes for any new 
or expanded or changed peacekeeping 
missions. Had we had had this provi
sion before Somalia went bad, Mr. 
Speaker, we would have at least had 15 
days notice of the change of mission or 
the fact we were going there in the 
first place. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not seeking prior 
approval of the decision of whether or 
not our Ambassador votes for a peace
keeping mission. I doubt we can do 
that, but we can require that they no
tify us of their intent to seek a peace
keeping mission in the Security Coun
cil. Why? Because we have to budget 
for it, Mr. Speaker. We have to find the 
money for · it. Their requirement this 
year is about $1.3 billion. We are giving 
them $898 million less than the require
ment. It is $58.7 million below the 1993 
level. This is $21 million below the 
House-passed level. It is $43 million 
below the Senate-passed level. It is $43 
million less than the request. 

Mr. Speaker, we are sending a mes.., 
sage just by the dollar figure, but more 
importantly, Mr. Speaker, is this re
quirement that this administration 
give us notice 15 days before they seek 
a new peacekeeping mission in the 
United Nations. There is nothing ex
traordinary about that. It should have 
been done all along. 

No. 2, in the statement of managers 
we also say we want to cut our share of 
this peacekeeping assessment to 25 per
cent. It is now 31.7 percent. Until the 
first of the year it was 30.4 percent. 
They keep increasing it. 

We say no way. We cannot even pay 
the 25 percent, but we are going to say 

we are not going to pay more than 25 
percent, regardless, and we are cutting 
back down to the same level that we 
support the general budget of the Unit
ed Nations. 
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No. 3, in this statement of managers 

we say we expect the administration to 
submit a report to the Congress on how 
they are going to improve their peace
making and peacekeeping policy in 
these missions around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we all support 
the United Nations. We understand the 
importance of alliances in battling the 
problems in the world. I do not think 
any of us want to throw away the im
pact of the United Nations or the other 
multilateral organizations. 

However, I think we have to realize 
that there are limitations on what the 
United Nations can do as a body, and 
we are going to have to realize that if 
we are going to pay the costs, and be 
the leader of these missions with blood, 
then the United States needs to have 
more impact in the decisions in the 
first place. So that is what these provi
sions attempt to do. 

The United Nations, Mr. Speaker, has 
14,000 employees at their headquarters. 
Do Members know how many of those 
14,000 employees are working on over
seeing these military peacekeeping 
missions around the world? Guess? 
Would you say a third, a fourth? I wish 
that were so. There are 30, 30 people in 
the United Nations headquarters over
seeing 18 peacekeeping missions around 
the world, Mr. Speaker, with 90,000 
troops, 25,000 of whom are American 
boys and girls. There are 30 people in 
command and control in New York 
City. Suppose you get in trouble some
where in one of these missions, half a 
day off timewise over there, and they 
call headquarters. Will they be open at 
12 midnight in New York City time or 
3 a.m.? I do not know. Will they be 
there on weekends? They have only got 
30 people to oversee all of these mis
sions. That is hardly enough to oversee 
a company of Rangers, let alone 90,000 
troops. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this language will 
at least give the Congress notice of any 
new peacekeeping missions that are 
planned. It will require the administra
tion to tell us what it is going to cost, 
how long we are to be there, and the 
goals of that mission. At least the ad
ministration must be forced to refine 
in their own minds and for planning 
purposes all of these i terns in advance 
before they vote to send our money and 
our blood onto these foreign shores. 

I do not think that is unreasonable, 
Mr. Speaker. In fact, I think it is ut
terly reasonable and necessary, and 
should be done, and should have been 
done a long time ago. 

So, I urge the adoption of the chair
man's motion. His motion cuts peace
keeping even below the House-passed 
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level, coupled with this very strong 
language. It puts the administration on 
notice that the Congress will not look 
kindly on future U.N. peacekeeping 
missions when it has not been con
sulted first, and we have not been con
sulted in these last four that have been 
voted in the United Nations by our del
egate there. 

So, I urge the adoption of this mo
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield m·yself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been very con
cerned about the cost of peacekeeping, 
and also about the worth of peacekeep
ing for many years. 

We heard about UNIFIL. That was 
the peacekeeping force between Leb
anon and Israel. But we sent some in
vestigators over there several years 
ago, and they came back and said it 
had very little value. Since that t ime 
we have seen that it does not have 
much value because when the Israelis 
wanted to take a shortcut someplace, 
they just smashed down the gate and 
went through the middle . 

The United Nations has a problem. 
They say well, we will set up some 
peacekeeping operations and they say 
we took care of a problem. 

The value of these peacekeeping op
erations is very limited I think. The 
cost has been going up astronomically. 
I believe , if I remember correctly , 
about 10 years ago, the cost was about 
$65 million. 

Then in fiscal year 1993 the request 
was $753 million, but we appropriated 
$460 million. We gave them $293 million 
less than they requested. I think that 
sent a message that the United Nations 
needed to get serious, because there is 
not going to be the kind of money 
there, especially when it is going to 
come out of salaries and expenses of 
the State Department. There is a cap 
on how much you can spend for our 
international organizations and oper
ations. 

The United Nations has started look
ing into the rate at which we are pay
ing. The rates were established for the 
various nations in 1973. The assess
ments to the United Nations are deter
mined on the gross national product of 
the various countries. Obviously the 
gross national product has changed a 
great deal since 1973. 

Since 1973 our assessment for peace
keeping has been 30.4 percent. So in the 
fall of 1992, the administration at that 
time sought to cut it to the regular 
budget assessment of 25 percent. This 
effort was complicated by the breakup 
of the Soviet Union because those new 
Republics could not pay at the same 
rate. So instead of cutting the U.S. as
sessment back to 30.4 percent, our as
sessment went up to 31.7 percent . 

We have never paid the 31.7 percent. 
We were successful in securing a freeze 

at 30.4 percent, pending completion of a 
study which is now being made, and it 
will be presented to the United Nations 
during this session of the General As
sembly. 

Our representatives at the United 
Nations, and I was up there in the 
spring and talked to all five of the Am
bassadors and to some others, are de
termined when this study is completed 
to negotiate for a much lower rate. 
And that is what we should have done 
I think 3 or 4 years ago. They know 
that it is a serious problem and that 
any increase that we have in the as
sessments that are paid will have to 
come one way or another out of the 
salaries and expenses for the State De
partment. 

It is a serious matter, and I think 
they recognize it. 

In fiscal year 1993 the request for 
peacekeeping was $753 million, and we 
gave them $460 million. So we came up 
short last year $293 million. 

This year the request was for $619 
million, and we have included $401 mil
lion, which is $219 million less than 
they requested. Those figures should 
tell Members that we are serious about 
not paying this 30.4 percent, especially 
when it is going to come out of salaries 
and expenses and other funds that we 
need in this bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, did the gentleman say a while ago 
that about 10 years ago the amount of 
money expended for peacekeeping 
forces around the world by the United 
States through the United Nations was 
about $40 million. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It was $65 mil
lion. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want
ed to confirm that for my presentation. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That is my mem
ory, and it has been going up substan
tially in the last several years. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. And it is too 
high I think, and they know that we 
are serious about it at the United Na
tions. And when Ambassador Albright 
was before us in the spring at the hear
ing, she indicated it was a concern. The 
administration is going to negotiate a 
better deal than we have now. They 
will have to or they will not have the 
money. 

0 1310 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes t o the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE] the distinguished 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr . Speaker, as most of my col
leagues know, I serve as ranking Re-

publican on the Subcommittee on 
International Operations, which has ju
risdiction over the State Department 
and other foreign affairs agencies. 

I would like to congratulate the man
agers of this bill, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] and the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] for their 
product. In general, the funding con
tained in this bill for the foreign affairs 
agencies is fiscally responsible and 
stays with House-passed authorization 
levels. I have been working for years to 
restrain budget growth in the foreign 
affairs agencies, and I am pleased that 
this appropriation accomplishes ex
actly that. This bill actually cuts fund
ing for the foreign affairs agencies over 
$350 million below the existing appro
priated level. 

I am pleased by the funding cuts and 
report language contained in this bill 
for the United Nations and for the 
international peacekeeping account. 
This bill places a badly needed brake 
on the runaway growth in U.N. peace
keeping activities. I added an amend
ment to the State Department author
ization addressing this problem, and I 
am grateful that the appropriations 
bill follows up on this issue . 

The appropriations conference report 
calls on the administration to report to 
Congress 15 days prior to approving 
any new peacekeeping missions. While 
the report language asks the adminis
tration to notify the Appropriations 
Committees, I would like to emphasize 
the importance of prior 15-day notifica
tion of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
as well. In the past 4 weeks and with
out any consultation with Congress, 
the administration approved three new 
nation-building peacekeeping oper
ations for Haiti, Rwanda, and Liberia. 
This was done though it was clear that 
appropriations were insufficient even 
to pay for" existing ·peacekeeping oper
ations. 

Today, there are 18 U.N. peacekeep
ing operations, 15 of which were estab
lished since 1990. In 1987, the United 
Nations spent $233 million on all of its 
international peacekeeping operations, 
compared to $3.8 billion budgeted for 
this function in 1993. The current fund
ing level does not even count the cost 
of the three new U.N. nation-building 
operations, which have an estimated 
cost of $253 million just for the first 6 
months. And if the proposed 50,000 
peacekeeping force for Bosnia were ap
proved, it would immediately double 
the U.N. peacekeeping budget to nearly 
$8 billion. 

Furthermore, until this year the 
United States was overbilled at a 30.4-
percent rate for all U.N. peacekeeping 
costs, compared to the 25 percent U.S. 
assessment level for the regular U.N. 
budget. But in January of this year, 
the United Nations unilaterally raised 
the U.S . peacekeeping assessment even 
further to 31.7 percent without any pro
t est by the new administration. There
port language in this conference report 
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calls for a moratorium on any new U.N. 
peacekeeping operations until the 
United Nations agrees to reduce the 
U.S. assessment to no more than 25 
percent. 

Today, the United Nations is placing 
a new emphasis on direct military 
intervention into internal conflicts. 
The dangers of what Ambassador Mad
eline Albright has termed assertive 
multilateralism were graphically dis
played in the back alleys of South 
Mogadishu and on the docks of Port
au-Prince. 

For the cost of this new form of U.N. 
interventionism is not just runaway 
spending, but the lives of American 
troops. I am extremely concerned that 
U.S. soldiers are increasingly being 
called not just to defend vi tal Amer
ican interests, but to advance nebulous 
U.N. nation-building goals. Just this 
weekend I attended the funeral in Lin
coln, ME, for M. Sgt. Gary Gordon, who 
was killed in action 2 weeks ago in So
malia. I regret that because of my con
gressional duties I was unable to at
tend a funeral earlier in the week of S. 
Sgt. Thomas Field of Lisbon, ME, who 
also lost his life in Somalia. Maine 
may be a small State, but patriotism 
runs strong and Mainers serve proudly 
in our Nation's Armed Forces. We must 
be sure that our own Government al
ways keeps its faith with these brave 
men and women. 

So again, I would like to congratu
late the Republican manager of this 
bill, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS], for insisting on forceful 
action on this timely issue. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute additional to the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I thank the gen
tlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no quarrel with 
what the gentlewoman said except one 
thing: I think maybe the gentlewoman 
made an error when she said there was 
no protest against the 31.7 assessment 
rate. Both the last administration and 
this administration have refused to 
recognize that increase. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not agree with 
much of what my colleagues have said, 
and I think they are moving in the 
right direction. The fact of the matter 
is that in 1978 there were 10,000 U.N. 
peackeeping troops around the world. 
And now there are over 90,000. 

The gentlewoman just expressed her 
concern that it is expanding, we are 
going into nation-building in other 
parts of the world, and I agree with 

that. We are still going to be spending 
25 percent of the total U.N. budget for 
peacekeeping forces around the world. 
Why should we be doing that? I do not 
understand; I simply cannot under
stand why we are going to pick up 25 
percent of the freight when we are not 
25 percent of the world's land mass, we 
are not 25 percent of the world's popu
lation. Of the 90,000 troops in the field 
right now, over one-fourth of those are 
young American men and women. Why 
are we providing the lion's share of 
that? Why is, for instance, Japan pro
viding only 12.5 percent and Germany 
providing only 8.9 percent while we are 
assessed 31.7 percent? Even 25 percent 
is too much. 

It seems to me we ought to send a 
much stronger signal. I agree with the 
15 days' advance notice. I agree with a 
lot of the things that my colleagues 
have been talking about. But it seems 
to me we should not be sending $402 
million when just 10 years ago the 
total amount of spending for the U.N. 
peacekeeping efforts was $40 million. 

The U.S. participation is going to be 
10 times what it was 10 years ago for 
the whole world. It seems to me that 
$402 million is excessive. 

Mr. Speaker, we have severe budg
etary problems in this country. Every
body knows what the national debt is, 
what the deficit is, and what the inter
est on that debt is. Yet we are sending 
10 times what the total United Nations 
peacekeeping costs were 10 years ago, 
just from the United States alone. And 
I think that is excessive. 

Now, if we want to control what the 
United Nations is doing as far as send
ing peacekeeping troops around the 
world, the best way to do it is with the 
dollars; if you do not send them the 
money, they cannot send those people 
around out in the field . 

I agree that getting 15 days' advance 
notice, if possible, from our U.S. Am
bassador is a step in the right direc
tion, but more than that should be 
done. We should not be sending at this 
time $402 million to the United Nations 
for this effort. We just should not be 
doing it. They are making mistakes 
doing it. 

Boutras-Ghali has made numerous 
mistakes that have not only cost us 
lives but millions and maybe ulti
mately billions of dollars. 

We went into Somalia to feed the 
starving masses, and then we got into 
nation building. As we just heard from 
the gentlewoman a few moments ago, 
there are three or four more nations 
that we are going to be nation build
ing. These people do not want nation
building. They want food and they 
want other things, but they do not 
want us to come in telling them how to 
run their country. 

Our tax dollars, $402 million of them, 
is going to be used, in large part, for 
that purpose. I do not believe the 
American people want that. I believe 

the American people would like to see 
this cut dramatically. I think we 
should cut it. 

So, I will object and I will ask for a 
rollcall vote on this. I do not expect a 
lot of support, because this is a cut and 
people coming in and saying, "Well, 
you are already cutting. How are you 
going to explain that back home?'' 
Well, I think you can refer to the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of this debate. I 
want to cut more. I do not think we 
should be sending 25 percent. We should 
be sending a lot less than that, if any, 
a lot less than that, and we should be 
controlling what is going on over there 
instead of just protesting. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman re
alize that we in this bill are appro
priating $402 million; does the gen
tleman know how much they re
quested? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. $642 million. 
Mr. ROGERS. Their requirement was 

$1.3 billion. That is not the request, 
that is the amount they say it would 
take to pay their bills. They now cur
rently estimate for the 18 ongoing mis
sions. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. They re
quested $642 million. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is right, the re
quest was that. But they say it would 
take $1.3 billion to pay all the bills, our 
share of the bills, they say. So, we are 
$898 million less than that figure, and 
we are $43 million less than their offi
cial request, lower than the Senate and 
the House. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. May I ask 
the gentleman a question. Let me just 
say one thing. If my children said that 
they wanted a Chevrolet and they 
knew that I was in a negotiating mood, 
they would probably ask for a Mercedes 
or a Cadillac. And I submit to you we 
do not have a lot of morons over there 
at the United Nations. They are prob
ably asking for an excessive amount of 
money, knowing that we are going to 
compromise down like we do on every 
other single thing around this place. 
But the fact of the matter is, 10 years 
ago the total amount of expenditures 
for U.N. peacekeeping was about $40 
million, according to the chairman, for 
all the worldwide costs. All the coun
tries of the world kicked in for that, 
$40 million. Today we are going to be 
appropriating $402 million, 10 times 
that, just for the United States share. 
Granted, that is a lot less than they re
quested. 

0 1320 
We should not be giving them 25 per

cent and we most certainly should not 
be giving them all the young American 
men and women who are sacrificing 
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their lives and everything else in these 
various God-forsaken places, and we 
should not be giving them $402 million 
in American taxpayer dollars. 

Let us send this back to the con
ference committee and cut this figure . 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LIGHTFOOT], a member of our com
mittee. 

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

I would say to our distinguished com
mittee chairman, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and to our ranking 
member, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. ROGERS], listening to their voices, 
we have a veterinary back in Iowa who 
could probably fix that problem. It is 
kind of a red liquid in a bottle, but I 
am not sure it has been approved by 
the FDA. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of 
discussion about peacekeeping and we 
discussed it here on the floor some last 
night. I think one of the things that I 
do not believe is a partisan issue, that 
there is very strong agreement on both 
sides of the aisle that we are treading 
into some dangerous waters with these 
peacekeeping efforts. We have heard 
that from both Republicans and Demo
crats alike. 

I think there is one thing probably 
that is driving a lot of that. In the in
stance of the United States, the young 
men and women who we are sending off 
to do these peacekeeping missions 
raised their hands and took an oath to 
put their lives on the line for their 
country. Quite frankly, some of the 
people who are promoting peacekeep
ing have never had the will or the 
backbone to do that. That is creating 
some problems, at least in our thought 
processes. 

As the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] pointed out, and I think accu
rately so, why are we spending these 
kinds of dollars in countries that we 
cannot even pronounce, in which we 
have absolutely no national interest 
whatsoever? I think it is a good point 
and it is a good question that we need 
to answer. 

One of the things that concerns me a 
great deal about this whole process is 
Presidential Decision Directive 13, 
which has been kept very conveniently 
out of the public's eye. President Clin
ton in that PDD 13 has stated that he 
wants to place U.S. troops under the 
command of U.N. or foreign command
ers. He states in that directive that he 
wants to eliminate the law which puts 
a cap on the number of U.S. soldiers 
that can be committed to a U.N. peace
keeping effort. 

In that directive he wants to share 
our intelligence with members of the 
United Nations. We have not seen that 
here in the Congress. I think that is 
where a lot of the consternation is 
coming from, that so much of this is 

being done behind our backs and 
around the corner. 

By putting in this 15-day notifica
tion, at least it is a step in the right di
rection. 

By reducing the amount of funding 
that has been asked for is a step in the 
right direction. 

I would agree with the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] that it 
needs to go further, but I think if we 
can show our will here as a group that 
we are going to put the reins on the 
United Nations and try through the IG 
process to shake out the cronyism and 
the absolute corruption that is from 
the basement of that building to the 
attic and everywhere in between, that 
the people of the United States rep
resented by those of us who were sent 
here finally have said it is time to draw 
the line on the shenanigans in the 
United Nations, then we have accom
plished something and we can get the 
American people to continue to sup
port us in that measure. Then possibly 
we can do something constructive in 
reforming the United Nations. 

A lot of us would like to see it abol
ished, quite frankly, but as Mr. 
MacDougal, a member of the U.S. Com
mission on Reporting the Effectiveness 
of the United Nations, made the com
ment if this unit were to be con
structed as it is now, no one could pos
sibly conceive of ever putting some
thing together that was like the United 
Nations. As it currently exists, it does 
not make any sense at all. It is a huge 
power play by a lot of little countries 
around the world who basically are 
prospering at the behest of the Amer
ican taxpayer and on the blood of 
American citizens. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
am prepared to conclude. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the 
money reductions that we have in this 
conference report, there are four major 
provisions in the Statement of Man
agers. The dollar figures, first off, were 
10 percent below their request, were 13 
percent below what we gave them in 
1993, were 223 percent below what they 
say is their actual requirements for 
peacekeeping in 1994, were 5 percent 
below what the House figure was and 
were 10 percent below what the Senate 
figure was; so our conference came way 
down, I say to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON], even from all the 
other levels, including the House and 
the Senate; so we have made substan
tial cuts in the amount of money that 
we are giving to the United Nations for 
peacekeeping operations. 

Then in addition to that cut are 
these four provisions in the statement 
of managers: 

One. We instruct the administration 
to conduct a thorough review of the 
current process of committing to 
peacekeeping operations. Change , we 
are saying, the way you actually com
mit us to these operations. 

Two. We Say to the United Nations, 
we are not going to accept more than 
25 percent of these peacekeeping costs, 
if that much. We are not going to pay 
the 31.7 percent that you arbitrarily 
billed us for. If we pay anything, it will 
be no more than 25 percent. 

Three. The statement of managers 
says that the administration shall un
dertake badly needed organizational 
and management changes to carry out 
peacekeeping activities effectively. We 
are not happy with the way you are 
carrying out these peacekeeping oper
ations. Change, we are saying. 

Then number four is an instruction 
of 15 days' notice to the Congress. Be
fore you want to go in to another new 
peacekeeping operation, all we ask is 
just 2 weeks' notice, and in that notice 
we want to know where you are propos
ing to take us. 

Number two, How much is it going to 
cost? 

Three. What is the mission? What are 
you trying to achieve there? What is 
the goal of the mission? 

Four. How long are you going to be 
there? 

And five, How are you going to pay 
for it? What source of U.S. funding are 
you going to use to pay for it, re
programming, a budget amendment, a 
supplemental request, just what? 

We think these are reasonable re
quests and we think that the State De
partment and the administration 
would be very well-advised to follow 
the requests that we are making in this 
statement of managers, because this is 
the subcommittee, after all, that you 
will be looking to for future funding of 
all the activities of the State Depart
ment, the United Nations and so forth, 
so we think they will be reasonable in 
adhering to these simple requests . 

Now, in the event that does not take 
place, Mr. Speaker, I filed a free-stand
ing bill yesterday that incorporates the 
15 days ' notice for new peacekeeping 
operations. Members are invited to 
sign on to the bill. I do not know the 
number, but you can find that out. If 
you would like to be a part of that bill 
that we want to make into the law, 
then I would urge Members to sign on 
to that bill. 

I would point out that what we are 
talking about today, though, is merely 
language in the Statement of Managers 
to this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. It is altogether fair 
and reasonable. We have the figures. 
We have reforms built into the United 
Nations and U.S. procedures here and 
we think we have made tremendous 
progress toward cutting costs, cutting 
our share and putting in place some 
significant changes and reforms that 
are desperately needed. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my strong 
support for a provision included in the con
ference report to accompany H.R. 2519, the 
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Departments of Commerce, Justice, State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act for fiscal 1994. 

Included in the conference report is a provi
sion for a grant from the Small Business Ad
ministration to the city of Prestonsburg, KY, for 
small business development. It is my under
standing this grant will be used to help design 
and construct a Mountain Arts Center in 
Prestonsburg, KY. This center will be a tre
mendous boon to small businesses in an eco
nomically depressed area. Not only will the 
project stimulate small businesses throughout 
the area during the construction phase of the 
project, once completed, the center will be a 
boon for small business creation and develop
ment through the increased tourism and eco
nomic activity which will be attracted. 

I am grateful for its inclusion in the con
ference report. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume, just for a brief summary. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we are making 
some progress. We had soldiers in Leb
anon. This subcommittee went over to 
Lebanon several years ago, looked the 
situation over, and came back and said 
immediately, "Get those boys out of 
there. They should not even be there." 

I understand that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] went 
over there with his subcommittee. He 
came back and was concerned. About 2 
weeks later, you know what happened. 
We lost 250 boys. 

Soldiers from major nations are sort 
of a target. They are a built-in target. 
It is better to have soldiers from Third 
World countries in these peacekeeping 
operations. 

0 1330 
On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I say 

to my colleagues, "If you do establish 
peacekeeping forces, there's very little 
they can do, go in, and set up a camp, 
and put a guard around the perimeter. 
What more can they do? They are not 
going to fight anybody." · 

So, there is very limited value, I 
think, to some of these peacekeeping 
operations but in the last year we fi
nally have been getting attention on 
this. I think that last year the last ad
ministration finally recognized that 
this is a serious problem and that could 
not continue to escalate the cost, and 
this administration, I know, believes 
that because I talked to them about it 
a number of times. 

So, what we have here is a request 
for $619 million, and we are cutting it 
back to $401 million, a reduction of $218 
million, and a yes vote on this would 
mean endorsement of the approach 
that we are taking, and, if my col
leagues do not believe we ought to do 
that, then they can vote "no." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
ofmy time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, the pre-

vious question is ordered on the mo
tion. 

There was no objection. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 367, nays 61, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (NEJ 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins <ILl 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 

[Roll No. 520] 

YEAS-367 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English <AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford <Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 

Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson <CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 

Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MAl 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 

Allard 
Archer 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bonilla 
Burton . 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Crane 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Duncan 
Emerson 

Conyers 
Engel 

Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MNJ 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price <NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 

NAYS-61 
Fields (TX) 
Gekas 
Gonzalez 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Kim 
Klug 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Manzullo 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Molinari 

NOT VOTING-5 
Hinchey 
McMillan 

0 1353 

Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TXJ 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young <FL) 

Petri 
Pombo 
Quinn 
Ravenel 
Roth 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stump 
Traficant 
Upton 
Walker 
Walsh 
Young <AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Miller (CA) 

Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. KIM 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
''nay.'' 

Mrs. KENNELLY, and Messrs. PE
TERSON of Florida, ABERCROMBIE, 
CAMP, and MOORHEAD changed their 
vote from "nay" to "yea." 
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So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I was un
able to vote ofn rollcall votes 518 
through 524 due to the hospitalization 
of my wife. Had I been present, I would 
have voted: 

On Rollcall 518, "yea." 
On Rollcall 519, "yea." 
On Rollcall 520, "yea." 
On Rollcall 521, "yea." 
On Rollcall 522, ''yea.'' 
On Rollcall 523, "yea." 
On Rollcall 524, ''yea.'' 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 171: Page 68, after 
line 26, insert: 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY 
For grants made by the United States In

formation Agency to the National Endow
ment for Democracy as authorized by the 
National Endowment for Democracy Act, 
$35,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds ap
propriated under this heading may be dis
bursed to grantees who have not reimbursed 
the National Endowment for Democracy, 
from nongovernmental funds, for disallowed 
expenditures by such grantees for first class 
travel, alcohol and entertainment, identified 
in the March 1993 report of the Inspector 
General of the United States Information 
Agency. 

MOTIO~ OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF lOW A 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 171, and concur 
therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] wish 
time on this motion? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes, Mr. Speak
er. 

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

Does the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KANJORSKI] seek time on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH]? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 

gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoG
ERS] oppose the motion offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]? 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 

SMITH] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. ROGERS] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield 17 min
utes of my time to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN], and that he 
have the right to yield to others. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN] 
will be recognized for 17 minutes and, 
in turn, have the right to yield time. 
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] 
will retain 3 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve my time. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], a member of our 
committee. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to take the well and speak 
on behalf of the National Endowment 
for Democracy and hope that this body 
will recede to the Senate amendment 
which included some $35 million in 
funding. 

The White House had requested $50 
million. If we pass this $35 million, it 
will be a bargain for this country. And, 
it will be a bargain for democracy all 
throughout the world. 

That $35 million will go to grantees, 
including the Democrat and Repub
lican Party Institutes, and institutes 
linked to the AFL-CIO, the Chamber of 
Commerce and numerous other private 
voluntary organizations who send peo
ple throughout the world with meager 
resources to encourage countries to 
study the democratic system and be
come democratic, free nations. 

NED is a small, cost-effective, non
governmental institution. It has the bi
partisan support of the current admin
istration as well as all former living 
Presidents who regard it as an invest
ment in a safer world, beneficial to 
American security and economic inter
ests. 

NED is a dynamic, flexible and cost
effective means of furthering United 
States interests by promoting the de
velopment of stable democracies in 
strategic, important parts of the world. 
NED provides aid to democratic move
ments around the globe by dispatching 
experts to help those seeking freedom 
to assen;1ble the building blocks nec
essary to sustain a stable and demo
cratic system, including representative 
political parties, a free market econ
omy, independent trade unions and a 
free press. 

I can say definitively to this body 
that the predecessor of NED helped 
fund the AFL-CIO go to El Salvador 
and plant the seeds of democracy there, 
while the Communists were trying to 
take over that country by force. Like-

wise, the AFL-CIO went to Poland to 
establish a framework of support for 
Solidarity, which ultimately led not 
only to freedom and democracy in Po
land, but also to the collapse of the So
viet empire. NED is now all over the 
globe, helping privatization in Russia, 
helping Bulgaria write their constitu
tion, helping Ukraine solve their eco
nomic problems, and helping democ
racy establish roots in Latin America. 
The list goes on and on. 

This is a good program. It works, It 
is cost-effective. 

0 1400 
By promoting democracy around the 

world, this proposal is in our national 
interest, and this money is an invest
ment in a peaceful future so the United 
States can spend less on defense and 
more on our own people. It is the best 
deal going. I urge the adoption of the 
motion. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring up this issue, 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, again. It is almost 4 months to 
the day that we addressed this same 
matter in the House, and the House 
chose to eliminate NED by a resound
ing vote of 247 to 171. NED's fate was 
then sent to the other body where it 
was debated on the Senate floor. I have 
to say that any Member of the House 
that read Senator BUMPERS' statement 
on this can appreciate what I would 
like to say today, but will not take the 
time. 

Obviously, the proponents of the 
NED think that it is totally respon
sible for the breakdown of the Soviet 
Union and the emergence of democracy 
throughout the world. If only we had 
known in early 1980 that for a mere $35 
million we could have saved $2 trillion 
in defense and other foreign aid, we 
would have looked like geniuses in the 
Congress. 

I would say that, one, my opposition 
to this is based on the fact that the 
Founding Fathers in our Constitution 
directed that the President of the Unit
ed States through the State Depart
ment, should carry on the foreign af
fairs of this country. NED is a diver
gence from that principle. Through 
NED taxpayers' money is delegated and 
earmarked specifically for a private 
fund to use as it will, without any di
rect accountability as to how those 
funds are expended, and no oversight 
by this Congress. I think that is one 
fundamental mistake. 

Two, this organization in the past, 
over the past 8 years, has funded such 
things as campaigns in Great Britain, 
France, and New Zealand. I do not 
know what is wrong with these na
tions' democracies, but I would suggest 
that they may have been democratic 
for a few years and the American tax
payers' money, one, is not necessary to 
keep them democratic, but two, quite 
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an intrusion by one great democracy in 
the democracies of others. 

Often we find that NED money is 
spent promoting programs that are in 
contradiction of known American pol
icy. I think we need that to be brought 
into check by putting all of this entity 
under the State Department and under 
the executive branch as in tended by 
the Constitution. 

Finally, it is hard to argue against 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, because my friends say I am not 
a Democrat. I resent that, but there is 
nothing that can be said to that. Let 
me tell the Members what the real 
name of this organization should be: 
The National Endowment for the Re
publican Party, the Democratic Party, 
the AFL--CIO, and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, that is who it really funds. 
Maybe another name should be the Po
litical Consultants Relief Act of 1993, 
because that is who it funds, the Wash
ington "beltway bandits" that operate 
in our campaigns and presidential cam
paigns, but in off years like to sell 
their wares around this world, instill
ing their political information and 
ability to emerging parties or democ
racies. 

I suggest, one, Mr. Speaker, that is 
an insult. Two, that is not building the 
know-how of how to carry on demo
cratic campaigns in other countries. It 
is financing the consultants in this 
country. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I will tell the 
Members, I have watched this House 
run under tremendous pressure when 
we defeated SSC yesterday. I have also 
seen us try to eliminate or run in other 
projects or programs, but never have I 
seen a harder lobbying effort by all the 
former Presidents, by all the leadership 
on both the Democratic side and the 
Republican side, by all the people who 

are anything in this town, and most of 
all, by the estate of our commentators 
and our journalists throughout the 
United States. 

I think it is unfortunate that, the 30 
or 40 votes that made the difference 
last time have probably been changed 
by this pressure. I think we are going 
to lose this, and I think the lobbyists 
and the political forces of this city and 
this country and the journalists of 
America have done their work well. 

I think they are going to change 30 or 
40 votes from that June 22 vote, but all 
it attests to is what Mr. Perot said: 
The people who are wearing the Gucci 
shoes and carrying the alligator bags 
are going to prove again in this town 
that they can do their job and do it 
well when they are at risk. 

It is unfortunate for democracy, that 
we cannot, in 1993, send the message 
that we will not spend 17.5 percent 
more this year than we spent last year 
for an endowment that does well at 
some things but is questionable on 
other things. The fact of the matter is 
that all of those things could be accom
plished by a direct contract between 
the State Department and any other 
private entity, including the Endow
ment for Democracy, if the worthwhile 
work is worth supporting. At least if 
the State Department were involved, 
we would have programmatic account
ability. ~ 

I would urge my colleagues to hold 
tight with that vote we made in June, 
and send the proper message to the 
American people that their representa
tives are trying to take a responsible 
budgetary course in this country, and 
not letting our economy and our Na
tion go to rot. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may re
quire. 

Mr. Speaker, I have laryngitis, so I 
am not going to talk very much. I 
think that if all these people are lobby
ing, that they would not have, any of 
them, contacted the chairman of the 
subcommittee that is handling the bill . 
I have not heard from any of those peo
ple. 

I will tell the Members who I have 
heard from, or who did make an im
pression on me. I was in Albania. there 
was not a country that was more des
potic than Albania. The new President 
of Albania said: 

The greatest thing that ever helped me was 
the National Endowment for Democracy. 

· He said: 
Those people came over here; they are not 

a part of your government, they are inde
pendent, but they came over here and told 
me about how private organizations work. 

If any of the Members have been to 
Albania, they know what it is. It is a 
country filled with pillboxes. The 
former dictator filled it with pillboxes. 
The Albanians had no freedom at all, 
had no idea how to operate these insti
tutions. The President of Albania said: 

Those people came over here and they did 
the best service that anybody could possibly 
do. Nobody from our government could have 
done that. 

I think this is a · very good invest
ment at $35 million. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD I would like to insist a table 
which compares conference agreement 
for the i terns funded in the bill with 
the amounts appropriated for fiscal 
year 1993, the amount requested for fis
cal year 1994, and the House and Senate 
bills. 
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Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies, FY 1994 Appropriations 
Bill (H.R. 2519) 

TITLE I· DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Office d Justice Programs 

Justice Assistance ............................................................................. . 
(Transfer out) ................................................................................. . 

Law Enforcement Personnel (H.R. 2118 Supp.) ............................ .. 
Public safety officers benefits program: 
o..th benefits ................................................................................. . 
Disability benefits ............................................................................ . 

Total, Office of Justice Programs .............................................. ... 

General Administration 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 
Advance appropriation •••••••••••••••••••.••.•.••.•..... : .......•.......•..••.•.•.•.••••••• 

Repeal d Advance Appropriation ..................................................... . 
Office d Inspector General ............................................................. ... 
Quantico Training Center .................................................................. . 
Weed and Seed Fund ........•...............•...............•....•.........•.•.......••...•• 
Federal /State partnershps ............................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

United States Parole Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Legal ActMtles 

Salaries and expen .... general legal activities ............................... .. 
Vaccine Injury compensation trust fund .......................................... .. 
Independent counsel (permanent, Indefinite) .................................. . 
Civil liberties public education fund (permanent, definite) .............. .. 
Civil liberties public education fund ................................................. .. 
Salaries and expenses, Antitrust Division ......................................... . 

Offsetting f" collections ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expen ... , United States Attorneys ............................... 
Assets forfeiture fund surplus ......................................................... 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

United States Trust" System Fund ................................................... 
Offsetting'" collections ................................................................ 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expenses, Foreign Claims Settlement Commission ..... 
Salaries and expenses, United States Marshals Service ................... 

Support of United States prisoners .................................................... 
Assets forfeiture fund surplus ......................................................... 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Fees and expenses of witnesses ....................................................... 
D.C. Informant Protection .............................................................. 

Total budget authority available ................................................... 

Salaries and expenses, Community Relations Service ..................... 
Assets forfeiture Fund Qncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................... 

Total, Legal activities .................................................................... 

Radiation Exposure Compensation 

Administrative expenses ..................................................................... 
Payment to radiation exposure compensation trust fund ................. 

Total .............................................................................................. 

Interagency Law Enforcement 

Organized crime drug enforcement ................................................... 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Salaries and expenses pncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................. 
ldentlfk:ation division automation ...................................................... 

Total .............................................................................................. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

665,299,000 
............................ 

150,000,000 

28,013,000 
............................ 

843,312,000 

115,929,000 
............................ 
............................ 

30,622,000 
7,700,000 

13,150,000 
............................ 

167,401,000 

9,309,000 

395,500,000 
2,000,000 
4,500,000 

500,000,000 

44,626,000 
(16,900,000) 

(61,526,000) 

768,300,000 
22,400,000 

790,700,000 

57,221,000 
(32,300,000) 

(89,521,000) 

898,000 
333,300,000 

234,125,000 
27,600,000 

261,725,000 

81,010,000 
............................ 

81,010,000 

26,106,000 
58,000,000 

2,555,586,000 

2,722,000 
170,750,000 

173,472,000 

385,248,000 

1 ,932,023,000 
75,400,000 

2,007,423,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

665,652,000 
............................ 
............................ 

28,936,000 
2,000,000 

696,588,000 

119,289,000 
20,000,000 

............................ 
30,898,000 

............................ 
13,492,000 

100,000,000 

283,879,000 

9,385,000 

409,984,000 
3,000,000 
4,000,000 

100,000,000 
5,000,000 

44,817,000 
(17,275,000) 

(62,092,000) 

808,797,000 
............................ 

808,797,000 

57,350,000 
(37,487,000) 

(94,837,000) 

940,000 
339,808,000 

319,384,000 
............................ 

319,384,000 

103,022,000 
1,400,000 

104,422,000 

34,545,000 
63,000,000 

2,295,047,000 

2,722,000 
250,000 

2,972,000 

384,381,000 

1 ,976,005,000 
84,400,000 

2,060,405,000 

House Senate 

650,000,000 883,314,000 

···························· ............................ 
............................ ............................ 

28,936,000 28,936,000 
............................ . ........................... 

678,936,()()() 712,250,000 

117,196,000 115,000,000 
. ........................... 20,000,000 
. ........................... ·20,000,000 

30,898,000 30,723,000 
............................ . ........................... 

12,829,000 13,150,000 
. ........................... ............................ 

160,923,000 158,873,000 

9,385,000 9,123,000 

400,968,000 400,086,000 
1,900,000 2,000,000 
4,000,000 4,000,000 

100,000,000 100,000,000 
..... ....................... .................. .......... 

44,817,000 43,092,000 
(19,000,000) (19,000,000) 

(63,817,000) (62,092,000) 

808,797,000 818,797,000 
............................ ............................ 

808,797,000 818,797,000 

56,521,000 46,150,000 
(37,487,000) (53,687 ,000) 

(94,008,000) (99,837,000) 

940,000 898,000 
339,808,000 339,808,000 

307,700,000 312,884,000 
............................ . ........................... 

307,700,000 312,884,000 

103,022,000 103,022,000 
. ........................... ............................ 

103,022,000 103,022,000 

26,792,000 26,106,000 
60,275,000 58,000,000 

2,255,540,000 2,254,843,000 

2,586,000 2,668,000 
............................ ............................ 

2,586,000 2,668,000 

384,381,000 382,381,000 

1 ,949,305,000 1,954,305,000 
75,400,000 84,400,000 

2,024, 705,000 2,038,705,000 

Conference 

679,605,000 
·500,000 

. ................ ........... 

28,936,000 
. ........................... 

708,041,000 

119,000,000 
20,000,000 

·20,000,000 
30,000,000 

. ........................... 
13,150,000 

............................ 

162,150,000 

9,123,000 

403,968,000 
2,000,000 
4,000,000 

100,000,000 
............................ 

45,997,000 
(20,820,000) 

(66,817,000) 

813,797,000 
................ ............ 

813,797,000 

61,513,000 
(37,487,000) 

(99,000,000) 

940,000 
339,808,000 

312,884,000 
............................ 

312,884,000 

103,022,000 
.............. ...... ..... ... 

103,022,000 

26,106,000 
55,000,000 

2,269,035,000 

2,668,000 
............................ 

2,668,000 

382,381,000 

1,954,305,000 
84,400,000 

2,038,705,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 14,306,000 
-500,000 

·150,000,000 

+923,000 
............................ 

-135,271;000 

+3,071,000 
+20,000,000 
-20,000,000 

-622,000 
-7,700,000 

............................ 

···························· 
-5,251,000 

·186,000 

+8,468,000 
............................ 

·500,000 
·400,000,000 

............................ 
+ 1,371,000 

( + 3,920,000) 

(+5,291,000) 

+45,497,000 
·22,400,000 

+ 23,097,000 

+4,292,000 
(+5, 187,000) 

(+9,479,000) 

+42,000 
+6,508,000 

+ 78,759,000 
·27 ,600,000 

+51,159,000 

+22,012,000 
............................ 

+22,012,000 

............................ 
-3,000,000 

-286,551 ,000 

-54,000 
-170,750,000 

·170,804,000 

-2,867,000 

+ 22,282,000 
+9,000,000 

+31,282,000 
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Drug Enforcement Administration 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 
Olwf'llon control fund ................................................................... . 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

SaJarlel and expen ......................................................................... . 
Immigration legalization fund ....................................................... . 
Immigration uter fund .................................................................. .. 
Land border inapec:tion fund ........................................................ .. 
Immigration examineionl fund .................................................... . 
er..ched bond fund ..................................................................... . 

Immigration Emergency Fund ......................................................... .. 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Federal Prl8on ~em 

Salariel and expen ........................................................................ .. 
Prior year carryo~~er ....................................................................... . 
Transfer d excea criminal fines ........................................ : .......... . 
Olfsetting fee collectionl .............................................................. .. 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 
P~ fees, offtettlng receipts ................................................ .. 

National Institute of Cofntc:tlons ....................................................... .. 
Buildings and facilities Onel. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................ .. 

Transfer from assets forfeiture fund .............................................. . 

Subtotal ...................................................................................... .. 

Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated Olmitatlon on 
administrative expen ... ) ................................................................ .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Total, Department d Justice ...................................................... .. 
(llmllalion on administrative expenses) ................................ .. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Commission on Civil Rights 

Salaries and expen ......................................................................... . 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Federal Communications Commission 

Salaries and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ................................ . 
Olfsetting fee collectionl ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available .................................................. . 

Federal Maritime Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

Federal Trade Commission 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 
Olfsetting fee collections ............................................................... . 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 

National Commission to Support Law Enforcement 

Salaries and expentea ..................................................................... .. 

SecurltiH and Exchange Commission 

SalariH and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ............................... .. 
Olfsettlng fee collections - new .................................................... .. 
Offsetting fee collections - carryo~~er ............................................. . 

lnwstment Advisor Fee .................................................................... .. 
lnwstment advisor fee offtetting receipt .......................................... .. 
Special Fund (Registration Fees) ..................................................... .. 
Offtettlng receipts .............................................................................. . 

Total budget authority available ................................................. .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

718,68-4,000 
(12,000,000) 

(730,68-4,000) 

965,000,000 
(8,281,000) 

(253,808,000) 
(-4,000,000) 

(337,-415,000) 
(5,000,000) 

............................ 

(1,573,30-4,000) 

1,681,822,000 
(40,000,000) 
(83,000,000) 

............................ 

(1,784,822,000) 
-48,360,000 
10,250,000 

194,225,000 
.. .......................... 

194,225,000 

(3,181,000) 

1,837,937,000 

9,863,372,000 
(3,181,000) 

7,778,000 

222,000,000 

140,000,000 

(140,000,000) 

18,300,000 

89,850,000 
(18,900,000) 

(86,550,000) 

115,535,000 
(96,000,000) 
(30,000,000) 

............................ 

............................. 

............................ 

............................ 

(241,535,000) 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

731,639,000 
(42,123,000) 

(773, 762,000) 

1,094,052,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,016,000j 
(-4,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 
6,000,000 

(1,71-4,839,000) 

1,988,003,000 

···························· ............................ 
(48,380,000) 

(2,038,363,000) 
............................ 

10,211,000 
276,850,000 

... ......................... 

278,850,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,275,084,000 

9,839,212,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,923,000 

23-4,845,000 

129,889,000 
(18,105,000) 

(145,994,000) 

19,450,000 

71,740,000 
(17,275,000) 

(89,015,000) 

57,858,000 
. ........................... 
............................ 

18,587,000 
·18,587,000 
180,000,000 

·180,000,000 

(57,858,000) 

Houte 

718,68-4,000 
(42,123,000) 

(780,807 ,000) 

1,059,000,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,018,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 

···························· 
(1,688,787,000) 

1,950,000,000 
............................ 
. ........................... 

(48,380,000) 

(1,998,380,000) 

···························· 
10,211,000 

175,000,000 
20,000,000 

195,000,000 

(3,1 00,000) 

2,155,211,000 

9,449,351,000 
(3,1 00,000) 

7,585,000 

230,000,000 

129,889,000 

···························· 
(129,889,000) 

18,383,000 

69,740,000 
(19,000,000) 

(88,740,000) 

500,000 

57,858,000 
............................ 
..... ....................... 
............................ 
............................ 
............................ 
............................ 

(57,856,000) 

Senate 

727,181,000 
(42,123,000) 

(789,284,000) 

1,048,538,000 
(2,248,000) 

(255,016,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 

···························· 
(1,876,325,000) 

1,971,815,000 
. ........................... 
............................ 

(48,380,000) 

(2,019,975,000) 

···························· 
9,995,000 

351,850,000 
.... ............ ..... ....... 

351,850,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,333,460,000 

9,868,002,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,923,000 

227,305,000 

129,889,000 
. ........................... 

(129,889,000) 

19,450,000 

89,740,000 
(19,000,000) 

(88, 7 40,000) 

.. .......................... 

57,856,000 
( 172,000,000) 

(31,238,000) 
. ...... ...................... 
. ........................... 
. ........................... 
........ .. .................. 

(261,094,000) 

Conference 

722,000,000 
(42,123,000) 

(784, 123,000) 

1,048,538,000 
(2,248,000) 

(305,016,000) 
(17,094,000) 

(3-47 ,529,000) 
(5,900,000) 
6,000,000 

(1, 732,325,000) 

1,950,000,000 
............................ 
···························· 

(48,380,000) 

( 1,998,380,000) 
............................ 

10,211,000 
269,543,000 

. ..... .......... .. .......... 

269,543,000 

(3,395,000) 

2,229,754,000 

9,578,895,000 
(3,395,000) 

7,778,000 

230,000,000 

99,900,000 
(80,400,000) 

(180,300,000) 

18,900,000 

87,920,000 
(20,820,000) 

(88,740,000) 

500,000 

57,858,000 
(171,621,000) 

(30,840,000) 

···························· . ........................... 
. ...................... ..... 
. ........................... 

(260,317 ,000) 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+3,318,000 
( + 30, 123,000) 

( + 33,439,000) 

+ 83,538,000 
(·6,033,000) 

( + 51,408,000) 
( + 13,094,000) 
( + 10,114,000) 

(+900,000) 
+6,000,000 

( + 159,021,000) 

+ 268,178,000 
(·40,000,000) 
(-83,000,000) 

( + 48,380,000) 

( + 213,538,000) 
+ 48,360,000 

·39,000 
+ 75,318,000 

+ 75,318,000 

(+214,000) 

+391,817,000 

·84,477,000 
(+214,000) 

. .. ......................... 

+8,000,000 

·40,100,000 
( + 60,400,000) 

( + 20,300,000) 

+600,000 

·1,730,000 
( + 3,920,000) 

(+2,190,000) 

+500,000 

·57,679,000 
( + 75,621,000) 

(+840,000) 
................... .. ....... 
............................ 
.......................... .. 
. ........................... 

( + 18, 782,000) 



25544 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 

Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies, FY 1994 Appropriations 
Bill (H.R. 2519)- Continued 

SUile JUIIllce lnatHute 

Salaries and expenMI 1 1 ............................................................... .. 

Total, related agenclea ................................................................ . 

Total, tHie I, Department ofJuatlce and related agencies .........•. 
(LimHation on edmlniltratlw expen..) ..•••••••••••••••••••.•.••••••••.. 

TITLE II • DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Nationallnat"ute of Standards and Technology 

Scientific and technical reMatCh and Mrvicel ...........................•.•...• 
(Transfer out) ................................................................................. . 

Industrial technology MNic:es ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••.•••••••••.••. 
eon.truction d research fllcll"lee~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••• 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

National Ocevllc and Atmospheric Administration 

Operations, research & fllcll"!ea ~ne. HR 2118 Supp) .••••••••••••••..••.•.• 
(By transfer from Promote and Dewlop Fund) •••••••••••••....••••••••••••. 
(By transfer from o.m.ge uaeaament & restoration 
revolving fund, permanent) ..•.•••••.••••......•....••••...•..•••.•........••.•.•.•.. 

(Damage ...... ment & restoration revolving fund) •••..••.........•..... 

Total ••..•••••....••......••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••....••.....................••••.... 

Construction ...................................................................................... . 
Fleet modemization, shipbuilding and conversion .......................... . 
Aircraft procurement and modernization .......................................... . 
Fishing vessel obligations guarantee ............................................... . 
Fishing \lell8l and g...- damage fund .............................................. . 
Fishermen's contingency fund ......................................................... . 
Foreign fishing obaenler fund ........................................................... . 

Total, National Ocevllc and Atmospheric Administration .......... . 

General Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 
Olfice of Inspector General ............................................................... . 
Working capital fund ~ranlfer In) ...................................................... . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Bureau of the Census 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 
Periodic censuMI and programs .................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Economic and Statistical Analysis 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 

lntemational Trade Administration 

Operations and administration .......................................................... . 

Export Administration 

Operations and administration .......................................................... . 

Minority Business Dewlopment Agency 

MlnorHy business development ........................................................ . 

UnHed States T~l and Tourism Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 
Propoeed fees, offMitlng receipts ................................................. . 

Patent and Trademartl Office 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 

Technology Administration 

Salaries and expenMS ...................................................................... . 

National Technical Information Service 

NTIS revolving fund .......................................................................... .. 

National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration 

Salaries and expenMI ...................................................................... . 
Public telecommunications faciiHies, planning and construction .... . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

13,550,000 

586,811,000 

10,250,183,000 
(3,181,000) 

192,940,000 

86,067,000 
1 05,000,000 

384,007,000 

1,519,872,000 
(55,000,000) 

-17,506,000 

1,502,366,000 

94,500,000 
30,000,000 

470,000 
1,306,000 
1,025,000 

565,000 

1,630,232,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

20,000,000 

541,703,000 

1 0,380,915,000 
(3,395,000) 

240,988,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

535,198,000 

1, 757,672,000 
(61,400,000) 

1,500,000 
-1,500,000 

1,757,672,000 

79,063,000 
23,064,000 

1,335,000 
1,051,000 

564,000 

1,862, 7 49,000 

House 

13,550,000 

527,483,000 

9,976,834,000 
(3, 1 00,000) 

210,000,000 

210,000,000 

1 ,6!50,000,000 
(55,544,000) 

1,500,000 
·1,500,000 

1,650,000,000 

89,775,000 
23,064,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1, 766,120,000 

Senate 

13,000,000 

525,163,000 

1 0, 193, 165,000 
(3,395,000) 

240,988,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

535,198,000 

1,685,000,000 
(54,000,000) 

1,500,000 
-1,500,000 

1,685,000,000 

109,703,000 
77,064,000 
46,000,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1,921,048,000 

31,712,000 38,042,000 .33,042,000 31,712,000 
15,805,000 18,381,000 15,860,000 16,500,000 

47,517,000 

123,955,000 
173,300,000 

297,255,000 

39,353,000 

213,851,000 

41,015,000 

37,889,000 

15,808,000 
·3,000,000 

86,672,000 

4,450,000 

8,000,000 

17,900,000 
21,320,000 

56,423,000 

140,798,000 
130,918,000 

271,718,000 

49,802,000 

246,333,000 

34,747,000 

45,381,000 

20,298,000 
-3,000,000 

1 03,000,000 

5,425,000 

21,927,000 
20,636,000 

48,902,000 

131,170,000 
11 0,000,000 

241 '170,000 

45,220,000 

221,445,000 

34,747,000 

38,362,000 

............................ 

............................ 

88,329,000 

4,500,000 

18,927,000 
20,254,000 

48,212,000 

128,286,000 
120,084,000 

248,370,000 

45,220,000 

251,103,000 

34,747,000 

43,381,000 

20,298,000 
·3,000,000 

88,329,000 

8,000,000 

20,927,000 
28,000,000 

Conference 

13,550,000 

496,402,000 

10,074,797,000 
(3,395,000) 

226,000,000. 
·1,500,000 

232,524,000 
61,686,000 

518,710,000 

1 ,894, 753,000 
(54,800,000) 

1,500,000 
·1,500,000 

1,894, 753,000 

1 09,703,000 
77,064,000 
43,000,000 

459,000 
1,273,000 

999,000 
550,000 

1 ,927,801,000 

33,042,000 
16,000,000 

1,500,000 

50,542,000 

128,286,000 
11 0,000,000 

238,286,000 

45,220,000 

248,590,000 

34,747,000 

42,100,000 

17,120,000 
·3,000,000 

88,329,000 

5,700,000 

19,927,000 
24,000,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

·90,409,000 

·175,386,000 
(+214,000) 

+ 33,060,000 
·1,500,000 

+ 146,457,000 
-43,314,000 

+ 134,703,000 

+ 17 4,881,000 
(-200,000) 

+ 1,500,000 
+ 16,006,000 

+ 192,387,000 

+ 15,203,000 
+47,064,000 
+ 43,000,000 

·11,000 
-33,000 
·26,000 
·15,000 

+297,569,000 

+1,330,000 
+195,000 

+1,500,000 

+3,025,000 

+4,331,000 
·63,300,000 

·58,969,000 

+5,867,000 

+34,739,000 

·6,268,000 

+4,211,000 

+1,512,000 
............................ 

+ 1,657,000 

+ 1,250,000 

-8,000,000 

+2,027,000 
+2,680,000 
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Endowment for Children's Educational Television ........................... . 
Information Infrastructure grants •.•••••••••••.•.••.••....•......•...............•.•...•. 

Total •••••••••••..•••••••••••••..•.•••.••••••••.••••.•.•.....•.•.•••..•••.........•..•...•..••.•... 

Economic Dellelopment Administration 

Economic dev. assistance programs One. H. A. 2867 Supp) ..... •• •.••.• 
Defense Economic Adjustment Community Assistance .................. . 
Salaries and expenses ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•.•..•.••••••••.••••••..••••...•.•..•••..• 

Administrative expen ................................................................... . 

Total •••••••••..••••••••••..•••••••.•.•..••••....••.••••••.••••.••••..••.••••....••.•.••.•••••....• 

Total, Department of Commerce •.••.•..•.••.••.••••••.••.••.•.•••...•••..•••.•..• 
(By transfe~ ..••••••...•••..•••.••••••••••••••••••••. .•.•....•.•••••.•. .•....•....••••••.• 

TITlE Ill -THE JUDICIARY 

Supreme Court of the United States 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of justices ••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••..•....•...••.•••••••.•••••••••.... 
Other salaries and expen ............................................................. 

Total ••••••••••.......•........••••••.•••.•..•••.....••.........•..•••................•.......•.... 

Care of the building and grounds .•...........•..••.•..••••.....•.•.................... 

Total, Supreme Court of the United States .............•.•.••..•...••....... 

United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges ..........••••••• .•........•.••......................••...................• 
Other salaries and expenses ..•.•.....•...••..•...................••.•.............. .. 

Total ••.•••••••••.....••.•.••••••..••••••.•••••••••••.•.•..........•...••.•..•.••.••.....•..•...••• 

United States Court of International Trade 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges •••••••.••..•••.•.••••...•...••••••.•.•..•.•..........•..••••.•••••.••..... 
Other salaries and expenses .•....•..••.•.••.•.••..•.••..•.•.•.........•....••••...... 

Total •••••••••••.••.•••••••••••.••.•.....•..•..•••••....••••......•....••..........••..•....•...... 

Courts of Appeals, District Courts, 
and Other Judicial Services 

Salaries and expenses: 
Salaries of judges ...•..••••.•••••••••••••••••••..•.......•.•••••....•...............••.•..•• 
Other salaries and expenses .......................................................... 
Offsetting fee collections ................................................................ 

Total budget authority available ..•............•................................... 

Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund ......................................... 
Defender services Onel. H.R. 2118 Supp.) .•.•..•.•.•.•••.•.••.•..•..........•..... 
Fees o( jurors and commissioners One. HR 2118 Supp) ................... 
Court security •.•••.••••••.••.•.••••.•••••••••.••...••.•..•...••.•••••••.••••.•••••••••.•..•......• 

Total, Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and 
Other Judicial Services ............................................................... 

Administrative otllee of the United States Courts 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Federal Judicial Center 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Judicial Retirement Funds 

Payment to Judiciary Trust Funds ..................................................... 

National Commission on Judicial 
Discipline and Removal 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

United States Sentencing Commission 

Salaries and expenses ....................................................................... 

Total, title Ill, the Judiciary ............................................................ 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

1,000,000 

40,220,000 

417,000,000 

26,243,000 
87!5,000 

444,118,000 

3,287,187,000 
(55,000,000) 

1,601,000 
20,685,000 

22,286,000 

3,320,000 

25,606,000 

1,714,000 
9,840,000 

11,554,000 

1,307,000 
9,038,000 

10,345,000 

165,7n,ooo 
1,813,223,000 

............................ 

(1,979,000,000) 

2,075,000 
270,121,000 
74,320,000 
81,253,000 

2,406,769,000 

45,100,000 

17,500,000 

8,520,000 

443,000 

9,000,000 

2,534,837,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

1,000,000 
!51,000,000 

94,563,000 

223, 150,000 

30,151,000 

253,301,000 

3,575,936,000 
(61,400,000) 

1,641,000 
22,934,000 

24,575,000 

3,120,000 

27,695,000 

1,755,000 
13,357,000 

15,112,000 

1,358,000 
10,904,000 

12,262,000 

174,921,000 
2,252,519,000 

............................ 

(2,427 ,440,000) 

2,172,000 
387,268,000 

79,095,000 
1 0!5,965,000 

3,001,940,000 

57,553,000 

20,453,000 

20,545,000 

............................ 

9,000,000 

3, 164,560,000 

House 

1,000,000 
21,746,000 

61,927,000 

26,284,000 

26,284,000 

2, 787,006,000 
(55,5«,000) 

1,616,000 
20,710,000 

22,326,000 

2,699,000 

25,025,000 

1,727,000 
11,400,000 

13,127,000 

1,331,000 
9,769,000 

11,100,000 

172,131,000 
2,017,000,000 

............................ 

(2,189,131,000) 

2,063,000 
297,252,000 

77,095,000 
84,500,000 

2,650,041,000 

44,612,000 

18,467,000 

20,545,000 

···························· 

8,468,000 

2, 791,385,000 

Senate 

1,000,000 
31,000,000 

80,927,000 

242,642,000 
80,000,000 
30,151,000 

352,793,000 

3,672,626,000 
(54,000,000) 

1,616,000 
21,601,000 

23,217,000 

2,983,000 

26,200,000 

1,727,000 
10,468,000 

12,195,000 

1,331,000 
9,387,000 

10,718,000 

172,131,000 
1,898,269,000 

. ........................... 

(2,070,400,000) 

2,075,000 
286,170,000 

77,095,000 
80,952,000 

2,51 6,692,000 

43,358,000 

18,296,000 

20,545,000 

... ......................... 

8,474,000 

2,656,478,000 

Conference 

1,000,000 
26,000,000 

70,927,000 

322,642,000 

28,000,000 

350,642,000 

3,635,714,000 
(54,800,000) 

1,616,000 
21,384,000 

23,000,000 

2,850,000 

25,850,000 

1,727,000 
11 ,173,000 

12,900,000 

1,331,000 
9,669,000 

11,000,000 

172,131,000 
1,983,869,000 

(12,800,000) 

(2,168,800,000) 

2,160,000 
280,000,000 

77,095,000 
86,000,000 

2,601,255,000 

44,900,000 

18,450,000 

20,545,000 

···························· 

8,468,000 

2, 7 43,368,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 26,000,000 

+ 30,707,000 

-94,358,000 

+1,757,000 
-875,000 

-93,476,000 

+ 348,527,000 
(-200,000) 

+15,000 
+699,000 

+714,000 

-470,000 

+244,000 

t 13,000 
+ 1,333,000 

+ 1,346,000 

+24,000 
+631,000 

+655,000 

+6,354,000 
+ 170,646,000 
( + 12,800,000) 

(+ 189,800,000) 

+85,000 
+9,879,000 
+2,775,000 
+4,747,000 

+ 194,486,000 

·200,000 

+950,000 

+ 12,025,000 

-443,000 

-532,000 

+ 208,531,000 
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TITLE IV· RELATED AGENCIES 

Department of Transportation 

Maritime Administration 

Operating-differential sutJ.idles Olquldatlon of 
contract authority) •••••••••••••••••••••......•••....•..•...................••••••••.. ..••.••.• 

Operations and training ...••••••••.•••••••••.•..•.•••....••••••••••..•.•..•••••............• 
RHdy rnerve force: Maintenance, Operations, and facilities •••...•••• 

Fleet addition •.•••••••.•.••.•.•...•..•••••••••••••••.••...........•.•.•••.•..•..••.••.••....... 

Total, Ready reserve force •••.•.•...••••••••..•••••.........•.••.•......•.•........... 

Milltaly uaeful....ael obligation guarantees: 
Guaranteed loans subsidy .•....•.•.•.•.•.....•..•.••••.•••••••.••••••.•••••••••••..... 
Administrative expenses ••..•••••.••••••••••••...•....•.•....••••••••••••..•••••••••....• 

Total, Military useful-1 obligation guarantees ••....•.•..••••••.•..• 

Total, Maritime Administration •••••••......•.......................•••••••••..... 

Christopher Columbus Qulncentenary 
Jubilee Commission 

Salaries and expenses .•.....•••••••...•••....•.................•.......••••••••••....•...•.. 

Commission on Agricultural Workers 

Salaries and expenses .• ••••••••••..••••••••...•••••...........•...•......................... 

Commission on Immigration Reform 

Salaries and expenses •••••••••• ...•.........•.•••...••.•. ...•...•.•.•....................... 
(By transfe~ ••••••••.•...•••••••••••..•••••••••....••...•..............•.•..........•.••••...•.. 

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe 

Salaries and expenses •.••••••....••...........................................•..•..••...... 

Competitiveness Policy Council 

Salaries and expenses ••••••••••••••••.....•••.•.................•••••••••••••••••• ..••...... 

Marine Mammal Commission 

Salaries and expenses •••.•.••••.•...••••..•.•..••.•.......••.•.•.........••••. ..........•... 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal Holiday Commission 

Salaries and expenses .....••.••••.••...........•••. ...••...•••• ..••.••...................... 

omce of the United States Trade Representative 

Salaries and expenses Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) ....••••••.••.•.••.•••.••.... .... 

Small Business Administration 

Salaries and expenses ••••.•••••.•••...•..•.••••• •.•••••..•.....••.•••••••••..•.............. 
Office of Inspector General ••.•••••••••••••••••••.••••••........•..............••.•••...... 

Business Loans Program Account: 
Direct loans subsidy •••••••....••••.•••..•••••...••••.•....•..•................•••.•....... 
Guaranteed loans subsidy Oncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) •.•••••.•.•••.•••...... 
Administrative expenses (Incl. H.R. 2667 Supp.) •••••••..•.••••••.•••...... 

Total •.•.•..............•..•.•.••...••••.•.•.••...•• .....•.•. ...•..•••••••••....••••..•........ 

Disaster Loans Program Account: 
Direct loans subsidy Oncl. H.R. 2118 & 2667 Supps) .....••.•••••....... 
Administrative expenses ••••.•••••••••••••.•••...•..•.........•.•.........•.•..••........ 

Subtotal························································································ 

Contingency fund Qncl. H.R. 2667 Supp.) .......•....•..........••.......•.... 

Surety bond guarantees revoMng fund ••••.•....••••••..........................•.. 

Total, Small Business Administration ...•..•••.....••....•••••.•••.. ....••...... 

Thomas Jefferton Commemoration Commission 

Salaries and expenses Qncl. H.R. 2118 Supp.) .•......•....••••••....•......• ,. 

Legal Services Corporation 

Payment to the Legal Services Corporation 2/ ..••.........••.••......•..•..... 

Total, Related agencies ••••••.••••••..•.•••••••....•••.••••.•.••.••••••.••.•.....•••... 
(Umitatlon on direct loans) ••••••..•••.••.•.•..•..••.•••••••••.•.•.••••••......... 
(Umitatlon on guaranteed loans) •••..••••.•.••..••••••••....••..••.•••......• 
(Liquidation of contract authority) ••••••••.•..••..••••••••...•...••••••..••..• 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

(225,000,000) 
71,736,000 

240,500,000 
200,000,000 

440,500,000 

48,000,000 
4,000,000 

52,000,000 

564,236,000 

200,000 

578,000 

300,000 
............................ 

1,102,000 

1,223,000 

1,260,000 

300,000 

20,492,000 

246,800,000 
8,300,000 

20,479,000 
388,920,000 
107,101,000 

516,500,000 

60,000,000 
78,cioo,ooo 

138,000,000 

(95,000,000) 

13,020,000 

922,620,000 

100,000 

357,300,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

(240,870,000) 
80,081,000 

140,000,000 
160,000,000 

300,000,000 

............................ 

............................ 

. ........................... 

380,081,000 

............................ 

............................ 

1,452,000 

················· ··········· 

1,099,000 

1,200,000 

1,290,000 

302,000 

20,143,000 

227,494,000 
9,454,000 

21,032,000 
191,955,000 
99,723,000 

312,710,000 

49,925,000 
80,106,000 

130,031,000 

............................ 
13,372,000 

693,061,000 

200,000 

525,515,000 

House 

(240,870,000) 
76,423,000 

140,000,000 
160,000,000 

300,000,000 

............................ 

. ........................... 

............................ 

376,423,000 

. ........................... 

. ........................... 

900,000 
............................ 

1,047,000 

1,140,000 

1,226,000 

300,000 

21,318,000 

243,326,000 
7,962,000 

22,994,000 
219,459,000 

94,737,000 

337. 190,000 

75,000,000 
76,101,000 

151,101,000 

............................ 
12,369,000 

751,948,000 

62,000 

............................ 

1,869, 711,000 1,624,343,000 1,154,364,000 

(225,000,000) (240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

Senate Conference 

(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 
76,423,000 76,423,000 

136,000,000 138,000,000 
160,000,000 160,000,000 

298,000,000 298,000,000 

............................ . ........................... 

............................ . ........................... 

............................ . ........................... 

374,423,000 37 4,423,000 

............................ ......................... ... 

............................ . ........................... 

500,000 618,000 
.. .......................... (500,000) 

1,099,000 1,099,000 

1,140,000 1,140,000 

1,290,000 1,290,000 

500,000 500,000 

20,143,000 20,600,000 

215,000,000 258,900,000 
7,962,000 7,962,000 

21,032,000 16,946,000 
191,955,000 196,041 ,000 
94,737,000 94,737,000 

------
307,724,000 - 307,724,000 

65,000,000 ............................ 
76,101,000 76,101,000 

141,101,000 76,101,000 

(75,000,000) (140,000,000) 

12,369,000 7,000,000 

684,156,000 657,687,000 

............................ 62,000 

349,000,000 400,000,000 

1,432,251,000 1,457,419,000 

(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

( + 15,870,000) 
+4,687,000 

·1 02,500,000 
-40,000,000 

·142,500,000 

·48,000,000 
-4,000,000 

·52,000,000 

-189,813,000 

·200,000 

·578,000 

+318,000 
(+500,000) 

-3,000 

-83,000 

+30,000 

+200,000 

+108,000 

+ 12, 1 00,000 
-338,000 

·3,533,000 
·192,879,000 

·12,364,000 

-208,776,000 

-60,000,000 
·1,899,000 

-61,899,000 

( + 45,000,000) 

-6,020,000 

-264,933,000 

-38,000 

+42,700,000 

·412,292,000 

( + 15,870,000) 
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lTTLE V- DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Administration of Foreign Affairs 

Diplomatic and Consular Programs 3/ •.•......••.................•................. 
Salaries and expenses 3 I ................................................................. . 

Registration fees ..••.••..•.••...••.•.•...•....•...........................................•.. 

Total ....•.................••••.•...•........•..••.....•.................•............••........... 

Buying power maintenance .•••••••••.•••••.••••••••.••••..•.•••••••.••..•....•••...•.•... 
omce of Inspector General .............................................................. .. 
Repr ... ntatlon all~ .•...•......•.....•.................•...........•..••..........• 
Protection of foreign minions and officials •.••••.•..••••..•..•.•.....•••...•.•... 
Acquisition and maintenance of buildings abroad ..........................•. 
N- Diplomatic posts ••••••.•..••••••••••.••••.••.•.•.•••.•••..••••••..•.••.•••....•....•.••.• 
Emergencies In the diplomatic and consular service ....................... . 

Repatriation loans program account: 
Direct loans subsidy .••.•....••••••.•..•••.•...•••..•.••.•....••. •..•...••••. ..•.•...•.•••• 
(Umltatlon on direct loans) ••••.....••••..•.•..••••••.•....•••••...••.••••.•.•....••.••• 
Administrative expenses ••••••..•••..•.••••••......•..•..•.....•..•.....•............•... 

Total ..••.•.•...........••• ...••••.•...•..........•................................................ 

Payment to the American Institute In Taiwan ........••.•.•...•................•.. 

Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and 
Disability Fund ................................................................................ .. 

Total, Administration of Foreign Affairs ...................................... .. 

International Organizations and Conferences 

Contributions to International organizations .................................... . 
Arrearage payments ............................................ : ......................... . 
Arrearage payments, advance appropriation, FY 1995 ............... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Contributions for International peacekeeping activities .................... . 
Arrearage payments ...................................................................... . 
Arrearage payments, advance appropriation, FY 1995 ............... .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

International conferences and contingencies .................................. . 

Total, International Organizations and Conferences ................. .. 

International Commissions 

International Boundary and Water Commission, United 
States and Mexico: 

Salaries and expenses ................................................................. .. 
Construction ................................................................................. .. 

American sections, International commissions ............................... .. 
International fisheries commissions .................................................. . 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Other 

United States Bilateral Science and Technology Agreements ......... . 
Payment to the Asia Foundation ...................................................... . 
Russian, Eurasian, and East European research and 
training program .............................................................................. . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Total, Department of State ......................................................... .. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Arms control and disarmament activities ......................................... .. 

Board for International Broadcasting 

Grants and expenses ........................................................................ . 
Israel Relay Station (rescission) & (H.R. 2118 Resc.) ........................ . 

Commission for the Preservation of America's 
Heritage Abroad 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

2, 134,000,000 
700,000 

2,134,700,000 

14,000,000 
24,055,000 

4,900,000 
10,814,000 

570,500,000 
25,000,000 

8,000,000 

624,000 
(780,000) 
193,000 

817,000 

15,543,000 

119,082,000 

2,927,411 ,000 

820,495,000 
92,719,000 

913,214,000 

438,323,000 
21,992,000 

460,315,000 

5,600,000 

1 ,379,129,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,403,000 

14,200,000 

44,723,000 

4,500,000 
16,693,000 

4,961,000 

26,154,000 

4,377,417,000 

46,500,000 

220,000,000 
-180,000,000 

200,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

1 ,667,584,000 
506,416,000 

700,000 

2,174,700,000 

4,000,000 
24,055,000 

4,881,000 
10,814,000 

420,500,000 
............................ 

8,000,000 

624,000 
(780,000) 
193,000 

817,000 

15,484,000 

125,084,000 

2,788,335,000 

860,885,000 
97,719,000 

163,016,000 

1 '121 ,620,000 

597,744,000 
21,992,000 
21,992,000 

641 '728,000 

6,600,000 

1 '769,948,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,403,000 

14,200,000 

44,723,000 

4,500,000 
16,693,000 

···························· 

21,193,000 

4,624,199,000 

62,500,000 

220,000,000 

···························· 

200,000 

House 

1 ,612,206,000 
481,416,000 

665,000 

2,094,287,000 

3,800,000 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

381,481,000 
............................ 

7,805,000 

186,000 
............................ 
............................ 

186,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,666,608,000 

401,607,000 
20,892,000 

422,499,000 

5,463,000 

427,962,000 

11,054,000 
14,051,000 
4,290,000 

14,200,000 

43,595,000 

4,275,000 
16,287,000 

.......................... .. 

20,562,000 

3, 158,727,000 

47,279,000 

............................ 
-180,000,000 

200,000 

Senate 

1 ,653,184,000 
455,816,000 

665,000 

2, 1 09,665,000 

3,000,000 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

41 0,000,000 
.................. .......... 

7,805,000 

593,000 
............................ 

183,000 

776,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,710,295,000 

860,885,000 
44,041,000 

904,926,000 

422,744,000 
21,992,000 

444,736,000 

6,600,000 

1,356,262,000 

11,330,000 
14,790,000 
4,290,000 

18,200,000 

48,610,000 

4,275,000 
15,000,000 

... ...... ................... 

19,275,000 

4,134,442,000 

58,000,000 

206,000,000 
............................ 

200,000 

Conference 

1 '704,589,000 
396,722,000 

665,000 

2,101 ,976,000 

............................ 
23,469,000 

4,780,000 
10,551,000 

41 0,000,000 

···························· 
7,805,000 

593,000 
............................ 

183,000 

776,000 

15,165,000 

125,084,000 

2,699,606,000 

860,885,000 

860,885,000 

401 ,607,000 

401,607,000 

6,000,000 

.1 ,268,492,000 

11,200,000 
14,400,000 
4,290,000 

16,200,000 

46,090,000 

4,275,000 
16,000,000 

..... ... .. .... .............. 

20,275,000 

4,034,463,000 

53,500,000 

210,000,000 
............................ 

200,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+ 1 '704,589,000 
-1,737,278,000 

·35,000 

-32,724,000 

-14,000,000 
-586,000 
·120,000 
·263,000 

·160,500,000 
-25,000,000 

-195,000 

-31,000 
(-780,000) 

·10,000 

·41,000 

-378,000 

+6,002,000 

-227,805,000 

+ 40,390,000 
-92,719,000 

-52,329,000 

-36,716,000 
-21,992,000 

-58,708,000 

+400,000 

-11 0,637,000 

-130,000 
·390,000 
-113,000 

+2,000,000 

+ 1,367,000 

·225,000 
-693,000 

·4,961,000 

·5,879,000 

-342,954,000 

+7,000,000 

· 1 0,000,000 
+ 180,000,000 

... .. ....................... 
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International Trade Commission 

Salaries and expenses ----·--·-··· .......................................................... . 

Japan - United States Friendship Commission 

Japan - Unhed States Friendship Trust Fund ................................... . 
(Foreign currency appropriation) ....................................... ........... . 

United States Information Agency 

Salaries and ex pen- ..................................................................... .. 
Office of Inspector General .............................................................. .. 
Educational and cultural exchange programs ................................ .. 
Eisenhower Exchange Fellowship Program, trust fund ................... .. 
Israeli Arab ICholar.hip program ..................................................... .. 
Alldio construction ............................................................................ . 
Broadcasting to Cuba ....................................................................... . 
East-West Center ............................................................................... . 
Ruaian Far East technical assistance center ................................... . 
North/South Center .......................................................................... . 
National Endowment for Democracy ................................................ . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Total, related agencies ................................................... ............. . 

Total, title V, Department of State and related agencies ........... .. 

Grand total ................................................................................... . 
Fiscal year 1994 ............................... .. ... ............ ... .............. . . 
Fiscal year 1~ .................................................................. . 

(By transfer) ............................................................................. . 
(Limitation on admlnlstratille expenses) ................................ .. 
(Umitalion on direct loans) ...................................................... . 
(Liquidation of contract authority) ........................................... . 
(Foreign currency appropriation) ............................................ . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

44,852,000 

1,250,000 
(1,420,000) 

736,693,000 
4,390,000 

223,447,000 
300,000 
397,000 

103,647,000 
28,531,000 
26,000,000 

2,000,000 
8,700,000 

30,000,000 

1,164,105,000 

1,296,907,000 

5,67 4,324,000 

23,616,242,000 
(23,616,242,000) 

(55,000,000) 
(3,181,000) 

(780,000) 
(225,000,000) 

(1,420,000) 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

45,416,000 

1,250,000 
(1,420,000) 

773,024,000 
4,390,000 

242,922,000 
300,000 
159,000 

103,620,000 
28,351,000 
26,000,000 

............................ 

............................ 
50,000,000 

1,228,766,000 

1,558,132,000 

6, 182,331,000 

24,928,085,000 
(24, 7 43,077 ,000) 

(185,008,000) 
(61,400,000) 

(3,395,000) 
(780,000) 

(240,870,000) 
(1 ,420,000) 

House Senate 

44,391,000 42,000,000 

1,250,000 1,250,000 
(1,420,000) (1,420,000) 

730,000,000 741,693,000 
4,247,000 4,247,000 

217,650,000 250,702,000 
300,000 300,000 
159,000 159,000 

75,164,000 57,620,000 
............................ 28,351,000 

23,000,000 26,000,000 
............................ ............................ 

8,000,000 ............................. 
............................ 35,000,000 

1,058,520,000 1,144,072,000 

971,640,000 1,451,522,000 

4,130,367,000 5,585,964,000 

20,839,956,000 23,540,<484,000 
(20,839,956,000) (23,540,<484,000) 
. ........................... ............................ 

(55,544,000) (54,000,000) 
(3,100,000) (3,395,000) 

···························· ............................ 
(240,870,000) (240,870,000) 

(1,420,000) (1,420,000) 

1 f The State Justice Institute is authorized to submit its budget directly to Congress. The President's budget proposes eilmlnallon of the Institute. 

Conference 
compared with 

Conference enacted 

43,500,000 -1,352,000 

1,250,000 ....... ......... ............ 
(1,420,000) ·· ······ ···················· 

730,000,000 -6,693,000 
4,247,000 -1 43,000 

242,000,000 + 18,553,000 
300,000 ························· ··· 
159,000 -238,000 

75,164,000 -28,483,000 
21,000,000 -7,531,000 
26,000,000 . ........................... 

.................. .......... -2,000,000 
8,700,000 . ........................... 

35,000,000 +5,000,000 

1,142,570,000 -21,535,000 

1,451,020,000 + 154,113,000 

5,485,483,000 -1 88,841 ,000 

23,396,781,000 -219,461,000 
(23,396, 781,000) (-219,461,000) 
. ........................... ········ ········· ····· ······ 

(55,300,000) (+300,000) 
(3,395,000) (+214,000) 

............................ (-780,000) 
(240,870,000) ( + 15,870,000) 

(1,420,000) ········· ·· ··· ··· ··········· 

2/ The Legal Services Corporation Is authorized to submit its budget request directly to Congress. The President's budget includes $432,000,000 for the Corporation. Includes 
H.R. 2667 Supp.H.R. 2667 Supp. 

3/ The President's budget included this request In a combined Salaries and expenses account which totaled $2,17 4,000,000. 
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a number 

of questions have been raised on the intent of 
the conferees regarding the appropriations for 
the U.S. Information Agency educational and 
cultural exchange programs account. 

The House proposed an appropriation of 
$217,650,000 for this USIA appropriation ac
count and provided 95 percent of. adjusted 
current services for programs. The House al
lowance also assumed that Freedom Support 
Act exchange programs that had been pre
viously funded by the Foreign Operations, Ex
port Financing, and Related Programs Appro
priations Act should continue to be funded by 
that act. The House report did not provide a 
table detailing recommended funding levels for 
each program. 

The Senate version of H.R. 2519 provided 
$250,702,000 for the educational and cultural 
exchange programs account and Senate Re
port 1 03-1 05 on pages 115 and 116 provided 
a table that provides recommended funding 
levels by exchange program. The Senate also 
concurred with the House and deleted funding 
requested by the administration for Freedom 
Support Act exchanges. Finally, and most im
portantly, the Senate recommended that 
$19,255,000 in exchange support costs be 
supported from within funds provided for the 
educational and cultural exchange program 
account. 

The conferees agreed to provide 
$242,000,000 for the educational and cultural 
exchange programs account, but did not pro
vide a table detailing recommendations by ex
change program. The conferees did, however, 
note that increases should be provided for the 
following programs; the International Visitor 
Program, the Fulbright and other academic 
programs-to include Vietnamese student ex
changes and CAMPU8-the Claude and Mil
dred Pepper Scholarship Program, various 
new exchange programs-to include the Mike 
Mansfield Fellowship Program and exchanges 
for Pacific Island nations in the Western and 
South Pacific, if authorized-the American 
Studies Program-if authorized, and the Hum
phrey Fellowship. This approach was taken 
because the House felt that we should provide 
flexibility to the Director of USIA in the funding 
levels for various exchanges, and that the 
USIA should submit a reprogramming pro
posal to the House and Senate Appropriations 
Committees. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately the Statement of 
Managers inadvertently omitted to mention 
that the conferees had also agreed to include 
exchange support costs within the educational 
and cultural exchange programs appropriation. 
account. It is my belief that the reprogramming 
that USIA sends to us should include at least 
$13 million for exchange support costs. 

I hope that this statement clears up any 
confusion regarding the conferees intent. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
made the point. I think we have to as
sist countries like Albania, but can the 
Members tell me anything that dis
allows the State Department of the 
United States to enter into a contract 
with an agency such as the Endowment 
for Democracy that could not provide 
funds for countries like Albania? Why 
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does this have to be a direct earmarked 
amount of money that has been unac
countable to the Congress or to the 
President or to the State Department? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is not unac
countable, I would say to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. If it is accountable, 
does the chairman of the subcommittee 
know all the consultants? Does the 
chairman know all the people that 
have used money to travel including 
Members of the House and Senate? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, in the first 2 
years when the NED set up there were 
some abuses. I do not think they have 
had those abuses since. In the first 2 
years they could not make the grants 
because there were not institutions 
that could take the funds and use them 
wisely. The NED made the grants too 
fast, but that is not going on now. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I would ask the 
gentleman, is there any reason why the 
same activities carried on in Albania 
could not be carried on through con
tract arrangements with the State De
partment, and without a direct ear
mark to the Endowment for Democ
racy? 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEY}. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the committee posi
tion on the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the Kan
jorski amendment, which would insist on the 
House position eliminating funding for the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy. 

I oppose the Kanjorski amendment because 
the Endowment and its four core grantees
the National Democratic Institute, the Inter
national Republican Institute, the Center for 
International Private Enterprise and the Free 
Trade Union Institute-provide the best kind of 
aid the United States can provide. They export 
democracy. 

I know. I have seen the Endowment's work. 
In April, as a member of the Appropriation 

Committee's Subcommittee on Foreign Oper
ations, I participated in the leadership's study 
mission to Russia and Ukraine. When our del
egation arrived in Kiev, in Ukraine, we were 
met by Sarah Farnsworth, who heads a two
persott National Democratic Institute team in 
Kiev. 

Sarah, a young political organizer from the 
United States, told us that her job in Ukraine 
is to teach Ukranians how to run a modern de
mocracy. She advises political parties and 
local officials. She works with city councils and 
with the Ukranian parliament. 

And every Ukranian we talked to told us 
how important her work is. After all, Ukraine is 
a new democracy and after decades under the 

Soviet boot, Ukranians need American know
how to help tnem make democracy work. 

Sarah's work is typical of programs the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy Funds 
throughout the world. 

In Cambodia, the National Democrat and 
Republican Institutes worked to organize the 
first democratic elections ever held in that 
country. Young Americans spent a year living 
in Cambodia, risking their lives to give the 
people of that country a chance for peace and 
democracy after decades of war and geno
cide. 

In Russia, the ·National Democratic Institute 
is working with Russian television, civic orga
nizations, and political parties to promote voter 
education and participation in the election 
scheduled for December. Recent events in 
Russia demonstrate just how essential such 
United States-Russian cooperation is if real 
democracy is to take hold. 

In South Africa, the National Democratic 
and Republican Institutes are there helping to 
organize next April's election which will lead to 
the establishment of a democratic South Africa 
and the dismantling of apartheid. 

In short, the Endowment and its core grant
ees, are all over the world helping to create 
that new world order we talk about so much. 

It is inconceivable that we would cut funding 
for a program that has done so much to build 
democracy in places that have never known 
democracy 

The National Endowment for Democracy de
serves our support. It is one Government 
agency that would make Thomas Jefferson 
proud. 

Defeat this amendment. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join Presidents Clinton, Bush, Reagan, 
Carter, Ford, and Nixon, and many col
leagues in support for $35 million for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. 

I can personally attest to the impor
tance and effectiveness of NED-funded 
activities, having participated in a 
number of programs of the National 
democratic Institute [NDI]. NDI is a 
core grantee of the NED, as is the Na
tional Republican Institute [NRI]. 

In 1988, I served as a member of the 
bipartisan international observer dele
gation to the historic presidential pleb
iscite which led to the defeat of Gen
eral Pinochet. That delegation was led 
by Bruce Babbitt and former President 
Adolfo Suarez of Spain. NDI's program 
and other NED-funded activities pro
vided timely support to Chile's free 
elections movement which spearheaded 
the country's return to democracy 
after 16 years of brutal dictatorship. 

In 1990, I participated in bipartisan 
political development programs in 
Hungary and Czechoslovakia in prepa
ration for their first multiparty elec
tions in nearly 50 years. As Vaclav 
Havel has noted, NDI was one of the 
first supporting actors in the demo
cratic resolution in the Czech and Slo
vak Republics and contributed signifi
cantly to the country's first free elec
tions. 
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From my experience, the success of 

NED-funded programs in these three 
countries alone would have justified 
the Endowment's entire worldwide 
budget. Today, requests for assistance 
from democratic leaders overseas far 
outstrip the Endowment's modest re
sources. 

I have witnessed the importance of 
these highly innovative democratic de
velopment programs and believe that 
they represent a convergence of the 
moral and strategic interests of the 
United States. The promotion of de
mocracy and human rights not only re
flects the best values of our country, 
but serves our strategic interests by 
promoting a more peaceful world. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
motion and support this valuable pro
gram. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER], a very valued member of 
our committee. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the debate today over 
NED funding is, part of a larger debate 
that has gained momentum as the cold 
war recedes into the past, a debate over 
the direction that America will play in 
the coming years in promoting its in
terests overseas. 

Will we turn inward or look outward? 
History tells us that retreating in

ward is a shortsighted and ultimately 
destructive path for our Nation. In an 
increasingly linked and interdependent 
world, it is in our national interest 
that we take every opportunity to 
project our values outward-to peoples 
beyond our shores. 

We must use tools other than diplo
macy or the force of arms to ensure 
that communism does not reemerge in 
nations that have only recently shaken 
its yoke and is buried in the nations 
where it remains-including China, 
Cuba, Vietnam, and North Korea. 
Those tools include VOA and the surro
gate radio RFE, RL, RFA, and yes 
NED. NED is in fact one of the best 
tools we have to project our Nation's 
values-human rights, rule of law, 
democratic institutions and a market 
oriented economy and it deserves our 
support. 

NED has been criticized for providing 
grants to labor and business, Repub
licans and Democrats. From a political 
standpoint this approach gives every
one something to dislike about the ac
tivities of NED. It seems to me, how
ever, that the activities funded by NED 
accurately reflect the very diversity of 
our Nation that we are trying to pro
mote in countries whose institutions 
have been monolithic and centrally 
controlled for generations. Our goal as 
a nation-and de Tocqueville would not 
be surprised to see America promoting 

this concept-is to foster a wealth of 
institutions, both public and private, 
in emerging democracies. We have done 
it here at home and these institutions 
are the backbone of our pluralistic sys-

. tern. It is in our best interests to help 
other nations develop alternatives to 
central planning. NED is serving a 
vital national need that we should be 
supporting now more than ever. I hope 
that Members will recognize that ce
menting the gains we have made dur
ing the cold war is essential to our own 
future prosperity and support the con
ference report funding for NED. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I often
times come to the floor to encourage 
my colleagues to vote against the 
space station, to vote against the ad
vanced solid rocket motor, and to try 
to lead efforts to reform Congress. In 
the spirit of all three of those things, I 
encourage my colleagues today to sup
port the reforms that we are making in 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, and we are making those reforms. 

There are three reasons why we 
should support the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] in his efforts. 
First of all, the world is changing and 
we must respond to those changes. Who 
would have imagined 5 years ago that 
Mr. Mandela and Mr. de Klerk would be 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize? Who 
would have imagined many of us would 
have viewed or had an opportunity to 
see Mr. Arafat and Mr. Rabin shake 
hands on the White House lawn? We 
must respond to those efforts of peace 
in the world. 

Second, we need to be proactive. We 
have spent hours of debate over the few 
weeks on Haiti and Somalia. Let us be 
proactive so as not to get into those 
situations, and the National Endow
ment for Democracy can help us not 
become engulfed in those situations. 

Finally, we have reformed this pro
gram. We have gone down from your 
vote a few months ago, from $48 to $35 
million. And we have come up with bet
ter auditing and accounting principles 
to account for money spent in this pro
gram. 

I encourage my colleagues, with a 
tough vote, to support the National En
dowment for Democracy. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN], 
the ranking Republican on the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I am ple.ased to rise in 
strong support for the funding con
tained in this appropriations con
ference report for the National Endow
ment for Democracy. I commend the 
leadership of the House conferees, spe
cifically the chairman of the Sub-

committee on Commerce, Justice, 
State and Judiciary Subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] and 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS], the ranking Republican mem
ber, and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN] who serves on our For
eign Affairs Committee for their ef
forts to continue funding for this im
portant tool of our Nation's foreign 
policy. 

As recent events have dramatized, no 
single foreign policy challenge facing 
the United States today in the postcold 
war era is of greater importance than 
helping the former States of the Soviet 
Union and other countries as they 
make the transition to democracy. 
This is a long and difficult process. 
Many of these countries remain in tur
moil and will for years to come. A re
turn to authoritarian order would im
pose a threat to our national interests 
and to the prospects for a peaceful 
world. 

That is why it is so important to as
sist those who are trying to build de
mocracy in the successor States of the 
Soviet Union, and the other courageous 
countries who share our values. If they 
succeed, it will serve American inter
ests. It will mean lower defense costs, 
more stable trading partners, fewer ref
ugees who must flee tyranny, and a 
more stable world. 

Cementing this stability is one of the 
best arguments for continuation of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. It 
is a cost effective program that seeks 
to help people organize to meet the 
challenges of managing and running 
democratic governments. Establishing 
democratic institutions is often a mat
ter of breaking new ground and, there
fore, requires the kind of reliable sup
port provided by NED. Withdrawing 
from these commitments, and the pro
grams the organizations and its grant
ees already have underway would un
dermine the goals which we all seek. 

We are reorienting our priorities in 
the post-cold-war era. Our Nation's em
phasis is one of supporting the transi
tion to democratic governments and· to 
securing our national interests by cre
ating the environment for a politically, 
and economically stable world. NED is 
our frontline force to carry out these 
policies. Accordingly, I urge my col
leagues to reject any effort to cut fund
ing for the National Endowment for 
Democracy and agree to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

As the Wall Street Journal editorial
ized yesterday, October 20, 1993: 

It's abundantly obvious that many emerg
ing nations need help in constructing demo
cratic institutions (the U.S. hardly got it 
right overnight) and a vote to support the 
Endowment would show that the House rec
ognizes that fact. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY
ERS). 
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Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak

er, I rise in strong support of the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express my 
support for the appropriation for the National 
Endowment for Democracy and ask my col
leagues to reverse the House's decision and 
join me in support of this vital program. This 
vote will be one that our children and grand
children will look back upon as one that de
cided whether the United States would offer 
support to countries trying to develop demo
cratic systems. 

Mr. Speaker, we all rejoiced when Boris 
Yeltsin was victorious in his confrontation with 
the Communist-era Supreme Soviet. Yet for 
that victory to mean anything, the Russian 
parliamentary elections scheduled for Decem
ber must be free and fair and elect a par
liament committed to reform and democracy. 
Shouldn't the United States provide some as
sistance to the pro-democracy candidates and 
parties? The National Endowment for Democ
racy is the best-and in many cases the 
only-way to provide this assistance. Or are 
we willing to see an election where the neo
Communists, Fascists, and ultra-nationalists 
have the organizational advantage? It would 
be a bitter irony indeed, if the forces loyal to 
Rutskoi and Khasbulatov could win this elec
tion because they had a better political ma
chine than the democratic reformers. 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
was developed during the cold war, and 
played an important role in ending com
munism. Yet it is still vitally important in con
solidating that victory. It is still an open ques
tion whether these formerly Communist coun
tries will become democracies or disintegrate 
into ethnic civil wars. If you would prefer to 
send trade missions overseas rather than 
peacekeeping troops, support the NED. It is 

-·important. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. I thank 
the gentleman from California, [Mr. 
BERMAN], chairman, of the subcommit
tee, as well as the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Iowa, 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

I rise in very, very strong support of 
the committee's action. The $35 mil
lion to further democracy is certainly 
one of the best investments we will 
make this year. As you have heard the 
gentlewoman from California say, 
every living President, Republican and 
Democratic, supports NED. Why? Be
cause they have confronted firsthand 
the challenge of enshrining and fur
thering democracy around the world, 
which is in the best interest of every 
American and it is in the best interest 
of international stability and security. 

This is one, as I said before, of the 
best investments we will make this 
year. We ought not to shrink from the 
world, we ought to engage it. 

I would respond to my friend from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] when he 

implies that the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party are somehow spe
cial interests-they are indeed in the 
general interest. The parties have phil
osophical differences, but something 
that they have in common with one an
other is a belief in democracy, in free
dom, and in justice. And it is together, 
because that is our common interest 
and our common cause. 

We go abroad and we encourage those 
who reach for freedom, who reach for 
democracy, who reach for the dream 
that they call American democracy, as 
Vaclev Havel said on this floor to a 
joint session. We reach out to them not 
in a partisan sense but in an American 
sense. That is why this program en
gages both parties. 

Then, yes, we have differences. Labor 
and business have differences, they 
have different perspectives; but a per
spective that they share in common is 
that democracy leads to the welfare of 
all of us and leads to the welfare of 
both labor and of business. That is why 
I suggest to my friend from Pennsylva
nia that we have adopted a program 
that brings together the partisans in 
this country, business and labor, to say 
that while we have differences, it is not 
on the importance of furthering democ
racy in this globe. I believe that we 
ought to support this program as 
strongly as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI] on his time, as I do 
not have any time remaining. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

This is a program that works and that we 
need to have continue with its work. It is a 
program strongly supported by our President 
and by two former Presidents. It is a program 
vigorously supported by Presidents of foreign 
countries who have come to power through 
democratic means and who are now in need 
of America's help in building democratic insti
tutions. 

Mr. Speaker, it is true that we are witness 
to an unprecedented era of democratization 
across the globe and that more people are liv
ing more freely than ever before. But the sad 
truth is that the clear majority of the member 
States in the United Nations lack even the su
perficial trappings of the rule of law based on 
justice. Even in places where progress has 
apparently been achieved, events in Moscow 
are a stark reminder of just how very fragile 
progress may be. Mr. Speaker, to vote against 
NED would destroy an organization that has 
actively and constructively furthered democ
racy worldwide and seriously cripple a major 
U.S. foreign policy objective to shore up de
mocracies worldwide. The fact is we have 
spent hundreds of billions of dollars on de
fense and on arming other countries in the 
name of making the world safe for democ
racy-how can we now-with the wave of the 
future surely being one of democracy, not in
vest $35 million to solidify our gains and ulti
mately ensure their success. Why now, at the 
very moment when we are perched on the 

threshold of realizing the sacrifices we have 
made as a Nation and a people in the name 
of democracy, human rights, and freedom, 
would we stop a program specifically man
dated to help groups construct and build upon 
the democratic gains already made. Frankly, 
Mr. Speaker., NED is needed more now than 
ever before. 

As cochairman of the Commission on Secu
rity and Cooperation in Europe, I am particu
larly familiar with NED's work in East-Central 
Europe and in Russia. Nobody needs to be re
minded of the sweeping changes we have 
seen in those regions-changes that continue 
to impress and inspire. But while communism 
seemed to collapse overnight, democracy will 
take years to secure, and while NED's assist
ance has directly contributed to the democratic 
changes that have already taken place in 
East-Central Europe and in Russia, I want to 
stress that NED's continuing assistance will be 
vital to ensure that democracy survives. 

Mr. Speaker, how can we seriously speak of 
denying tools by which to construct their 
democratic future to those very people and 
groups who look to the United States and its 
arsenal of democracy as a beacon of hope
and of what can be. Are we prepared to say 
to these people that having won the cold-war 
we are no longer interested in ensuring demo
cratic systems and maintaining peace and sta
bility. This is not only short-sighted, it will in 
the long run undermine all our successes. 

Across the former Soviet Union, all but one 
of the newly independent states has an ex
Communist as its president. Gradually we 
have seen the restoration of the old elite. This 
is not good news for the long-term prospects 
for democracy. Azerbaijan and Armenia re
main locked in battle in one of the bloodiest 
and longest running conflicts in the former So
viet Union. In the past year, thousands in 
Georgia have been killed and many more 
have become refugees in the war with 
Abkhazia. Georgia's defeat several weeks ago 
and the fall of the Abkhaz capital, to Abkhaz 
forces aided by Russians and northern Cauca
sians, have inaugurated a new stage in the 
multiple crises that have bedeviled this beau
tiful country. The fact is, Mr. Speaker, we have 
yet to read the final chapter on democratiza
tion. If we refuse to assist fledgling democ
racies we will have dictated a better ending to 
a peace that could have yielded institutions to 
protect and promote human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is a cost-saving mech
anism this is it. It is an investment in our fu
ture and in America's security. For a small 
amount today, we can in the long-term save 
literally billions of dollars. The reason is sim
ple: democracies do not go to war with other 
democracies, democracies attempt to resolve 
conflicts in peaceful ways, democracies make 
valuable trading partners, and democracies 
honor the rights of its citizens. Today, we are 
asked to make a small investment in people 
and programs that can yield extraordinary divi
dends in years to come if we keep the vision 
within sight. The real fact is that we cannot af
ford the failure of those groups, individuals 
and programs that NED supports. It is in our 
national interests that democracy be actively 
promoted abroad. 

Just in the past year NED has provided as
sistance in almost 80 countries-in Africa, 
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Asia, Europe, Latin America and the Middle 
East. It has supported women's leadership 
conferences, election monitoring activities, po
litical party training programs, grassroots par
ticipation and technical assistance to local 
governments, political parties, parliaments, 
businesses and civic groups. Our support for 
NED has been a small investment that has al
ready delivered a tremendous return and 
promises much more. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand my colleagues' 
concern that NED's funds be carefully and 
comprehensively accounted for and spent 
wisely. Certainly, we all have a responsibility 
to ensure that taxpayer dollars are responsibly 
spent. The fact is that NED has already in
creased internal auditing to ensure that its re
sources are used as cost-effectively as pos
sible. Frankly, killing the endowment will send 
a terrible signal to the numerous democratic 
organizations that depend on NED for assist
ance. It will send a terrible signal to the brave 
individuals around the world who rely on 
NED's commitment to democracy. It will send 
a terrible signal to the fledgling democracies at 
a time when they need our determined sup
port. In short, it will be a terrible mistake. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Maryland in order that I may ask him 
a question. 

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, if it is so good for de
mocracy that the Republican Party 
and the Democratic Party and the 
Chamber of Commerce and the AFL
CIO are getting together and spending 
this money, particularly here in the 
House, would the gentleman not agree 
that part of democracy is disclosure? 
And does the gentleman not think then 
that it is responsible that the NED and 
its grantees disclose how many con
gressional staff and how many Mem
bers of the House and Senate travel of 
these funds but do not make public dis
closure to their constituents and to the 
taxpayers? 

Mr. HOYER. I would say to my friend 
from Pennsylvania that there is no 
doubt in my mind that the institutes 
and that the National Endowment for 
Democracy will in fact disclose such 
information as the committees believe 
appropriate to carry out their over
sight responsibilities. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. The committee has 
never asked for it. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds in order to respond 
to the gentleman. 

No. 1, I take umbrage, as chairman of 
the subcommittee with oversight juris
diction over the National Endowment 
for Democracy, I take umbrage at the 
implication that there is no oversight, 
that this committee does not do its 
job, that this committee does not have 
access to any piece of information that 
it wants from either the National En
dowment for Democracy or any of its 
core grantees. The fact is there is over-

sight, there is a description of every 
single program, there is a description 
of exactly how these core grantees do 
business. If the gentleman from Penn
sylvania wants a specific piece of infor
mation, then the gentleman can in
quire. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER], a 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the National Endowment for Democ
racy. Some around here have talked 
about the need to bring about this $35 
million cut in the name of deficit re
duction. Well, quite frankly, the idea 
of believing that you can cut NED in 
the name of deficit reduction is about 
as smart as a weight-loss program that 
advocates losing 10 pounds by cutting 
off your arm. Killing NED is something 
best proposed during "Be Kind to Dic
tators Week." If NED dies, there will 
be applause the world over. Unfortu
nately, it will resonate from the head
quarters of every military strong-man, 
antidemocratic warlord, Communist 
apparatchik and local meeting of Fu
ture Dictators Anonymous. 

On the other hand, if NED goes for
ward, there will also be cheers. Mr. 
Speaker, in this case, they will be led 
by the captains of groups and parties 
who are on the front lines of democ
racy-building in places as far away as 
China, Russia, Southern Africa, South
east Asia, and central Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, it is easy to claim vic
tory, to claim to support to democracy 
when you sit behind a very comfortable 
desk here in Washington, DC. On the 
other hand, it is tough to fight for 
those principles in the face of police 
states, fascist thugs and Communist 
dictators. When you fight for democ
racy in places like China, Cambodia, 
and Tibet, you put your life on the 
line. 

Fang Lizhi, known as China's 
Sakharov, has done just that, and he 
strongly supports National Endowment 
for Democracy funding. It is very much 
the same thing throughout Central and 
Eastern Europe. Communism has large 
collapsed, but democracy has not yet 
won. Just as the cold war was a 45-
year, twilight struggle between good 
and evil, the ultimate victory of de
mocracy, human rights, and human 
dignity will not be achieved in a year 
or two. That is why Vytautus 
Landsbergis and Elena Bonner strongly 
support the NED. There is no longer 
one major battle between democracy 
and dictatorship personified by the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 
Instead, democracy and dictatorship 
are engaged in 100 guerrilla wars 
around the world. We cannot fight 
those wars. As we learned in Somalia 
and Bosnia, United States troops can
not maintain peace and freedom every-

where. But we can provide some mea
ger assistance to those who are on the 
front lines in those fights . We do not 
help them because it is nice, we do not 
send tax dollars overseas because of 
feel-good humanitarian reasons; we do 
it because it is in our rock-solid na
tional interest that democracy prevail 
in those struggles. 

I urge support for the National En
dowment for Democracy. We have to 
move ahead and give these people an 
opportunity to enjoy the same political 
pluralism which we enjoy in the United 
States. 

Faced by this crisis, how many of us 
asked ourselves what we could do to 
help ensure a peaceful transition to de
mocracy in Russia? We know how im
portant it is, but what can we do? 
Many of us don't think billions more 
economic aid is the answer. We all 
know that the United States could 
never intervene militarily in Russia. 
What can we do other than watch CNN? 

Mr. Speaker, I contend that support
ing NED, supporting the motion of the 
Chairman, is the single concrete thing 
that we can do. If you want to help 
bring about the eventual victory of de
mocracy in Russia, it's that simple. By 
the way, it's also the best thing we can 
do to help bring democracy to places 
like China, Cuba, and Vietnam, and to 
lock in gains in Eastern Europe and 
Central America. NED, created with bi
partisan support by Ronald Reagan, 
still promotes our national interests 
and national security, and it still de
serves our strong support. 

Mr. Speaker, I enclose a letter from 
former President Ronald Reagan: 

JULY 4, 1993. 
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, Jr., Esq., 
Hogan & Hartson. Columbia Square, Washing

ton , DC. 
DEAR FRANK: On this 217th anniversary of 

our nation's independence. I am reminded 
that America 's greatness lies not only in our 
success at home. but in the example of lead
ership that we provide the entire world. It is 
a testament to our nation's ideals that 
America 's democratic political system con
tinues to be a source of inspiration and ad
miration throughout the globe. And it is a 
credit to our work together that our demo
cratic ideals actually have begun to prevail. 

Our work. however. is not complete. As I 
look abroad, I see that the struggle between 
freedom and tyranny continues to be waged. 
Disappointingly, in some places, it is autoc
racy, not freedom. that is winning the day. 

This is why I strongly support continued 
Congressional funding for the National En
dowment for Democracy (NED). Ten years 
ago, at Westminster, you will recall that I 
outlined a new, bold initiative for our coun
try to publicly lead the struggle for freedom 
abroad. As part of this effort. at my request, 
the National Endowment for Democracy was 
created. 

In its short life. NED has been on the cut
ting edge of America's work to strengthen 
new democracies and to open closed societies 
to democratic ideas. During my time in 
Washington, and even since returning to 
California, I have seen firsthand that. from 
Moscow to Managua, NED's work has opened 
the dream of freedom to millions. This, in 
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turn, has advanced the American interest in 
peace and freedom, making the world safer 
for our children. 

Yet, these new democracies are still frag
ile, and over half of the world still remains 
in the hands of tyrants. From Havana to 
Hanoi, much work remains to be done. Clear
ly.· now is not the time for us to abandon the 
courageous men and women who continue 
our fight for freedom and look to us for in
spiration and support. Without the strong 
and energetic support of NED, however, it is 
unlikely that these struggling democracies 
can prevail. And should they fail, we run the 
risk of reversing the great global strides that 
we made together. This could potentially 
jeopardize our own very freedom. 

I urge now, as I did ten year,s ago, for con
tinued support of NED to ensure that Amer
ica remains that shining city on the hill. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD REAGAN. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I heard the gentleman 
from California Mr. BERMAN, indicate 
that he has held hearings. To my 
knowledge, NED's funding has in
creased from $17 million in 1990 to now 
a proposed $35 million. It was only in 
1991 that hearings were held. No hear
ings have been held since that time. 

So the two largest increases were 
held without hearings. 

What I would like to say to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN], 
is if he has held all these hearings and 
if he has information that we do not 
have, could we get an agreement from 
him on the record today that he will 
request a complete list from the Re
publican Institute, the Democratic In
stitute, the AFI..rCIO, and the Chamber 
of Commerce of all individuals whore
ceived any finances for any trips any
where in the world that used any of 
these funds? Can we have those for pub
lication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on his time? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman commits to disclosing 
any aspect of information the gen
tleman ·wants except insofar as the 
safety of individuals in totalitarian 
countries working on democracy pro
grams might be jeopardized. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. My understanding, 
Mr. Speaker, is that the gentleman will 
provide a list of every Member of the 
House and the Senate and any member 
of the staff of these bodies that has 
ever traveled on any of the funds since 
the inception in 1985. 

Mr. BERMAN. The chairman com
mits to providing that list. The gen
tleman could get it right now from 
every disclosure form, from every 
Member of Congress and from every 
staff person that is part of the required 
disclosure. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the very distinguished 

member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the cold war is over. We 
have heard that 20 times a day ad 
nauseum, but the struggle for democ
racy is not over. The struggle for de
mocracy and justice and peace around 
the world goes on all over the globe 
from Managua to Manila, from the Bal
tica to South Africa. 

Now, the U.S. Government cannot do 
it all. We cannot get into every place; 
we cannot obtain the confidence of all 
the people that we would like to have, 
but private enterprise, organized labor, 
they can do that. 

Is it not marvelous, there is no 
gridlock between Democrats, Repub
licans, management and labor, on the 
topic of building democracy? This is a 
task that is never won. It goes on and 
on, and this institute, which is inde
pendent of the Government but funded 
by the Government, is uniquely con
stituted to answer requests from orga
nizations and labor unions, like Soli
darity, to help them with printing 
presses, with publications, with com
munications. It is invaluable. 

If there are mistakes, if they have 
not got the accounting that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] would like, it can be gotten for 
them. These are honest people, doing 
indispensable work in the struggle for 
democracy. 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
[NED] grew from an idea by Ronald Reagan 
in 1983 as a creative effort to foster democ
racy throughout the world. 

The Reagan-Bush years saw dozens of au
thoritarian and Communist regimes crumble 
under the weight of their discredited political 
and. economic systems, culminating in the col
lapse of the Soviet Union. Millions of people 
across the globe are suddenly at a cross
roads. Will they construct governments that 
protect basic human rights and respond to the 
will of the people? Will they establish free 
market economies that will thrive and provide 
huge markets for international trade? Or will 
their societies be swept backward into the 
abyss of totalitarian tyranny that will threaten 
our national interests? 

The Soviet bear is comatose, but with 
30,000 nuclear weapons aimed at us, it's hard 
to say that bear is dead. But the forest is full 
of snakes-the poisonous snakes of ethnic 
and religious hatreds, and their bite is deadly 
for peace, justice, and freedom. 

NED is active in almost 1 00 countries work
ing through some 75 grant recipients to help 
emerging democracies develop the building 
blocks to firmly establish stable democratic 
systems from the Baltic to South Africa, from 
Manila to Managua. Through its grant recipi
ents, including the International Republican In
stitute, the National Democratic Institute, the 
AFL-CIO, and Chamber of commerce, NED 
helps to formulate election laws, train poll 
workers, and teach activists to build political 
parties-the nitty gritty of building democracy. 

NED is an affirmation of the vision of Presi
dent Reagan and a wise investment in the fu
ture of freedom. It is a prudent-and relatively 
modest-expenditure to protect our national 
security. 

Please note that we spare no expense in 
funding the National Endowment for the Hu
manities and the National Endowment for the 
Arts. They receive an appropriation that is at 
least 1 0 times what NED will receive in this 
bill. Which do you think is the more important 
investment? 

I plead with my colleagues to support fund
ing for the National Endowment for Democ
racy. It is bipartisan, cost-effective, and im
mensely important in the difficult task of de
mocracy building in a world that, with the cold 
war over, is not less dangerous-only dif
ferently dangerous. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
reject the funding for the National En
dowment for Democracy. I do not think 
there are many of us who disagree, or 
any of us who disagree with the goals, 
the promotion, and the establishment 
of democracy to help other countries. 

I just do not know why these organi
zations need Federal moneys to do this. 
These organizations all have large 
memberships, have rich treasuries, 
they use money for every purpose 
under the Sun. If they want to engage 
in this with their counter organiza
tions in other countries, or fledgling 
organizations in other countries within 
the trade movement and the business 
communities or others, they ought to 
be able to do that. 

I just do not think when we are look
ing at the budget priorities of this 
country that this is where we ought to 
be putting Federal dollars. 

I think it is very clear that these or
ganizations are capable of engaging in 
this. There is private money available 
for sending people on these trips that 
have the wherewithal, if this is their 
gift to the country, they have . the 
wherewithal to provide for their own 
travel, to provide for their stays, and 
they can engage in this as private citi
zens of the United States. 

This idea grew in the cold war. It has 
had many uses. It has been manipu
lated a number of different ways. 

The fact is, it was not a good idea 
then, and it is not a good idea now. It 
is simply a bad use of the very limited 
Federal dollars that our taxpayers send 
us to be used in the priori ties of this 
country. This ougnt not to be one of 
them. 

We ought to encourage these organi
zations, the AFI..rCIO, the Chamber of 
Commerce, to continue this effort. I do 
not think we need Federal involvement 
in that issue. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON], the chairman 
of the freshmen Democratic class. 
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, earlier, 

when this program was brought to the 
House floor, I voted against it. I was 
not persuaded that it was needed, and 
that it was limited in its scope of serv
ice. Some critics said because the pro
gram supported grassroot organization 
it was ineffective. In the wake of the 
cold war, we are learning that the 
world remains a troubled and turbulent 
place. At the same time, the United 
States plays a significant role in 
spreading the benefits of democracy 
and market reform throughout the 
world. 

Recently, we have seen the problems 
associated with involving our military 
in lo.calized political conflicts. We have 
heard the public outcry that our 
Armed Forces should not be used for 
the purposes of state building. We have 
visually witnessed the difficulty of de
ploying our troops on foreign soil. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in support 
for the National Endowment for De
mocracy because it represents the kind 
of preventative medicine needed to re
duce the likelihood of future political 
crises in developing democracies. The 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
involved in funding grassroots level 
projects assisting countries in develop
ing democratic political parties, mon
itoring elections, enhancing inter
national private-sector initiatives, and 
strengthening indigenous labor unions 
in order to improve working standards. 
The National Endowment for Democ
racy is involved throughout the Afri
can continent-from Zaire to Kenya to 
South Africa-in fostering democratic 
foundations. 

Mr. Speaker, let us put our money 
where our mouth is. Let us fund the 
National Endowment for Democracy, 
because it works in building democracy 
in developing countries. I urge my col
leagues to defeat the motion to restrict 
funding for the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BALLENGER]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

As a person who has been, and is still, 
pursuing democracy in Central Amer
ica, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to express my public support for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy [NED]. Through NED I have 
helped assure honest elections in Nica
ragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala and 
I hope, developed democracy there, 
often with my own money. 

In my opinion, the NED has played 
an important role in supporting the 
democratic cause all around the world. 
The pro-democracy movements of 
many countries are directly encour
aged by NED's efforts. It is true that 

the cold war is over, but is does not 
mean tha-t democracy has been 
achieved. In fact, many countries 
today are still ruled by dictators, still 
lack freedom of speech, still have no 
meaningful elections, and still hold po
litical prisoners. Therefore, NED's 
functions are still absolutely necessary 
for the leadership of the United States 
in the international arena. 

Recently, I signed a "Dear Col
league" offered by Congressmen HAMIL
TON and GILMAN urging Member's to 
support the conferee's position regard
ing funding for the NED in the Com
merce, State, Justice conference re
port. As the "Dear Colleague" stated, 
NED is a critical element in America's 
political strategy. While NED is only 
part of a larger strategy to support de
mocracy, it plays a pivotal role as a 
private entity in mobilizing the dy
namics of America's private sector, our 
two political parties, and numerous 
other private groups. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for NED. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

P/2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN], a member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
suggest to my good friend, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, that the 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
reviewed by four congressional com
mittees. It is reviewed by a CPA firm 
every year. Every single one of its 
grants is in its annual report. It is sub
ject ·to the Freedom of Information 
Act, every OMB regulation; but most 
importantly, this is the kind of pro
gram that my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, ought to be behind, 
because it is result-oriented rather 
than process-oriented, which is the 
case with too many Federal grants. 

But the State Department cannot go 
funding the National Republican Com
mittee, or the Democratic Committee, 
or the AFL-CIO, or the Chamber of 
Commerce, and yet they are the es
sence of how our democracy works. 

The State Department is not going to 
be funding leaflets that they distrib
uted in the August 1991, coup to the So
viet troops, but yet, that was impor
tant. 

We do not have the kind of flexibility 
to accomplish that. We cannot get in
volved in the kind of solidarity move
ment efforts that the National Endow
ment for Democracy did. 

Look at the testimonials from the 
Solidarity people in Poland and what a 
difference they made. 

Go through the list of all the people 
that we respect so much, the Dalai 
Lama, Fang Lizhi of China, and Mrs. 
Bonner. 

0 1440 
Every single one of them, Mr. Speak

er, say the National Endowment for 
Democracy is creating an enormous 
difference all over the world. That is 

what the United States is all about. 
That is what our Federal programs 
ought to be all about. We have got to 
keep this program. There is a substan
tial reduction from what the House 
wanted. There is a substantial reduc
tion, even more substantial, from what 
the administration wanted. 

Mr. Speaker, this is money well 
spent, a lot better spent than most of 
the money funded by the Federal pro
grams that we consistently approve 
day after day in this House. 

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

Mr. KOLBE. Mr: Speaker, as one who 
had opposed the funding for NED before 
rising today in strong support of this, I 
say, "You cannot have seen the shoot
ing in Moscow and the rioting in the 
streets without realizing that the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy is 
our best national security tool." 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. INHOFE]. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard over 
and over today, the recent events in 
Haiti and Somalia have created a great 
deal of concern in the Congress and 
among our constituents. I am con
stantly asked why the United States is 
sending American troops to areas of 
the world where there is no vi tal na
tional security interest at stake. I an
swer this question, "We should not 
send our troops under these conditions 
and should bring our troops home." 
Our current operation in Somalia has 
cost over a billion dollars and more im
portantly taken the lives of 30 of this 
Nation's finest soldiers. This is a dif
ficult issue, but there are certain basic 
lessons that appear self-evident, and all 
point in the direction of using other 
avenues to the promotion of democracy 
abroad. More specifically, we must sup
port efforts such as the National En
dowment for Democracy. It is far more 
cost effective and humanitarian to our 
own citizens to reserve our troops for 
national security purposes and look to 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy to support democracy. 

I think there are four lessons here, 
Mr. Speaker: 

The first lesson is one cannot impose 
democracy. It has to grow from within 
a society. The most that can be done 
from the outside is to provide some 
help, like watering a plant. And that is 
what the National Endowment for De
mocracy does. It provides modest fi
nancial assistance to grassroots demo
cratic groups, as well as training and 
education in the tools of democracy. It 
believes that you cannot do for others 
what they cannot do for themselves, 
but that you should provide a helping 
hand. That is not a bad principle. 

The second lesson-democracy is 
much more than elections. It only 
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works if there is a strong civil society 
and market economy that is working 
every· day of the year, not just when 
people go to vote. One of the most at
tractive features of the National En
dowment for Democracy is the fact 
that it recognizes that democracy is a 
whole system of institutions that pro
tects individual rights and that makes 
freedom work for the people. 

The third lesson-democracy doesn't 
come quickly. It didn't come quickly 
in our own country, and it certainly 
won't come quickly in poor countries 
that lack a democratic tradition. 
Therefore we have to be ready to help 
over the long term-to stay with demo
cratic movements in good times and 
bad. The United States is not a fair 
weather friend of democracy. That is 
why we need an organization like the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
which has the commitment, the stay
ing power and the experience to work 
democracy over time so that we will 
not wait until a crisis occurs and then 
use that crisis to justify sending in our 
troops. 

The fourth and final lesson-the 
United States will not stay with an un
dertaking of this kind if the cost is too 
high. We have our own problems. The 
budget deficit being one of the most 
important. We, therefore, need to find 
cost-effective ways to assist democ
racy. That, too, points in the direction 
of the National Endowment for Democ
racy because it works at the grassroots 
level, with highly efficient, nonbureau
cratic private organizations. I would 
have preferred to continue funding at 
last years National Endowment for De
mocracy budget level of $30 million. At 
this time, we just do not have the lati
tude to change the funding level. But, 
we should keep in mind the global na
ture of the endowment's mission, 
which includes programs in Asia, Afri
ca, Latin America, the former Soviet 
Union, Eastern Europe, and the Middle 
East. It would seem that this is a rel
atively inexpensive way to carry out a 
far-reaching public function and far 
cheaper than dropping a billion dollars 
in troop support in areas where our na
tional security is not impaired. 

As a conservative, Mr. Speaker, I say 
to those who are offended, as I am, that 
the President is still sending our 
troops to remote areas with no defined 
mission, There is an alternative, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the most 
cost-effective alternative, the National 
Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that we all here 
are concerned about the deficit, and it 
is also clear that we have to begin to 
tighten our belts whether it is the Con
gress or any other Federal agency. 

Mr. Speaker, this week I would have 
liked to have voted to support the 
super collider, but I could not. I could 
not with a $250 billion deficit. I would 
have liked to have supported the space 
station as well, but I could not, not 
with a $250 billion deficit. And I would 
have preferred not to close down mili
tary bases across the country, but we 
had to especially with a $250 billion 
deficit. NED is the same way. 

I will remind all of my colleagues 
that we voted to kill this agency by a 
lopsided margin earlier this summer, 
and somehow it comes back to the 
floor with a 171/2-percent increase from 
last year. No wonder the rest of the 
country outside the Beltway thinks 
that we are a bunch of loonies. We have 
got a deficit, and we have got to begin 
to make some tough choices, and 
frankly sending private citizens on a 
red carpet travel service, often first 
class, so that they can see the rest of 
the world is something that I cannot 
justify. I cannot justify this with so 
many other unfunded Federal man
dates. 

Let us not stick the taxpayers with 
these junkets, with another $35 mil
lion. Let us make NED stand for "not 
enough dough" because we simply do 
not have it, not with a $250 billion defi
cit. This is real money, funded from 
private resources, not the public 
trough. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHA YS. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
listening to this debate and feeling a 
little guilty. On June 22 this great 
House by a vote of 247 to 171 chose not 
to fund NED. I was directly involved in 
this effort with the Kanjorski-Shays 
amendment. When I started reading all 
the criticism of his amendment, I was 
grateful I wasn't getting much credit 
for it. 

Note I said his amendment. I was 
truly grateful my name was not associ
ated with it. Great Americans editorial 
boards and others have spoken in favor 
of NED and have criticized the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] for his efforts, I was happy not 
to be criticized. But I just have to say 
to my colleagues, "Mr. Kanjorski is a 
very brave man. He is so right on this 
issue. And, while everyone speaks dif
ferently, he has focused on the main 
issue that everyone seems to ignore." 

It is clear the cold war has ended, 
and it is also clear the world is not a 
safer place. We acknowledge that. We 
need to help fledgling democracies, and 
we acknowledge that. What we do not 
acknowledge is that the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, that the AFL-CIO, that 
the Republican Party or the Democrat 
Party should be given $35 million to 
spend taxpaye.r's money as they see fit. 

Now I know they have institutes that 
are somewhat separate from their orga
nizations, but, when we hear from the 

U.S. Chamber of Commerce, for in
stance, it sends us information about 
the Center for International Private 
Enterprise under its own masthead. 
The literature says the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, and then it tells about 
the institute, as if it were an integral 
part of the chamber. The chamber 
gives us a lot of promotional material 
and no documentation on how it spends 
our money. 

I do not know how many Members of 
this Congress have gone on trips, and I 
would not be able to find out. I do not 
know how many fundraisers for the 
Democrat or Republican Parties go on 
trips, and I would not be able to find 
out. 

Mr. Speaker, I hear comments that 
we can find answers to our questions 
but, when we seek to find them, they 
are not available. 

I am troubled the committee has not 
had hearings on NED in recent years. I 
am also troubled by the fact that, GAO 
reports of 1986 and 1991, strongly criti
cize how NED does what it does. And 
I'm further troubled when I read a 1992 
GAO report that says it's too soon to 
find out if NED has made the necessary 
reforms. Too soon? 

A few years ago NED was a $15 mil
lion program, now it is a $35 million 
program. It has gone up 17 percent at 
the same time we are cutting so many 
other programs. 

But what troubles me the most is 
what we cannot even talk about, the 
stories we hear that we cannot docu
ment. I remember something that hap
pened when I was in the general assem
bly in Connecticut. A young legislator 
took a political position on an impor
tant issue that the Republican Party 
leadership in Connecticut did not like. 
Eventually he changed his position so 
his party, which is also my party, 
would like it, and 2 years later he took 
a $10,000 trip on NED as his reward. 
Now I know that was 1988, but I do not 
know if this practice has changed or 
not and neither does anyone else. 

We hear accusations that certain 
groups, are funded in contradiction. We 
hear, for instance, that the unions 
sometimes fund one group and the 
Chamber funds the opposite group. 
They are competing forces working at 
cross purposes. 

It is obscene in my judgment, for the 
Republican Party, or Democrat Party, 
to be given Federal money. Why not 
some other political parties? Are we 
with Federal dollars institutionalizing 
these two parties? And what about 
labor and business? It's the same prob
lem. We fund labor and we fund the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce both. Nei
ther are not going to oppose NED be
cause they are both dipping their hands 
right in there. And when we fund both 
the Democratic Party and the Repub
lican Party, there is no countervailing 
force. Everyone is getting something so 
no one objects. 
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In closing I would say to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI), "You are a brave man. You are 
right on target." We may need an orga
nization like NED to help fledgling de
mocracies but we do not need these 
four institutes. We do not need lobby
ists on these institutes. We do not need 
political fundraisers on these insti
tutes. We do not need legislators on 
these institutes. We need to separate 
the Republican and Democratic Parties 
and the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce from NED. If we don't we 
are simply giving taxpayer's money to 
organizations that are not accountable 
to the President, Congress or the 
American people. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Endow
ment for Democracy's financial control 
and grant monitoring procedures are 
employed at every stage of the grant 
process for each of the 200 or so grants 
awarded annually, from a CETA pro
posal through grant award monitoring. 

There is more oversight over NED 
and core grantee programs than there 
is over the State Department and AID 
programs set up in this whole process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield P/2 minutes to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. PRICE), a member of the sub
committee. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 
In July I was privileged to travel with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST), 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BE
REUTER), the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON), and others, with the 
Speaker's task force on inter
parliamentary cooperation, to Eastern 
and Central Europe. And I can only 
wish that all of our colleagues had been 
with us on that journey as we heard 
the testimony about NED's effective
ness from numerous Eastern European 
leaders, effectiveness made possible by 
the flexibility of NED's organizational 
and funding mechanisms. 

We were all particularly struck in Al
bania by the credit repeatedly given to 
NED-financed programs as playing per
haps the critical role in bringing de
mocracy to that country through free 
and fair parliamentary elections. 

The same is true throughout Eastern 
Europe. Working with "Solidarity" in 
Poland to develop machinery to resolve 
labor disputes. Helping prepare a new 
citizenship education curriculum in 
Poland. Supporting the main organiza
tion in Bulgaria developing privatiza
tion policy, and supporting grass roots 
political education programs in Roma
nia. 

And then throughout the former So
viet Union: NED-sponsored local party 
training seminars for hundreds of poli t
ical activists in Russia. 127 activists 
from across Central Asia coming to-

gether for 3 days of democratic edu
cation in Kazakhstan, d·eveloping an 
informational resource bank to assist 
entrepreneurs in Ukraine. And on and 
on. 

The testimony is just overwhelming 
that NED continues to play a key role, 
not only in Eastern Europe, but in 
many emerging democracies around 
the world. 

So let us not step back from this 
leadership. Let us step forward, to give 
these countries and these peoples the 
tools they sorely need at a critical 
time in their struggles to build demo
cratic institutions that can weather 
the storms ahead. 

This is a $35 million appropriation. It 
represents modest support, but it is 
strategically targeted to make a real 
difference, to give democracy a chance 
in an often hostile world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem
bers designated to control time that 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS) has 3 minutes remaining, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI) has 51/2 minutes remaining, 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH) 
has 11/2 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN) has 8% minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH), 
under the rule, reserves the right to 
close debate. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I guess like 
so many things in life, it is a question 
of priorities. When I hear people wave 
the fiscal flag, I applaud, because we 
are in trouble in terms of deficits and 
national debt. But, again, it is a ques
tion of priori ties. 

The last two gentlemen, who oppose 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, and who are excellent Repub
licans and who are fiscally sound 
thinkers, it was their priority to sup
port the final passage for the National 
Endowment for the Arts and the Na
tional Endowment for the Humanities, 
worthy causes, to the tune of $174.6 
million. That is wonderful. 

Now here we have the National En
dowment for Democracy asking for a 
measly $35 million, in comparison to 
the other endowments that subsidize 
street theater and some poetry and 
wonderful things. And, if we had that 
money, we should subsidize those 
things. 

But democracy in 100 different coun
tries is under siege. Again, it is a mat
ter of priori ties. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield P/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT). 

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

Mr. Speaker, I voted for the amend
ment of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI) when it came 

up the first time. I have, legitimately, 
as have many others, struggled with 
this decision, particularly so because 
so many people whose opinions I re
spect are on the other side of this ques
tion, particularly my friend, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN), 
with whom I serve on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

I have no doubt, after listening to the 
arguments these last few weeks and 
today on the floor, that this program 
has great merit. Indeed, one of the 
points that has been made td me over 
and over again is that this is precisely 
the kind of foreign aid program that we 
ought to pursue. This is new foreign 
aid. In fact, it is more accountable, as 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN) said, than some of the old pro
grams. It more directly goes to sub
sidize democracy than some of the old 
programs. 

But what we have failed to do, if we 
want to support this new foreign aid, is 
what we have failed to do time and 
time again on this floor, and that is get 
rid of the old before we keep funding 
the new. 

If we should fund this new foreign 
aid, if it is a better program, then let 
us cut that which is inefficient, cut 
that which does not have oversight. 

Mr. Speaker, I was watching this de
bate up in the gallery with the Phillips 
Osborne School from my district. We 
took a picture on the steps of the Cap
itol and then we came upstairs. 

I was watching this debate. I said, 
"Ladies and gentlemen of the school, 
this is really democracy at work, be
cause this is a difficult question that 
your Representatives are struggling 
with." But what I have decided, as I 
stood up there, is that the future that 
I care about is them, and what we have 
got to do in terms of our priori ties, I 
would say to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE) and others, is get this 
deficit under control when we are will
ing to cut away that which we should 
not do anymore. 

Mr. Speaker, I am willing and ready 
to support the new. I appreciate the 
support of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 45 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just 
take up where the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] concluded. In the 
budget that our chairman, the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] has 
passed in this conference report, which 
increases the National Endowment for 
Democracy by $5 million, $15 million 
less than the President, the conference 
report cuts $72 million from State De
partment operating accounts; $160 mil
lion, 28 percent, from foreign buildings; 
$58 million, 12.8 percent, from peace
keeping; 5.7 percent, $52 million, from 
international organizations; 13.1 per
cent, $46 million below in international 
broadcasting. 
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Mr. Speaker, these are all cuts below 

last year's level. The total, when you 
add the cuts in foreign aid, comes to 
over $600 million in cuts. And, Mr. 
Speaker, we have done exactly what 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
FINGERHUT] said. We have prioritized, 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] 
has prioritized, a small addition for an 
effort to promote democracy. Massive 
cuts in international relations, per
haps. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
MENENDEZ]. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, Amer
ica is faced with a great post-cold-war 
challenge. American democratic values 
are being put to the test throughout 
the world. Americans have never run 
from a challenge, and they shouldn't 
start now. 

I ask my colleagues to make up their 
minds. Do you want to support democ
racy so we may meet these challenges? 
Or would you want more headaches-
headaches that will multiply if we re
ject this program? 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy educates leaders and grassroots 
organizers so that they can consolidate 
the democratic process in their coun
tries. 

Does NED work? Ask former dis
sident, playwright and hero of the Vel
vet Revolution in Czechoslovakia, 
Vaclav Havel, now President of the free 
Czech Republic. President Havel offi
cially cited NED for "building new 
democratic societies in Central and 
Eastern Europe." 

Ask Polish dissident and labor lead
er, Lech Walesa, also now President of 
his country. Ask the Dalai Lama, who 
fights for a free Tibet. Ask President 
Aylwin of Chile, who helped end the 
Pinochet dictatorship. Ask the Organi
zation of African Unity, or South Afri
cans working for a nonracial democ
racy. Ask Boris Yeltsin. 

Mr. Speaker, we won the cold war be
cause we had principles. In the great 
American tradition, we stuck to those 
principles. Let us not turn our backs 
on democracy at this critical time. 
Support the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

0 1500 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Smith motion 
and in support of $35 million for the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Na
tional Endowment of Democracy [NED] and in 
opposition to the motion to instruct conferees. 

The promotion of democratic values serves 
U.S. national interests. A world where democ
racy flourishes is a safer and more prosperous 
one. Democratic governments rarely go to war 
with each other. Democracy also offers coun
tries the best chance to solve their own prob-

lems, preventing them from becoming Amer
ican problems. 

The National Endowment for Democracy: 
Plays a critical role in America's democracy 

promotion strategy. 
Mobilizes America's private sector-labor, 

business, our two political parties, and numer
ous other private groups-to help people in 
dozens of nations working against great odds 
to build societies based on democratic prin
ciples, the rule of law, and respect for human 
rights. 

Supports democratic forces when the U.S. 
Government cannot. Acting as private organi
zations, NED and its affiliates are able to work 
with groups unwilling or unable to take funding 
directly from the U.S. Government. 

Is responsive to congressional concerns. 
NED initiated a series of management reforms 
in response to a 1991 GAO report. GAO 
praised NED's reforms in a follow-up review. 
NED has also increased internal auditing. 

In my opinion, given the importance of its 
work, NED is a bargain. The $35 million in 
funding proposed in the conference report is 
30 percent less than the President requested. 

Congress has already cut international af
fairs spending dramatically this year. Funding 
for NED will be drawn from cuts in less essen
tial international programs. Shifting funds from 
the cold war programs to democracy-pro
motion is a sensible and responsible use of 
scarce U.S. resources. 

NED has been praised by many of the 
world's most respected advocates of human 
rights and democracy, people who have 
worked for many years to promote democratic 
change in repressive societies. NED support
ers include Elena Bonner of Russia, Oscar 
Arias of Costa Rica, the Dalia Lama of Tibet, 
Fred Chiluba of Zambia, Vytautus Landsbergis 
of Lithuania, and Fang Lizhi of China. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
does democracy have a chance in the 
Third World? That is what we are de
ciding here today. That is what it is all 
about. Does democracy have a chance 
in the Third World? 

Vote against NED and Members are 
voting against democracy in the Third 
World, because it does not have a 
chance because no one else is going to 
be in there with the resources they 
need to create the democratic institu
tions. 

Does democracy have a chance in 
some of these countries that are trying 
to evolve out of Soviet tyranny? A vote 
against NED is a vote to thwart the ac
tual transition out of communism in 
some of these societies, societies that 
if they are democratic are no threat to 
us but as authoritarian with their 
hands on nuclear weapons pose a great 
threat to us. 

The cold war is over. The new chal
lenge is not thwarting communism. 
The new challenge we have in our gen
eration is advancing democracy. Our 
security depends on democracy and the 
progress democracy will make in the 
Third World and those countries that 
have lived under tyranny. 

We will have a more peaceful world if 
we have a freer world. NED will work 
for a freer world. It is a wise invest
ment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HASTINGS]. 

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

The National Endowment for Democ
racy has served to enhance America's 
image. In Africa, the Western Hemi
sphere, and the world, many institu
tions and organizations have fostered 
democratic efforts and principles be
cause of the National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

Isolationism and xenophobia will not 
assist us as a country in promoting 
better understanding between the peo
ples of the world. I strongly support 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. 

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

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

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Smith motion. 

There have been problems with the 
Endowment, but the Endowment has 
endeavored to address these problems, 
and it is not relevant to talk about 
GAO reports of several years ago. 

The Endowment is ·a partnership be
tween the public and the private sec
tor. We do this in a number of areas. It 
is a creative partnership. We ought to 
be proud of the efforts. 

I received a letter from the American 
chairman of the Hungarian United 
States Business Council. He describes 
how the programs of NED are essential, 
and I quote: 

* * * to ensuring that democratic institu
tions are strengthened and economic reforms 
are sustained throughout Central Eastern 
Europe and the states of the former Soviet 
Union. 

There has been talk here about fiscal 
responsibility, and it is very impor
tant. But let that flag not be used to be 
irresponsible when it comes to demo
cratic institutions in other countries. 
We have a stake. It is important that 
the Endowment continue its work. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH]. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
yielding time to me. 

What this debate demonstrates here 
this afternoon is not the power of de
mocracy but the power of a label. If we 
put a label on something, it will pass. 

National Endowment for Democracy, 
everyone wants to vote for democracy. 
Hey, wait a minute, do we have faith in 
democracy? Then why do we have to go 
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around the world and propagandize it? 
Why do we have to go around the world 
and sell it? 

If it is a great idea, it will sell itself. 
This is not an issue of democracy, my 
colleagues. This is an issue of whether 
we are going to give $35 million of tax
payers' money to special interests in 
the United States. 

Stop and analyze it. Who gets this 
money? The average people? No. It goes 
to special-interest groups to fly around 
the country. 

I say to my friends, "If you want to 
do something for democracy, do it on 
your own time. Don't come to the Con
gress and ask for $35 million. We have 
got all kinds of problems here in our 
country. We can use this money here. 
We don't have to spend it overseas." 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise those in 
the gallery that they are here as guests 
of the House of Representatives, and 
that any manifestation of approval or 
disapproval of the proceedings on the 
floor is in violation of the spirit of that 
invitation. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HAMILTON], chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

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

I rise in support of the conference 
committee's provision of funding for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. I want to express a word of appre
ciation to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH], who has been exceedingly 
helpful to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, when asked, and a word of ap
preciation to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BERMAN], who has been a 
remarkable leader in getting support 
for this bill. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy is a very small but very important 
program. In comparison to our overall 
efforts to protect and to promote our 
national interests, this is among the 
most important programs, even though 
the amount of money is very small. 

All of us know that small invest
ments can pay large dividends, and the 
National Endowment for Democracy is 
that kind of an investment. 

It plays a critical role that the Gov
ernment of the United States cannot 
play in furthering this country's politi
cal values around the globe, in promot
ing democracy and the rule of law, and 
in trying to safeguard basic human 
rights. 

NED promotes democratic values, 
free and periodic elections, majority 
rule with protection for minority 
rights, the rule of law, and the respect 
for the dignity of each person. 

We are a long way from that ideal, as 
all of us know, in the world, for all 
kinds of reasons. But we are moving in 
the right direction with our support of 
NED. 

The distinguished National Security 
Adviser to the President, Tony Lake, 
gave a speech the other day in which 
he tried to set out a rationale to suc
ceed the rationale of containment that 
had been the basis of American foreign 
policy for many years. He said that 
what we should do is to have a strategy 
of enlargement, enlargement of the 
world's free community of market de
mocracies. 

All of us, I think, subscribe to that 
kind of a doctrine. The question is, 
what are the tactics? That is a big 
question, but one of the most impor
tant elements of the tactics will be the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

I strongly urge the approval of it. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. As we 

are nearing the end of debate, the 
Chair would advise those Members des
ignated to control time that the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] 
has 1 minute remaining; the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has 
3 minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN] has 2'12 
minutes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] has 11/2 minutes 
remaining and reserves, under the rule, 
the right to close debate. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] is recognized for 21h 
minutes. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, if we 
parse this debate, if we cut right 
through, what essentially the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] and his co-author, the gen
tleman from Connecticut, are saying is 
this: The NED has done some great 
work in the Philippines and in Chile 
and in Namibia and in Eastern Europe 
and in Albania, and yes, we want to 
promote democracy in republics of the 
former Soviet Union, and this is a crit
ical issue, and we need to persevere. 

However, what they are saying is, 
notwithstanding the great work that 
the National Endowment, through its 
grantees, has done, notwithstanding 
the incredible, formidable tasks that 
remain ahead, because my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] 
said, "But it is not so. If democracy is 
a good idea, it will take care of itself.'' 

Ask the people who lived under Sta
lin and Bolshevism for 70 years, or the 
people occupied by Nazi Germany, or 
the people who have been living under 
Papa Doc and Baby Doc and all the dic
tators and tyrants in Haiti, whether 
democracy, i( it is a good idea, will 
take care of itself and will not need as
sistance and work and help in fertiliza
tion and promotion. 

What these gentleman are saying is, 
This is organized the wrong way. This 
is organized the wrong way. Then they 
throw out, at a time long after I 

thought McCarthyism was dead, with
out naming any names, that there are 
Members and there are staffers whose 
motivation for supporting NED is so 
corrupt that it is based on the fact that 
they may have taken a trip or gotten 
in one of these programs, without nam
ing the Members, without naming the 
staffers. Maybe it was the two who al
most died in Namibia working on the 
elections, the first free elections ever 
in the history of that successful transi
tion to democracy. 

Where are these specifics? They have 
never talked to me. They have never 
come to my staff. They have never 
come to the chairman of the sub
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations to get the list of Members 
that have taken trips or the staffers 
that have been granted them. They 
have no specific charges. 

This is not the way to fight a pro
gram, but they missed the point in an 
even broader sense. It is because the 
NED succeeds, NED succeeds because 
of its organizational structure, not in 
spite of it, because of its funding ar
rangement. It exemplifies the benefits 
of reinventing Government. 

In a dynamic and shifting environ
ment, NED can respond to requests 
swiftly and appropriately. Sustainable 
democracy is built from the ground up, 
person-by-person, institution-by-insti
tution. It is because of this structure 
that it is working. 

If this was simply an agency of the 
Federal Government, believe me, it 
would not have this success rate and 
flexibility. I urge an aye vote on the 
motion of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH). 

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

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot of 
comment tonight, or this afternoon, 
but I have to agree with my friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], 
that the real question is who is benefit
ing from these funds. 

This whole argument is not about de
mocracy. This country spends billions 
and billions and billions of dollars · 
around the world for democracy, and in 
the last 10 years, trillions of dollars for 
democracy. This is an argument about 
special interest groups that have their 
hands in the Federal Treasury for their 
purposes, and it is an unholy bedfellow 
alliance. 

It is disgraceful that the Republican 
Party, the Democratic Party, the 
Chamber of Commerce, the AFL-CIO, 
who are supposed to be watching each 
other, are supposed to be protecting 
the institutions of democracy in Amer
ica, have formed together in an unholy 
alliance to pay for their travel around 
the world. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] tells us we can hear these 
names. Why do we have an exemption, 
that they do not even have to disclose 
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trips paid by these institutes on offi
cial forms in the Government? If we 
can disclose these, why have we not 
seen these forms? Why do they not put 
their trips in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD? 

Mr. BERMAN. Will the gentleman 
yield on that point? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I do not have the 
time. We spent an hour on this, I would 
say to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN], and we have spent years. 

This argument boils down to whether 
or not there is any project or program 
in America that we can cut to save 
money, and whether or not we can say 
no to special interest groups. It is not 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, it is the National Endowment for 
the Republica!). Party, the Democratic 
Party, the AFL-CIO, and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. It is not the 
National Endowment for Democracy, it 
is the Welfare Act for the Support of 
Political Consultants of 1993, as it has 
been for the last 8 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I have never seen more 
lobbying, more pressure brought upon 
the membership of this House over any 
issue this year than has been on this. 
We have had former Presidents of the 
United States as late as last night call
ing Members to change their vote from 
their June 22 vote. Why is it so vitally 
important? Even my friend, the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, who I have the highest regard for, 
has voted against NED. I think he was 
right then, but he is entitled to his po
sition now. 

All I urge of the 110 new freshmen 
that came to this Congress, I would say 
to them, they were sent here by the 
American people to set priorities and 
not collapse in the face of pressure 
from special interest groups. It is sin
ful for the American democracy, and it 
puts our American democracy in jeop
ardy, when there is an unholy alliance 
between the two political parties to 
take the public taxpayers' money. It is 
a bad omen for our economic free sys
tem when labor and organized business 
get together and form an unholy alli
ance, spending taxpayers' money. 

I think the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ROTH] put it very well. If they 
want to travel around the world to fur
ther democracy, let them use their own 
dime, and then we will be happy. If this 
is such a great program, why have they 
not raised private funds as a charity to 
fund their program? 

I urge my colleagues in Congress to 
stand up, make a vote of courage and 
confidence today, hold with the vote of 
June 22 and vote no on the motion to 
recede. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I urge an 
aye vote, ancl.J yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I have lis
tened with great interest to the dialog 
this afternoon on the National Endow-

ment for Democracy. I have never 
taken a dime from that endowment. 

As I listened, I thought how easy it is 
to talk about democracy in the com
fort of this Chamber, the comfort of 
this Nation. We had 150 years of colo
nial experience and evolving democ
racy prior to the Articles of Confed
eration and the Constitution of the 
United States. Since then we have had 
two centuries more of experience with 
democracy. It is not that easy for the 
rest of the world. They need Americans 
from all walks of life-labor, manage
ment, both sides of politics, and many 
sides of politics-to go abroad and 
share their experience. We need each 
one of us to teach many of them. That 
is the effort that will count if we are 
going to invest this small amount of 
money, $35 million, and spread democ
racy around the world. 

How much better it is to support the 
grassroots efforts of the National En
dowment for Democracy than to run up 
another $1 trillion or $2 trillion in na
tional expenditures because we will 
have to revitalize the defense forces of 
this country if some of these countries 
fall back into authoritarian practices. 
That $35 million is the cheapest invest
ment this Congress could make to pro
mote democracy in the world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair recognizes the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] to close 
debate. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the most dif
ficult things for people to understand 
that have never lived in a democracy is 
how private institutions can make 
their own decisions. No one could help 
them better understand that than 
someone from a private institution, 
from a labor union, from a business, or 
from a political party. It is essential 
that we use those people. They do not 
need to have people with annual sala
ries. It is better that they have volun
teers working with these countries and 
institutions. 

The House was requested $50 million 
by the administration. It voted down 
the $50 million, but this amendment is 
for $35 million. I repeat what the new 
President of Albania said. He said that 
the greatest help that his country 
could have-a lot greater than foreign 
aid or any grant, was the help that 
they got from the National Endowment 
for Democracy, because individuals 
from political parties, individuals from 
business, individuals from labor came 
over there and helped his people to un
derstand how institutions, private in
stitutions, make their own decisions 
and relate to the government. 
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The need has never been greater. We 

have more countries now that need this 
kind of help than ever before. They are 

emerging and ready to go into demo
cratic institutions. 

We have many democratic institu
tions in the Western countries, but now 
we have to do the same thing in the 
other parts of the world. 

So I ask Members to support the $35 
million for NED. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support today of the National 
Endowment for Democracy. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy is a nonprofit organization which 
promotes democratic values, making 
U.S. national interests safer worldwide. 
It provides grants to projects for 
strengthening democratic institutions 
and processes. The NED funds projects 
in Russia, Ukraine, Peru, Argentina, 
Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Poland, the 
Philippines, and South Africa. 

Mr. Speaker, major events are shap
ing our world; Russia will hold elec
tions and vote on a constitution on De
cember 12, 1993; democracy's roots are 
growing strong in Latin America; 
democratic institutions are rising out 
of the ashes of communism in Eastern 
Europe; Asia continues to advance 
democratically and economically. The 
need for NED is clear. NED's record 
and global events demand our atten
tion. 

NED promotes respect for human 
rights. Bonner of Russia, Arias of Costa 
Rica, the Dalai Lama, Chiluba of 
Zambia, Landsbergis of Lithuania, and 
Lizhi of China have worked with and 
support the National Endowment for 
Democracy. Additionally, the NED sup
ports U.S. interests when the U.S. Gov
ernment is unable to influence a situa
tion. Lastly, the NED provides timely 
and useful information to Congress on 
a variety of subjects. Let us not forget 
that the NED has remained responsive 
to congressional concerns through in
stituting managerial and accounting 
reforms. 

Mr. Speaker, today we should vote to 
reduce NED's funding, not delete it. 
Today's vote will reduce NED's funding 
to $35 million, fund a successful and ef
ficient method of promoting democ
racy abroad, support the administra
tion's request that NED be saved, and 
maintain our focus on building demo
cratic institutions and processes 
aboard. 

Mr. Speaker, the NED is not an orga
nization inspired by the cold war. It is 
not ideologically motivated nor is it 
controlled by any private interests. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote to fund the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). All time has expired. Without 
objection the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I de

mand that the question be divided. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question will be divided. 
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The question is, will the House re

cede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 
171. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore being in doubt, 
the House divided and there were-ayes 
23, noes 17. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 259, nays 
172, not voting 2, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barlow 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 

[Roll No . 521) 

YEA&-259 

Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English (AZ) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fish 
Flake 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
G!lman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
K!ldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klink 

Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 

Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sawyer 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Blute 
Boehner 
Brewster 
Browder 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Danner 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 

Saxton 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 

NAY&-172 

Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hancock 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Jacobs 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Mink 
Montgomery 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Owens 
Parker 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 

NOT VOTING-2 

Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Ridge 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

Chapman Engel 

Messrs. 
GRAMS, 
changed 
"nay." 
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BARRETT of 

HERGER, and 
their vote from 

Nebraska, 
HILLIARD 
"yea" to 

Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, and Messrs. LAFALCE, PETER
SON of Florida, and CLINGER changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the House receded from its dis
agreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 171. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is: Will the House concur in 
the amendment of the Senate num
bered 171? 

The House concurred in the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 171. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, on the pre

vious vote, on rollcall 521, I inadvert
ently voted "no" when I intended to 
vote "aye." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 174: Page 71, strike 
out lines 3 to 16. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF IOWA 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The test of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 174, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: Re
store the matter stricken by said amend
ment, amended to read as follows: 
SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT REGARDING 

NOTICE 
SEC. 606 (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN MADE 

EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.-!n the case of 
any equipment or products that may be au
thorized to be purchased with financial as
sistance provided under this Act, it is the 
sense of the Congress that entities receiving 
such assistance, to the extent feasible, pur
chase only American-made equipment and 
products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Head of the agency shall provide to 
each recipient of the assistance a notice de
scribing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 

SEc. 607. (a) None of the funds made avail
able in this Act may be used for the con
struction, repair (other than emergency re
pair), overhaul, conversion, or modernization 
of vessels for the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration in shipyards lo
cated outside of the United States. 

(b) None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used for the construction, 
repair (other than emergency repair), con
version, or modernization of aircraft for the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis
tration in facilities located outside the Unit
ed States and Canada. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the last amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 175: Page 71, after 
line 16, insert: 

SEC. 607. (a) Funds appropriated under this 
Act to the Legal Services Corporation and 
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distributed to each grantee funded in fiscal 
year 1994 pursuant to the number of poor 
people determined by the Bureau of Census 
to be within its geographical area shall be 
distributed in the following order: grants 
from the Legal Services Corporation and 
contracts entered into with the Legal Serv
ices Corporation for basic field programs 
shall be maintained in fiscal year 1994 and 
not less than 97.903 per centum of the annual 
level at which each grantee and contractor 
was funded in fiscal year 1993 pursuant to 
Public Law 102-395; 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act to the Legal Services Corporation 
shall be expended for any purpose prohibited 
or limited by or contrary to any of the provi
sions of-

(1) section 607 of Public Law 101- 515, and 
that, except for the funding formula , all 
funds appropriated for the Legal Services 
Corporation shall be subject to the same 
terms and conditions set forth in section 607 
of Public Law 101- 515 and all references to 
" 1991" in section 607 of Public Law 101-515 
shall be deemed to be " 1994" unless para
graph (2) or (3) applies; 

(2) paragraph 1, except that, if a Board of 
eleven Directors is nominated by the Presi
dent and confirmed by the Senate, provisos 
20 and 22 shall not apply; 

(3) authorizing legislation for fiscal year 
1994 for the Legal Services Corporation is en
acted into law. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF lOW A 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion. 

The · SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the motion. 

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa moves that the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 175, and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows : In 
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend
ment, insert: 

SEC. 608. (a) Funds appropriated under this 
Act to the Legal Services Corporation and 
distributed to each grantee funded in fiscal 
year 1994, pursuant to the number of poor 
people determined by the Bureau of the Cen
sus to be within its geographical area, shall 
be distributed in the following order: 

(1) grants from the Legal Services Corpora
tion and contracts entered into with the 
Legal Services Corporation under section 
1006(a)(1) of the Legal Services Corporation 
Act, as amended, shall be maintained in fis
cal year 1994 at not less than the annual 
level at which each grantee and contractor 
was funded in fiscal year 1993 pursuant to 
Public Law 102-395; and 

(2) each grantee or contractor for basic 
field funds under section 1006(a)(l) shall re
ceive an increase of not less than 2.5% over 
its fiscal year 1993 grant level. Any addi
tional increase in funding for grants and con
tracts to basic field programs under section 
1006(a)(1) shall be awarded to grantees and 
contractors funded at the lowest levels per
poor-person (calculated for each grantee or 
contractor by dividing· each such grantee's or 
contractor's fiscal year 1993 grant level by 
the number of poor persons within its geo
graphical area under the 1990 census) so as to 
fund the largest number of programs possible 
at an equal per-poor-person amount; and 

(3) any increase above the fiscal year 1993 
level for grants and contracts to migrant 
programs under section 1006(a)(1) shall be 
awarded on a per migrant and dependent 
basis calculated by dividing each such grant
ee's or contractor's fiscal .year 1993 grant 

level by the state migrant and dependent 
population , which shall be derived by apply
ing the state migrant and dependent popu
lation percentage as determined by the 1992 
Larson-Plascencia study of the Tomas Ri
vera Center migrant enumeration project. 
This percentage shall be applied to a popu
lation figure of 1,661 ,875 migrants and de
pendents. These funds shall be distributed in 
the following order: 

(A) forty percent to migrant grantees and 
contractors funded at the lowest levels per 
migrant (including dependents) so as to fund 
the largest number of programs possible at 
an equal per migrant and dependent amount; 
and 

(B) forty percent to migrant grantees and 
contractors such that each grantee or con
tractor funded at a level of less than $19.74 
per migrant and dependent shall be increased 
by an equal percentage of the amount by 
which such grantee 's or contractor's funding, 
including the increases under subparagraph 
(A) above, falls below $19.74 per migrant and 
dependent, within its State; and 

(C) twenty percent on an equal migrant 
and dependent basis to all migrant grantees 
and contractors funded below $19.74 per mi
grant and dependent within its State. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act to the Legal Services Corporation 
shall be expended for any purpose prohibited 
or limited by or contrary to any of the provi
sions of-

(1) section 607 of Public Law 101- 515, and 
that, except for the funding formula, all 
funds appropriated for the legal Services 
Corporation shall be subject to the same 
terms and conditions as set forth in section 
607 of Public Law 101-515 and all references 
to " 1991" in section 607 of Public Law 101-515 
shall be deemed to be "1994" unless subpara
graph (2) or (3) applies; 

(2) subparagraph 1, except that, if a Board 
of eleven Directors is nominated by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate, pro
visos 20 and 22 shall not apply to such a con
firmed Board; 

(3) authorizing legislation for fiscal year 
1994 for the Legal Services Corporation that 
is enacted into law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 

strong support for the funding included in the 
conference report for the Legal Services Cor
poration. This program provides much-needed 
legal assistance to the indigent of this country. 
The funding level approved by the Conference 
Committee is by no means too much money. 
On the contrary, the poor across this country 
are being denied equal access to our Nation's 
system of justice simply because there are not 
enough resources. If you look at the statistics, 
they show that the Federal Government now 
provides less than 40 percent of the support 
necessary to achieve even minimum access to 
justice. 

The appropriation agreed to by the con
ferees is necessary simply to bring the pro
gram back up to 1981 funding levels. The 
poor in 1991 were served by a third fewer 
legal services attorneys than were available to 
them in 1981. To meet the goal of providing 
minimum access-which is a mere two attor
neys for every 1 0,000 poor people in the 
country-we would need to fund this program 
at $823 million-more than twice the proposed 
appropriation. I find it truly remarkable that this 

Chamber can continue to fund ballistic missile 
defense-formerly known as SOl-to the tune 
of $3 billion a year and at the same time at
tempt to slash funds for this program when 
studies show that over 60 percent of indigent 
people in need of help are turned away on a 
regular basis because there are no resources 
available. What kind of justice is that? This is 
not the justice guaranteed by our Constitution. 

This appropriation should receive the sup
port of each and every member here who rep
resent poor people. The last census indicates 
that nearly one-fourth of the entire population 
is living at 125 percent of the poverty level or 
below. While poverty may not be a prevalent 
problem in some of your districts, I am not so 
fortunate. In my. home State of North Dakota, 
14.5 percent of the population live in poverty 
while the national average is only 13.5 per
cent. And yet, the percentage of people re
ceiving public assistance in North Dakota is 
one of the lowest in the Nation. Legal assist
ance of North Dakota, or LAND-which pro
vides legal expertise and know-how to low-in
come people in my State-faces not only 
widespread poverty but also problems of ge
ography. LAND must serve the entire State 
with only four law offices. 

Americans have a fundamental right to seek 
justice. This should be guaranteed regardless 
of where they live, how much they make, or 
the color of their skin. Again, the statistics 
show that the indigent are underserved: The 
general population can claim one attorney for 
every 320 people, while the poor in this coun
try have only one legal services attorney per 
nearly 7,000 people. 

I urge my colleagues to support the appro
priation approved by the Conference Commit
tee. We presume equal access is guaranteed 
by our Constitution. This appropriation puts us 
one step closer toward making equal access a 
reality for the poor of our Nation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report on H.R. 
2519, the bill that funds the Commerce, Jus
tice and State Departments, the Federal judici
ary, and related agencies for fiscal year 1994. 

First, I would like to commend Chairman 
NEIL SMITH and the conferees for meeting the 
challenge that was before them. The con
ferees were able to set priorities in determin
ing the funding levels for the various agencies 
and programs that this conference report sup
ports, given the fiscal restraints they faced. 
But, the funding level in the resulting con
ference report is not only below the sub
committee's target, as set by the Appropria
tions Committee based on this year's budget 
resolution. It is also less than the amount re
quested by the President, and below last 
year's funding level. 

The Commerce-Justice-State conference re
port supports a diverse number of agencies 
and programs. They include community polic
ing efforts, law enforcement against organized 
crime, the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
[FBI], and our Federal prisons; the operation 
of our national fisheries and our marine, 
weather, environmental and satellite programs; 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service; 
the National Weather Service, and the Small 
Business Administration. 

The conference report's support of the 
President's new immigration initiative is of tre
mendous importance to California, given the 
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serious problems that we are having with ille
gal immigration. It targets funds for additional 
land border inspectors, additional border patrol 
agents, increased pre-inspection at airports, 
and more asylum officers. The conference re
port also increases immigration inspection 
fees on foreigners entering the country by 
plane or boat from $5 to $6-an increase that 
is expected to raise $50 million. 

The conference report provides grants to 
State and local law enforcement agencies to 
assist them in safeguarding our neighbor
hoods and communities. It also supports juve
nile justice programs, FBI start-up costs for 
creating a national background check system, 
and a new community policing effort so that 
State and local governments can put more of
ficers on the street and employ innovative 
techniques to prevent crime. 

The Small Business Administration-known 
for its direct and guaranteed loan assistance 
to small businesses-is funded by this con
ference report, as is the Economic Develop
ment Administration [EDA]. The EDA, in turn, 
supports the efforts of my district's Tri-County 
Economic Development Corporation [TCEDC], 
which was formed in 1985 to serve as the 
economic development planning and coordi
nating agency for Butte, Glenn, and Tehama 
Counties. Over the past 8 years, TCEDC has 
financed a revolving loan fund that has worked 
in partnership with private lenders to provide 
loans to small businesses, creating over 250 
jobs. Without the financial support provided in 
this conference report, economic development 
programs in these three counties would be se
riously jeopardized. 

Also important to my constituents is the con
ference report's support of SEARCH, the Na
tional Consortium for Justice Information and 
Statistics. SEARCH is comprised of Gov
ernors' appointees for all States. These ap
pointees are dedicated to assisting State and 
local criminal justice agencies in building, op
erating and improving their computer systems 
to combat crime, all at no cost. In the past, 
SEARCH has assisted the Sacramento Coun
ty Sheriff's Department Crime Analysis Unit in 
mapping a series of car-jackings that took 
place at gunpoint in the Sacramento area; this 
mapped information was then distributed to 
patrol forces. SEARCH also helped the Sutter 
County Sheriff's Department examine two 
computer disks that were suspected of con
taining evidence in a homicide case. 
. The programs funded in this conference re

port safeguard our children, neighborhoods 
and communities, and preserve our resources. 
They protect our industries, both locally and 
globally, and help us maintain our position as 
an international leader-economically, socially 
and politically. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle to vote for 
maintaining our quality of life to and support 
final passage of this conference report. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action was taken on the con
ference report and the several motions 
was laid on the table. 

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

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 

amendment a concurrent resolution of that I yield myself such time as I may 
the House of the following title. consume. 

H. Con. Res. 146. Concurrent resolution au- Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 279 
thorizing the use of the Capitol Building and provides for the consideration of the 
grounds for events to commemorate the conference report on H.R. 2520, the De-
200th anniversary of the laying of the corner- partment of the Interior and related 
stone of the Capitol. agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 

The message also announced that the year 1994. 
Senate further insists upon its amend- The rule provides that the motions 
ments to the bill (H.R. 2492), an act printed in the joint explanatory state
making appropriations for the govern- ment accompanying the conference re
ment of the District of Columbia and port and the motion printed in section 
other activities chargeable in whole or 2 of the rule shall be considered as 
in part against the revenues of said read. 
District for the fiscal year ending Sep- House Resolution 279 waives clause 7 
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes, of rule XVI-which prohibits non
disagreed to by the House and agrees to germane amendments-against the rna
a further conference asked by the tions printed in the joint explanatory 
House on the disagreeing votes of the statement to dispose of the Senate 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. amendments numbered 10, 24, 81, 102, 
KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 123 and 125, and the motion printed in 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. MACK, and section 2 to dispose of the Senate 
Mr. HATFIELD to be the conferees on amendment numbered 18. 
the part of the Senate. Mr. Speaker, I urge swift passage of 

this rule so that we can consider this 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR important conference report. 

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO- I would like to commend Chairman 
YATES and ranking Republican RALPH 

PRIATION ACT • 1994 REGULA and their staff for crafting this 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by direc- conference agreement. I think every 

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call Member knows this conference com
up House Resolution 279 and ask for its mittee worked long hours and dealt 
immediate consideration. with complicated and contentious is-

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- sues. I would like to thank them for 
lows: their dedication and diligence. 

H. RES. 279 
Resolved, That during the consideration of 

amendments reported from conference in dis
agreement on the bill (H.R. 2520) making ap
propriations for the Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses, motions printed in the joint explana
tory statement of the committee of con
ference to dispose of amendments in dis
agreement, and the motion printed in sec
tion 2 of this resolution, shall be considered 
as read. Points of order under clause 7 of rule 
XVI against the motions printed in the joint 
explanatory statement of the committee of 
conference to dispose of the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 10, 24, 81, 102, 123, and 
125, and the motion printed in section 2 of 
this resolution to dispose of the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 18, are waived. 

SEC. 2. The motion to dispose of the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 18 is as 
follows: 

"Mr. Yates moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 18, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

"In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert ': 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 SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, during 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de
bate only. At this time I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes, for the purpose of 
debate only, to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], and· pending 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON], 
has thoroughly explained the provi
sions of this rule. I want to reiterate 
that this rule waives no points of order 
against the conference agreement-it 
only provides germaneness waivers 
against motions to dispose of seven 
amendments reported in disagreement. 
Although I do not generally support 
waiving germaneness rules, these waiv
ers seem necessary in order to properly 
dispose of these amendments in dis
agreement. Therefore, I will support 
this rule. 

This Interior appropriations bill has 
been the subject of much controversy, 
particularly on the grazing fee issue 
and funding for the National Biological 
Survey. I commend Chairman SID 
YATES and RALPH REGULA, the ranking 
Republican, and all the conferees for 
their hard work. 

I do want to express my concern over 
funding for the National Biological 
Survey contained in this bill. The NBS 
is a major new proposal, and the au
thorization bill is still pending further 
consideration by the House. I hope we 
can move that measure soon so that 
the $165.5 million appropriated is justi
fied by an authorization bill. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of this rule and urge its adoption. 

D 1550 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time and would like to advise the 
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gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GoR
DON] that I have all the time, the 30 
minutes, allocated. 

Mr. GORDON. The gentleman does 
have all his time allocated? 

Mr. QUILLEN. I am going to use all 
of my time, Mr. Speaker, and, if the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GoR
DON] would like me to yield time now, 
I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. GORDON. We have no requests 
for time right now, Mr. Speaker, so I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule and urge my col
leagues to defeat this rule. Secretary 
Babbitt's National Biological Survey 
has struck fear in the hearts of many 
Americans, especially those living in 
the West. Every single Member of this 
House should also be concerned about 
creating a brand new Federal agency 
through the appropriations process. 
The National Biological Survey is not 
authorized and in fact was pulled from 
this floor because of the heavy opposi
tion and the numerous amendments 
that were made by this body. 

On October 6 this House debated the 
National Biological Survey and added 
several amendments, including protec
tions for private property, peer review 
guidelines, a prohibition against using 
untrained volunteers, and others. 
Chairman STUDDS has agreed to accept 
several other amendments including a 
wildlife amendment to preserve migra
tory bird research and hunting. None of 
these protections are included in the 
appropriations bill. Secretary Babbitt 
will simply take his money and run, ig
noring the will of this House. If this 
new agency is unable to stand up to the 
scrutiny of Congress then perhaps the 
paranoia is confirmed. Let's not turn 
Secretary Babbitt loose with over $150 
million without protecting our private 
property rights, our ability to hunt mi
gratory birds and, most of all, our duty 
as Congress to establish the laws re
garding our natural resources. 

It is time to take a hard 'stand 
against the administration establish
ing new Federal agencies without the 
approval of Congress. Bring this legis
lation back to the floor for continu
ation of this debate. Vote "no" on the 
rule to H.R. 2520. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, at this 
moment we still have no requests for 
time, so I reserve the balance of my 
time. · 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER], a valuable member of 
the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

When the House considered the Bio
logical Survey bill on October 6, eight 
amendments were adopted to protect 

private property rights. However, be
cause that bill was withdrawn, lan
guage will be included in the motion to 
dispose of Senate amendment 18, which 
was reported in disagreement on the 
Interior appropriations conference re
port. That language consists of part of 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] that 
passed the House by a vote of 309 to 115. 

While I oppose unauthorized appro
priations, I am particularly disturbed 
by this form of selective authorization, 
which seeks to subvert the will of the 
House both procedurally and from a 
policy perspective. 

This conference report creates a new 
Government bureaucracy without con
gressional authorization. That bu
reaucracy will be able to pursue its ob
jectives contrary to the will of the 
House that: 

The survey obey State property 
rights laws, 

Data collected by the Survey be dis
closed to the land owner, 

Safeguards be put in place to protect 
against untrained volunteers who gath
er information; and 

There be peer review of scientific 
data and research. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not reinventing 
Government. This is reinventing the 
Soviet Union. We should vote down 
this rule and hold off on the Biological 
Survey until it is authorized by Con
gress. In addition, Mr. Speaker, we 
should not be waiving points of order 
against a motion to increase grazing 
fees. 

While I believe that grazing fees 
should be increased, the Natural Re
sources Committee should send a graz
ing fee recommendation to the full 
House, rather than punting that re
sponsibility to the appropriators. 

Mr. Speaker, if the authorizers are 
sincere about protecting the preroga
tives of their committees, they would 
not be asking the Appropriations Com
mittee to do their dirty work for them. 
But since they insist on playing this 
cat and mouse game, the Appropria
tions Committee should, in the words 
of a great First Lady, "just say no." 

Let us give the Appropriations Com
mittee a hand and just say no to this 
rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES], the chairman of the Sub
committee of Interior of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House have received letters from 
friends of mine, from the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] and a few 
others, who have complained, and from 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG], who has complained about 
what the conference committee did on 
biodiversity. The conference commit
tee did not increase any of the author
ity or any of the powers of the Sec-

retary of the Interior with respect to 
biodiversity. On the contrary, Mr. 
Speaker, I suggest to the House that 
what those Members want, in asking us 
to kill the rule, is to go after grazing 
fees because, if we kill the rule, we will 
make grazing fees subject to a point of 
order. And, as my colleagues know, 
there are some people in the House who 
are opposed to the increase in grazing 
fees. With respect to the question of 
biodiversity, Mr. Speaker, I say, if you 
kill the rule, I can still bring the con
ference report to the floor . So, the 
question of biodiversity really is a 
sham as it is presented here. 

Let me point out that what the Sec
retary of the Interior . has done essen
tially is to undertake a reorganization 
of the scientific agencies within the 
Department of the Interior. He has 
given the National Biological Survey 
no additional powers because he does 
not have the legislative authority him
self to give it powers of that kind. 

What we have done here is, until such 
time as an authorization is enacted, 
and only when an authorization is en
acted does the Secretary of the Interior 
obtain whatever additional powers that 
legislation will give. He has no addi
tional powers in our bill beyond those 
that he had previously, and to say that 
this give the Secretary additional pow
ers is to mislead the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members of the 
House to vote up the rule, not for the 
purpose of having anything to do with 
biodiversity, because that is a non
existent issue, but the real issue before 
the House is whether or not my col
leagues want to approve the conference 
agreement that provides for an in
crease in grazing fees. 

0 1600 
In the event the rules goes down, 

that provision is subject to a point of 
order, and grazing fee increases will be 
killed. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the rule to the 
conference report to H.R. 2520. 

This rule protects a conference re
port that contains sweeping grazing 
management legislative provisions, 
which were never the subject of any 
congressional hearing and, it estab
lishes an unauthorized new agency, the 
National Biological Survey. 

The National Biological Survey 
[NBS] is safely secured from threat in 
this bill-even though it has not been 
authorized and may never be. The 
Rules Committee chose to permit the 
unauthorized establishment of this new 
agency in violation of House rules in 
the House-passed bill and, as a result, 
the NBS can now avoid the House rule 
barring unauthorized appropriations
rule 21, clause 2. 

This is particularly egregious be
cause it flies in the face of overwhelm
ing House support for a more restricted 
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Biological Survey than is contained in 
this bill. The result is a bill that di
rectly contravenes the will of the 
House. 

Indeed, the House adopted a total of 
eight amendments-most dealing with 
property rights. None of these amend
ments are incorporated into this pro
tected appropriations bill. 

The Taylor amendment was adopted 
by an overwhelming vote of 309 to 115. 
An even greater margin than the vote 
on the superconducting super collider. 

Don't be fooled. Only a small part of 
the Taylor amendment is included in 
this bill. Gone from the language the 
House supported so convincingly are 
provisions which require the NBS to 
obey State property and privacy laws; 
require NBS employees to notify prop
erty owners of access so that the owner 
can accompany them; disclose the data 
gathered from the owner's land to the 
owner; survey Federal lands before pri
vate lands; require peer review of data 
and research to ensure reliability and 
validity-to name just some of the 
amendments adopted by the House. 

Besides the amendments already 
agreed to by the House, at least 10 ad
ditional amendments may be offered to 
the authorizing . legislation for the 
NBS. The only responsible course of ac
tion is to let the authorizing commit
tees in both the House and Senate com
plete their work on the NBS-first-be
fore we establish this new agency in an 
appropriations bill. 

It is bad enough to circumvent the 
rules of this body-worse still when it 
is done in direct contravention of the 
will of this body. But it is unacceptable 
when the subject is the cornerstone of 
our constitutional democracy: private 
property. Make no mistake: Support 
for this rule is opposition to private 
property rights. 

If you believe that new Federal agen
cies ought to be authorized by Con
gress, especially when the subject per
tains to something so fundamental as 
private property, defeat this rule. Pri
vate property rights are too important 
to do otherwise. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like the 
Members to please make reference to 
page 17 of the conference report, which 
makes it absolutely clear that the 
comments just made about, for in
stance, private property rights, are not 
at all accurate. In fact, the conferees 
state explicitly that: 

None of the funds under this legislation 
shall be used to conduct new surveys on pri
vate property unless specifically authorized 
in writing by the property owner. 

To go further, on the same page, the 
report makes it absolutely clear, as the 
chairman indicated, that this does not 

create a new agency. It merely funds 
programs already authorized in law 
and provides no additional authorities 
that the Secretary does not already 
have. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN]. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first of all thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, let me point out that 
there have been some improvements in 
the conference committee with ref
erence to property rights. The improve
ment is that the conference committee 
did adopt language saying that before 
this biological survey can go forward, 
which is a function of the Interior De
partment anyhow, that written consent 
of the property owner must be ob
tained. We appreciate that. That is an 
improvement. 

But what is not contained in the con
ference report in authorizing the funds 
for this program are the other protec
tions that this House voted for, protec
tions that said the volunteers would 
not be used in this scientific survey. 
Apparently the money appropriated 
will be spent by the Interior Secretary 
with his current authority to use vol
unteers. 

The second point we want to make is 
that there were other amendments 
adopted on the floor on the authorizing 
bill which would have made sure that 
State privacy laws were protected, but 
data gathered would have been shared 
with the landowner, that the survey of 
Federal lands were to go first before 
private property would be surveyed, 
and that peer review of the data would 
be permitted. 

Those provisions, which are con
tained in the authorizing legislation, 
are not here in the conference report, 
and that is a shame, because they 
should be if this biological survey is 
going to go forward. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell Members, we 
have some assurances from the authors 
of the biological survey bill, and I be
lieve they are going to make them on 
the floor today, that that bill is yet to 
come before the House. It will be 
brought up, I understand, with that as
surance. I think we will have a chance 
when the bill is brought up to maybe 
hopefully get those protections built 
into law. 

But I want to point out if something 
happens to that bill, if it is not brought 
up, if it dies somewhere in this process, 
if the Senate does not bring it up, if we 
do not get a separate authorizing bill 
with all the protections that are left 
out of this conference report, then the 
Interior Secretary, if this rule passes, 
will be able to go forward with volun
teers, without all the protections that 
we adopted on the floor of this House. 

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

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
to my good friend the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN], we on the 
Committee on Appropriations are try
ing at the direction of the authorizing 
committees to limit the amount of leg
islation that we put in these appropria
tions bills. I regret that we could not 
take care of all of the problems. We 
certainly made an effort in that direc
tion. But I certainly would hope we 
would not defeat the rule on this bill 
because the authorizers have not 
passed the National Biological Survey 
legislation. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] makes a valid 
point. I would point out, however, that 
until this Congress, this House and this 
Senate, acts on all of these private 
property protections, there are many 
of us in this body who feel that the 
Secretary of Interior, getting a bunch 
of volunteers to run all over private 
property in America to do .this survey 
creates some real problems for us. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, we took 
care of the private property issue. 

Mr. TAUZIN. We would like the op
portunity, and I hope we get it, to vote 
on the authorizing legislation some
time this year, and hopefully get the 
bill out, so the protections are built in. 

Mr. DICKS. We urge the gentleman 
to do that. 

Mr. TAUZIN. I do, too. Our problem 
is this bill does not have it. It has real 
problems. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21/4 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly every appropria
tions bill, especially the conference re
ports this year, have been considered 
under a rule that has waived the rules 
of the House. Why do we have rules if 
we do not intend to follow them? Why 
is that important to this particular 
issue? 

In this particular conference report 
we create a new agency, the National 
Biological Survey, and it has not been 
authorized. 

Mr. Speaker, I am aware that it is 
claimed that it does not require au
thorization. There are those of us in 
the House that feel it does extend far 
beyond the existing organizations, and, 
thus, does need to be authorized. 

When the House originally considered 
the Interior bill, the rule granted 
waived points of order against the 
NBS. Some Members were concerned, 
but we did not attempt to defeat the 
rule, because we were assured that the 
authorizing committee would bring an 
authorization bill to the floor. 

Well, a funny thing happened along 
the way. It was brought to the floor, 
and the intent was that during the au
thorization process, it would expand 
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the Interior Secretary's power. Yet the 
House worked its will and passed sev
eral amendments that actually con
strained the power of the Secretary. As 
a result, the bill was quickly pulled 
from consideration and it was not au
thorized. 

I am aware also there have been com
mitments that it will be brought for 
authorization. But that is after the 
fact, and after we pass on this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the House has an obli
gation to protect the Members that 
pass amendments during the NBS au
thorization. As a result, it has an obli
gation to protect certain rights and 
will of the House as passed, in the proc
ess of addressing it. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 45 
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, my friend, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD], of course, is a very valuable 
member of our subcommittee and was 
one of the managers in conference. Let 
me read to my friend what the man
agers say about the biological survey. 

The managers agree that funding for the 
National Biological Survey is provided only 
to the extent authorized by law and shall be 
used to carry out ongoing research activities 
of the department previously carried out by 
a variety of separate agencies within the de
partment. 

0 1610 
All we have got now in the con

ference agreement is the authority the 
Secretary now possesses. We gave him 
no additional powers in this bill. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PACKARD. Then I have to ask, 
why, as I did in the process of con
ferencing, why then do we ask for the 
authorization to even bring before the 
House an authorization bill? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the Sec
retary wants additional duties and he 
can only get those additional duties in 
an authorizing bill. That is the reason 
that we are going to have an authoriz
ing bill. But in this bill he does not 
have additional duties. 

Mr. PACKARD. But in this bill we 
fund the full amount that would en
compass those additional duties. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, no, we do 
not. We only fund the amount for re
sponsibilities in the existing agencies. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS], chairman of the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
to answer some questions that were 
raised earlier. 

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

I notice the chairman of the Commit
tee on Natural Resources presumably 
is about to say a similar thing. As 
managers of this authorizing bill, I just 

want the House to know that it is our 
intention, as it has always been, to re
turn, as soon as the schedule permits, 
to conclude our consideration of that 
bill. 

Members should also know that a 
companion bill has been introduced by 
the chairman of the committee of ju
risdiction in the other body, indicating 
that there is at least a possibility of its 
being seriously considered over there 
as well. 

It is our hope and our intention that 
that will be the case. 

In any event, the House will work its 
will and the authorizing bill will be 
brought back, we hope and expect per
haps as early as next week, for final 
consideration by this House. Members 
should know that. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

I rise in opposition to the rule. I sus
pect most of my colleagues know why. 

I rise because it seems to me there 
are extensive statutory changes made 
in this appropriations bill, particularly 
as they regard grazing. 

I first should say that I do appreciate 
the work of the committee. I appre
ciate the work of the chairman, who is 
always a gentleman working with 
these things. 

I have been around legislation for a 
while, in the State legislature, been 
here a few years. We have some rules. 
And it seems to me that if we do not go 
by those rules, there is not much point 
in having them. 

The rule is that we are supposed to 
legislate in the authorizing commit
tees. We are supposed to appropriate in 
the appropriating committees. 

Here are 19 pages of new rules and 
regulations put into statute here on 
grazing. I am not talking about fees. I 
am not talking about fees. I am talking 
about reform, the reform, the statu
tory reform that is put forth by the 
Secretary is right here, and eight pages 
in this one. 

These are significant kinds of 
changes, not just little changes. 

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

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I yield to · 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, when the 
Interior bill passed the House origi
nally, we had no provision for grazing 
fees because it was stricken as being 
legislative. The first time that this 
came up again was when instructed by 
the House, in going to conference, to do 
something about increasing grazing 
fees. That was the reason for the provi
sion being included. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I understand that. But the 
gentleman was not instructed to put in 
18 pages of new rules on grazing re-

form. He was talking about fees. These 
are not fees. These go far beyond fees. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, this was 
started by the Senators, I will say, 
rather than by Members of the House. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, that does not mean we have 
to like everything the Senate goes for. 
I do not believe we ought to do that. I 
think we ought to reject this rule. I 
find Members embracing everything 
the Senate is for. I see my dear chair
man down here from the authorizing 
committee who has written letters on 
this. I support that, but we are not in 
keeping with the letters that my chair
man has written. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the rule. 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 

purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER], chairman of the Commit
tee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
support this rule. 

Let me see if I can put some of this 
in perspective. 

One is that clearly it is the intent of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS] and myself and the others 
involved in the Biological Survey to 
bring that legislation back to the floor 
and to push for final passage and, as 
the gentleman pointed out, we expect 
to do that. We have two ships passing 
in the night here, the appropriations 
and the authorization bill. 

Had we stuck with the original 
schedule, the House would have voted 
the Biological Survey off of the floor 
and been done with it. I appreciate the 
concerns of Members who won those 
amendments, because they are con
cerned, as everyone is, that somehow 
this will all be lost as the biil goes to 
conference or somewhere else. And 
they bought an insurance policy in the 
Appropriations Committee with re
spect to private property rights, which 
I think they were quite proper to ask 
for. And they got a limitation so that 
they could protect that and to say that 
they were serious and they did not 
want to give it away. Message sent and 
received. 

Now we have grazing fees. The House, 
by a vote of over 313, told the Commit
tee on Appropriations not to accept the 
moratorium by the Senate on what the 
Secretary has done, which dealt with 
rules and regulations and fees on graz
ing lands, to respond to the fact that 
the House has passed overwhelmingly 
time and again both fee increases and 
regulation, never having dealt with the 
Senate. 

Those instructions were picked up. 
They were managed by the House and 
the Senate conferees and in consulta
tion with a lot of other Members in
volved. They came up with this. 

What Members are saying here is 
they would like a little more author
ization on the Biological Survey and a 
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little less on the grazing fees. The fact 
is, they cannot get it perfect. But there 
is a mandate from the House to deal 
with this, and they have done so. And 
t hey are reporting that back. 

On the Biological Survey, we are 
right in the middle of the authoriza
tion. We will continue those amend
ments. Those amendments will be hon
ored and, as the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts pointed out, a companion 
bill has been introduced by the chair
man of the appropriate committee in 
the other body. And the Secretary says 
he wants this legislation because that 
is the only way he can expand his au
thority that he does not have under 
current law. 

I think this rule and the bill is fairly 
fair to all parties involved. I think this 
is a good, fair operation. Not everybody 
is happy, but it has sort of worked out 
reasonable. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to this rule . The con
ference report on the fiscal year 1994 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Interior, while funding many valu
able projects and programs, includes a 
provision that causes me great con
cern. 

This provision would allow for the 
creation of the National Biological 
Survey, a new agency that has not even 
been authorized by Congress. The con
ference report provides for the estab
lishment of the National Biological 
Survey in the Department of the Inte
rior through the transfer and consoli
dation of research elements from var
ious bureaus. 

I oppose this rule because I am deep
ly concerned that its adoption will 
send a wrong signal. It will send the 
message that the authorizing process is 
unnecessary. It will say that it's okay 
to leave the details of establishing new 
agencies with the bureaucracy. And, it 
will mean that we in Congress have ab
rogated and abandoned our constitu
tional responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1845 authorizes the 
establishment of the National Biologi
cal Survey in the Department of the 
Interior-an agency that would be 
tasked with gathering, analyzing, and 
disseminating information on plant 
and animal species in this country. 
This bill was referred to the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 
and the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

On October 6, H.R. 1845 was consid
ered under an open rule. After consid
erable debate, the House adopted eight 
amendments-changes that signifi
cantly improved the bill. Perhaps the 
most important of these was the Tay
lor amendment, critical because it pro
tects private property rights. The Tay
lor amendment requires written con-

sent from, and notice to, private land
owners before any Government agent 
enters their property, and further re
quires the Government to share any 
data collected on the property with the 
landowner. 

Taylor is important, but there were 
seven other significant amendments 
that considerably improved the legisla
tion. Those amendments would pro
hibit the use of volunteers in collecting 
data; require more rigorous independ
ent review of survey data; require the 
surveying of all Federal lands before 
private lands; prohibit the acceptance 
of dona ted property; and clarify the 
survey's international responsibilities. 

Despite assurances that this author
izing legislation would be put on a fast 
track and enacted before the appropria
tions bills were finalized, that has not 
happened. H.R. 1845 has not even been 
rescheduled for floor action. How, we 
are being asked to fund a program that 
we have not authorized and without 
most of the refinements approved on 
this floor a few short weeks ago. 

Amendment No . 18 in the conference 
report includes only one small part of 
the Taylor amendment and ignores the 
other seven amendments adopted by 
the House on . October 6. While I see 
that this is an attempt by the con
ferees to address one concern raised by 
the House, it in no way should replace 
the full text of the Taylor private prop
erty rights amendment. 

This program should not be funded 
until it is authorized. Therefore, Mr. 
Speaker, I oppose this rule, and I urge 
my colleagues who care anything about 
constitutional rights and constitu
tional responsibilities to join me in 
voting again~t it. 

0 1620 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair wishes to advise 
Members designated to control time 
that the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORDON] has 17 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. QUILLEN] has 14 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I apologize 
to the House for so many interven
tions. 

I rise, Mr. Speaker, to correct the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] in 
his assertion that the biodiversity sur
vey was created by our bill. It was not 
created by our bill. It was created by a 
reorganization plan by the Department 
of the Interior of existing powers that 
resided in the national parks and in the 
fish and wildlife refuges. That reorga
nization plan gave no additional pow
ers to the Secretary that he did not 
have before. It just limited those pow
ers. 

Mr. Speaker, I have an opinion by the 
Solicitor of the Department of the In
terior, in which he says: 

So long as the function is not a new one 
and is within the contemplated purposes of 
the current appropriation .. . the essential 
function, biological research, is not new or 
different. Rather, only its organizational ad
dress will change. Accordingly, we believe 
this kind of a transfer during the current 
budget year is authorized by section 5 of [the 
reorganization plan]. 

It is a reorganization. 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to the resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
this resolution for consideration of the con
ference report on H.R. 2520. Once again, the 
Rules committee has ignored a majority of the 
Members of this body. Once more we have a 
protective rule for an appropriations bill that 
would thwart the will of the full House for the 
gain of a few. 

On October 6 this body spoke loudly and 
clearly-private property rights must be pro
tected in carrying out the mission of the Na
tional Biological. Survey. It's not often I'm on 
the side of a 200 vote victory margin, but on 
the Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment many 
Members joined the fight for a basic privacy 
right. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees half-hearted at
tempted to assuage Members with "Taylor
like" language doesn't pass the acid test. Just 
ask Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. CONDIT, or Mr. POMBO, or 
those organizations, such as the National Fed
eration of Independent Businessmen, Amer
ican Farm Bureau, and many others which 
strongly supported the amendment to H.R. 
1845. Are any of them satisfied the conferees 
have captured the essence of property rights 
protection embodied in our vote of October 6? 
Of course not. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been disenfranchised 
by the parliamentary process one more time. 
Not only is the Taylor amendment a shadow 
of its former self, but the amendments of Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. HAYES, and others which we 
adopted on October 6 are nowhere to be 
found. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to rise up 
and defeat this rule. Send a message to the 
leadership of this body-No more business as 
usual-the 1 03d Congress will be heard and 
its collective voice says "private property 
rights must be respected by government." 
Vote "nay" on the rule. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, when the First Congress in 
this Nation met for the first time, it 
set to work on the Bill of Rights. It 
said in the preamble of its work that it 
did that because it was a promise to 
the people. It wanted to maintain the 
confidence of the people in a very 
shaky new government that was start
ing, and democracy was starting. 

The whole debate we are here having 
about private property rights, and we 
expressed this in the Committee on 
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Merchant Marine and Fisheries, was to 
try to return some confidence about 
this body's providing security for pri
vate-property rights that have been 
abused and trampled, many of us 
think, for years. 

First of all, in that hearing we heard 
the Secretary of the Interior say that 
he was asking for an exemption to the 
Freedom of Information Act on the bio
logical survey, and he said to me per
sonally, "It is because if we let them 
know what we are doing, people may 
destroy the habitat." My response was, 
"Is this bill so bad, is this action so 
bad, we cannot tell people about it?" 

Later we passed in the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries almost 
unanimously amendments that were 
brought later ·to this floor. Those 
amendments went over to Interior and 
there they were killed. We came back 
in a joint committee, and I asked the 
Secretary of the Interior if he was 
planning to move ahead with this bio
logical survey, even without authoriza
tion. He said he was, he intended to do 
it. He said his counsel told him he 
could do it, and he was moving ahead. 
We took the matter to the floor, and 
won. 

That is a brief history of what has 
happened. First of all, we had a Sec
retary of the Interior saying that he 
did not want people to know about 
this, because it might cause some dam
age. The Government could not really 
trust the people. 

Second, the amendments of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries were ambushed in Interior and 
killed. 

Third, we had the Secretary saying 
he was going ahead without authoriza
tion. 

Fourth, we won this on the floor, by 
a large margin. Then the authorization 
was held up, and Interior, has brought 
us an appropriation bill authorizing 
the creation of the National Biological 
Survey with a small amount of private 
property protection. This is not my 
amendment for private property rights 
protection. It was done without my 
consent and without discussion. The 
sum of this action does not retain the 
public confidence. 

What I am saying is that as we look 
back over the history, we have in fact 
destroyed that public confidence, that 
confidence that people thought they 
had in this body for protecting private 
property rights. I do not think we can 
get it back unless we defeat this rule 
and come up with something that will 
enable us to restore public confidence. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on page 21 of the committee report 
from the Committee on Appropriations 
it says "The National Biological Sur
vey is proposed new organization." 

That causes us concern, a number of 
us. Going back to the gentleman's par
ticular amendment that passed on the 
floor, as I understand the distinction 
with what is in the conference report, 
there is no notice to the landowner. 
There is a requirement of written con
sent, but then there is no requirement 
that any information that is gathered 
or found be shared with the landowner. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The 
gentleman is correct. I think that un
dermines the private property protec
tion people thought they would have in 
this bill when we passed the authoriza
tion. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DING ELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank, my friend, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON], for mak
ing this time available to me. My re
marks will be brief. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the House 
about a problem that is in this bill. 
The Biological Survey is put in here, in 
theory, that it is going to make things 
better. In point of fact, what we are 
doing is stripping the line agencies like 
Fish and Wildlife and other agencies of 
their ability to gather the facts, and 
quite honestly, their ability to inform 
the Congress properly of what is going 
on with regard to the administration 
law. 

Mr. Babbitt, the Secretary, wants 
this. That is nice. I have seen other 
Secretaries want this kind of cen
tralization of authority, and the. result 
of it is always bad, because if we get a 
bad Secretary that wants to plunder 
the public lands, that wants to dis
sipate the authorities and the protec
tions of Fish and Wildlife and habitat, 
this is the perfect tool under which 
that can be done. 

It is said that this does not con
stitute any change, we are just moving 
money around. Do not believe it. What 
is happening here is not that money is 
being moved, but the basis is being laid 
for a change in the entire structure of 
Fish and Wildlife, and a number of 
other legislation. We are talking about 
moving the authorities out of endan
gered species, over the Fish and Wild
life Coordination Act. Information that 
might flow up to this body from Fish 
and Wildlife or from those other agen
cies will no longer be coming this way, 
because Mr. Babbitt will have his 
hands right around the neck and wind
pipe of those agencies. 

My warning to this House is that the 
adoption of amendment No. 16, inclu
sion of the biological survey, is ex
tremely bad. It is not in the interest of 
the environment, it is not in the inter
est of conservation, and it is a bad pro
posal. It is not going to save money, it 
is not going to make for better science, 
it is simply going to move it all beyond 
the control of the Secretary. 

Perhaps Mr. Babbitt might want to 
move those authorities in a direction 
that the Members of this body might 
want, but I want to remind the gen
tleman that some years ago there was 
a fellow by the name of Doug McKay 
who was diligently dissipating the pub
lic lands, plundering the refuge system, 
destroying the administration of BLM, 
and causing significant other troubles 
in the handling of the public lands of 
the United States and the protection of 
the resources there, including fish and 
wildlife. 

A similar situation can much more 
easily occur now, because of the provi
sion here with regard to the biological 
survey. The biological survey is not 
progress. Remember, in the old days 
there was a biological survey. That was 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. I do not 
think we want to go back to that kind 
of stratified approach to our protection 
of the public lands. 

0 1630 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CALVERT]. 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks 
ago, I spoke in support of the Taylor 
amendment which passed this body by 
an overwhelming bipartisan vote of 309 
to 115. 

Clearly, the vast majority of this 
House believed that it was important 
to protect the privacy rights of people 
whose land will be subject to the scru
tiny of the national biological survey 
[NBS}. 

What happened to our amendment? 
Does the clear will of the House mean 

so little to the Appropriations Commit
tee that its members are willing to es
tablish the NBS without most of the 
privacy protections that we approved? 

If so, what happened to the will of 
the majority? 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents want 
the protections provided by the Taylor 
amendment, all of them. 

They want the NBS to obey State 
property and privacy laws. 

They want the NBS to disclose to a 
property owner the data gatheredl from 
his or her land. 

And, they want peer review of data 
and research to ensure reliability. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the private 
property owners of my district, and 
throughout the United States, I urge 
my colleagues to defeat the rule on the 
Interior appropriations bill. 

The conference should reconvene and 
report back a bill that withholds fund
ing for the national biological survey 
until it is authorized by the Congress. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule on the conference 
report. 

In the past I have been actively in
volved in consideration of bills and 
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rules on Interior appropriation bills 
and have made my concerns well 
known when I felt the appropriations 
measures have overstepped their au
thority. That is not the case today. 

The rule provides for fair consider
ation of the matters considered in con
ference by the House and the Senate. 
As the bill left here, there were author
izing measures in it that were pro
tected by the rule that came out of the 
Rules Committee. As the bill came to 
the floor, it was I who rose and struck 
the authorizing language from the bio
logical survey at that time. 

The bill that left here had the money 
in for the biological survey. The fact is 
that during the course of consideration 
we considered an authorization bill, 
and it is the intention of the manager 
of that bill, Chairman STUDDS, to move 
ahead with the consideration of that 
and to, in fact, act on an authorizing 
measure. 

I think in good faith my colleague, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], 
added language which he thought rep
resented the will of this House in terms 
of approval of landowners. I for one, 
based on the votes that occurred here, 
have no intention of trying to frustrate 
the will of the House with regards to 
owner consent for access to land. I 
think it is the clear will of this House 
that that be the case, and I think it is 
the will and understanding of the Sec
retary that that is going to occur. We 
are trying to operate in good faith. 

But I think what is operating here 
today really is an effort to use the bio
logical survey as a heat shield. I dis
agree with the policy path we have 
taken with regard to owner consent, 
but really, the issue is grazing. And we 
have had debate and gridlock for 10 
years on grazing fee increases, and on 
policies around this House with regard 
to it. We have sent the Senate bill after 
bill over there to sit and to languish 
while we waited for them to act on a 
reform grazing policy. We did not ask 
for this grazing policy to be foisted on 
this particular Interior conference. It 
was the Senate that acted on such pol
icy and stated that we will not do any
thing on grazing fees, and said the Sec
retary should be stopped, he could not 
even study the issue of grazing. 

Then in conference, finally, Senator 
REID stood up, and I commend Senator 
REID from a western State for his cour
age, and we went to the table and we 
resolved this grazing issue policy and 
fee in the compromise embodied in this 
measure before us. In this House we 
can resolve it today by passing this 
rule and passing these grazing fees and 
dealing with these issues on a good
faith basis. 

Unfortunately, there is some effort underway 
to attempt to defeat the rule based, I gather, 
on what the conference committee did or did 
not do regarding the National Biological Sur
vey and grazing fees.This is an effort in sub
terfuge. There is nothing in this rule that will 

prevent the House from appropriately voting 
on the controversial matters addressed by the 
conference and being debated today. 

Let's look at the question of the National Bi
ological Survey. When H.R. 2520 was first 
considered by the House it included funding 
for the National Biological Survey as well as 
authorizing language regarding donations and 
the use of volunteers. I am the Member who 
raised a point of order on the authorizing lan
guage and it was stricken from the bill. When 
the Senate considered H.R. 2520, they in
cluded not only funding for the National Bio
logical Survey but they reinserted the authoriz
ing provisions on donations and volunteers. 
So that was what was before the conference. 
Chairman YATES, to his credit, upheld the 
House position and got the Senate conferees 
to agree to delete the authorizing language in 
the bill. But that was not enough for some. 
They wanted the conference to address mat
ters not committed to it by either body. 
Through the efforts of Representative REGULA, 
an agreement was reached to include a 
spending limitation requiring the written con
sent of the landowner by the National Biologi
cal Survey when surveys are done on private 
property. So what's the point of the opponents 
of the National Biological Survey? The con
ference committee agreement is, in fact, con
sistent with the votes taken by the House re
garding volunteers and written consent and if 
you don't like the language on written consent, 
furthermore there is nothing in this rule to pre
vent you from seeking or obtaining an up-or
down vote on this question. 

Now the debate on this rule reminds me of 
what happens when one dog barks at the 
moon; other dogs join in to sing a chorus. So 
it is with the opponents of grazing reform. Let 
me make this perfectly clear. I would not be 
unhappy if the appropriations bill were silent 
on grazing. Secretary Babbitt then could pro
ceed with his grazing reform rulemaking as he 
is authorized to do under current law. It is the 
Senate that picked this fightwith their attempt 
to dismantle and completely block the Sec
retary's rulemaking grazing permit authority. 
By a vote of 314 to 1 09, the House soundly 
rejected this Senate action. But the Senate 
was insistent that something be done, this, the 
same body that stonewalled the House on four 
different occasions on the question of grazing 
fees and range reform. Despite that record, I 
sat down at the table with Members of the 
Senate in an attempt to forge an agreement, 
to end a decade of gridlock on this issue. Our 
jobs as legislators is to address issues, not 
shy away from them. Finally, yes, we reached 
agreement and that agreement was adopted 
by the conference committee. It embodies 
give-and-take on all sides. It is fair and rea
sonable and embodies the spirit and intent of 
past House actions on grazing fees. This rule 
in no way, shape, or form prevents an up-or
down vote on the grazing reform agreement. 
Knowing how the House has voted in the past, 
opponents certainly realize that the House will 
give its strong approval to the agreement. 

If you want to end a decade of grazing 
gridlock and settle this perennial question of 
grazing reform, I urge Members to vote for this 
rule and the conference committee agreement. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. POMBO). 

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for the time. 

I would just like to rise for a couple 
of minutes here and speak against the 
rule. There are a number of reasons 
why I think that this rule ought to be 
defeated, but one of the main reasons 
why is because the National Biological 
Survey is authorized in this conference 
report. Regardless of what we are hear
ing, it is authorized. It is $25 to $30 mil
lion of new money. 

If it was not authorized in this con
ference report, if it was only going 
ahead with what the Secretary has the 
ability to do now, he would not need 
separate language in a conference re
port to make it work, because what he 
is doing is expanding the authority 
that he has and putting together and 
reorganizing his department, expending 
money that he is spending and going 
out and doing something that we have 
not authorized yet. 

To me this argument on the rule does 
not have to do with grazing fees. It has 
to do with the National Biological Sur
vey. 

What I feel we should do is put aside 
the money until the authorizing lan
guage has been passed, until this House 
has had the ability to pass on this 
question. 
· I also believe that with the language 

that is included in this conference re
port we do not have protection of prop
erty rights in the same way that we did 
with our amendment when we passed 
our amendment overwhelmingly in this 
body. It had different language than 
what is included, as well as the other 
amendments that were passed that day 
which are not protected by this. 

I hope very much that the chairmen 
who have gotten up previously and 
promised we will have the National Bi
ological Survey back are correct, and 
that we do get that back, and that we 
are able to finish that process. But it is 
not at this current time possible. 

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

Mr. POMBO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I can as
sure the gentleman that we will make 
every effort in the House, but in sug
gesting what we can do to control the 
Senate is another matter. We will do 
our best to work with the gentleman 
on that. 

Mr. POMBO. Unfortunately, I realize 
that we do not control the other body. 
But I just would like to make the final 
point that if you call the Interior De
partment now you can get the number 
of the National Biological Survey. So 
they are already moving ahead. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
my friends, I come to this well to com
pliment the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], chairman of the sub
committee for this work, and the work 
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of the conference, with the understand
ing that I am terribly disturbed about 
the Biological. Survey that has been 
put in this legislation. As the gen
tleman from California just mentioned, 
the Secretary is already doing it. The 
Secretary is already stripping the 
money from the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice, and as my good friend from Michi
gan said, depleting the resources and 
putting in this Biological Survey. 

This, as I said before, is a national
ization under one umbrella of the plan
ning and use of our land. But it is my 
understanding, and I have the assur
ance of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] that we 
are going to bring the authorization 
bill to the floor tomorrow or some time 
this week, and we will have an oppor
tunity once and for all to establish, 
without any doubt, that the private 
landholder's rights are protected, that 
the volunteers will not be used, and 
that we will have a chance to make 
sure that the survey will be done on 
Federal lands prior to private lands, 
and that we, the Congress, will be set
ting the guidelines for the Biological 
Survey, and that should be done. No 
executive branch should be doing what 
my good Secretary is doing now. No 
Secretary, no Cabinet member should 
be setting policy. This Congress should 
be setting policy. This Congress should 
be directing, and only through author
ization can we do that. 

I am not happy with the conference 
report. I wish the Biological Survey 
was not in this report. But the Senate 
put it in. It was in the Senate side and, 
in fact, the House, with the help of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] and 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] did improve that lot which we 
are faced with today. 

But let us come to this floor tomor
row with the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. TAUZIN], the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS], the gen
tleman f;rom California [Mr. MILLER], 
and myself and pass an authorization 
bill that directs the Secretary on this 
survey shall be conducted. That is the 
way we should proceed. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption. of this 
rule. I have heard all of the pros and 
cons, but we realize now here it is the 
latter part of October. November is 
coming up. The Rules Committee has 
scheduled an emergency bill for a CR. 

We are not making any progress. Let 
us bring this measure to the floor and 
hammer it out and pass it. It is time 
for action and not colloquy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

0 1640 
Mr. REGULA. My colleagues, as I 

have listened to the debate this after
noon, I am not sure we are talking 
about the bill or the conference report 
that we brought back. I have heard 
that we authorized the Biological Sur
vey. We did not authorize any survey. 
The Secretary has done this under sec
retarial order by the authority granted 
by this Congress in 1950, which allows 
reorganization. I am no fan of the Bio
logical Survey, believe me. I voted for 
the Taylor amendment. In order to pro
tect the property owners, at the re
quest of four of my colleagues from the 
Republican side, who wrote me a letter 
on October 7, requesting that we put in 
a requirement that there be written 
permission if anyone were to go in on 
private lands, we put it in. 

Second, they said in their letter to 
me, signed by four of my colleagues, 
"Do not allow volunteers." The Senate 
language authorized the use of volun
teers. We in the House objected and we 
struck it out so they cannot use volun
teers. 

Third, they said be sure that they do 
not do anything beyond what is al
ready authorized in the law. And if you 
read the conference report, the state
ment of managers, we make it very 
clear that they should not do anything 
that is not already authorized by law. 

It has been done; Secretary Watt, in 
1982, reorganized and created the Min
erals Management Service. He did it 
without any additional action by this 
Congress. 

So let me make it clear: The Biologi
cal Survey issue here is just a Trojan 
horse in a cowboy hat. The real issue is 
grazing. They are using the Biological 
Survey to obfuscate the questions of 
grazing. That is the target. 

The truth of the matter is this con
ference report tightens up the Sec
retary's authorities. 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

When the gentleman refers to min
erals management, he means biodiver
sity? 

Mr. REGULA. No. I said 1982. 
Mr. YATES. That is what they are 

doing. 
Mr. REGULA. Yes, that is what they 

are doing. 
Let me make clear, if this rule is de

feated, the Biological Survey will go 
ahead regardless because it is already 
authorized. The money will be spent 
with no controls. 

So, if you want written permission to 
go on private land, if you want no vol
unteers, and if you want a requirement 
that they get authorization for further 
activities, you should vote for the rule 
and for the conference report and do 
not get distracted by that issue be
cause we tightened it up considerably. 

The Senate bill had the money in, 
the House bill had the money in, we 
passed the rule on a voice vote. Noth
ing was said on the floor about the 
money when we had the original bill. 
Therefore, if the rule is defeated, we go 
back to conference. 

There is not an issue. The money in 
the House and the Senate bill is al
ready there, and you will not have the 
requirement for written permission, 
you will not have the elimination of 
the volunteers, and you will not have a 
requirement for additional authoriza
tion. 

If you are for: restrictions on the Bio
logical Survey, you must vote for the 
rule. 

Now, the grazing issue has been de
bated extensively in both Houses, and I 
think we are pretty much all aware of 
that. Three hundred and fourteen Mem
bers of this body voted for the motion 
to instruct our conferees to get a graz
ing compromise, to get grazing-fee lan
guage in the bill, We have followed the 
instructions given to us as conferees. 
And if you are one of the 314 that voted 
for that motion to instruct, you should 
also be voting "yes" on this rule and 
"yes" on the conference report because 
the Biological Survey-and I keep em
phasizing this because it has been dis
torted by way of information here-we 
tightened it up considerably over what 
will happen without our language. 

I hope the authorizing committee 
will move tomorrow and get this done. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding further to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it is vitally important 
that we get an authorizing bill because 
without it and without this language, 
you are giving the Secretary a free 
hand. 

If you want him to have a free hand, 
then you are against the rule. If you 
want him to be constrained in what he 
can do and if you want to avoid those 
volunteers, you want to vote "yes" on 
the rule, "yes" on the bill. 

We have made every effort to protect 
and conform to the will of the House. 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman in the well. I think what he 
is telling us is the Biological Survey is 
now reduced to one species: It is a beef 
about the beef. 

Mr. REGULA. What is that? 
Mr. VENTO. It is a beef about the 

beef-grazing permits and cost 
changes. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wyoming. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman in the 

well has not spoken at all about the 
regulations. He talked about the fees. 
What about these 19 pages of regula
tions, is that what was instructed from 
this House? 

Mr. REGULA. Yes. And the instruc
tion from the House did not specify 
what should be done. The Senate, of 
course, put a moratorium on having 
anything done. I am not totally happy 
with the restrictions, but nevertheless 
that was the way it was worked out by 
the Senate and House conferees. It is 
much less onerous than the Secretary's 
rules. 

Let me say that if we go back to con
ference, there is a good possibility that 
we end up with nothing in the way of 
language, and then the Secretary will, 
by Executive order, do something far 
worse in terms of grazing fees and rules 
and the whole 9 yards then you have 
here. 

We have really restricted what the 
Secretary can do. · 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the In
terior has made it very clear that he 
thinks that this is the minimal amount 
that the House should do . He would 
love us to defeat this conference report 
so that he could put real onerous re
strictions on grazing fees much more in 
terms of money and much more in 
terms of environmental restrictions. 

So I think the people who come from 
the West, as I do, have got to look at 
their hole card here, because they 
could bring down a much more onerous 
package than what has been negotiated 
out fairly between the administration 
and the Congress. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, due to 
the fact that we have other speakers, I 
would like to limit the time of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] to 1 ad
ditional minute. 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I point out that when 
the arguments were made on the floor 
against Secretary Babbitt, it was said 
that the Congress ought to be the ones 
who fix the grazing fees, and not the 
Secretary of the Interior, and that is 
exactly what has happened here. The 
Congress has acted and will act on the 
grazing fees, not the Secretary. 

Mr. REGULA. If we do not pass this, 
he will set these and they will be far 
worse than these here. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had no hear
ings on this. There are not five people 
in this place that know what those reg
ulations are, and the gentleman is say
ing that the Congress is doing this? 
That is a farce, that is not true. No one 
in here knows what those regulations 
are. We are doing it simply because you 
put them on an appropriations. 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. We had a briefing on the 
Secretary's proposal, and I know that 
the gentleman was unable to be there, 
but several of us were there. Some of 
us actually had the opportunity-! 
would be happy to share with the gen
tleman a copy of the land reform poli
cies that the Secretary provided each 
of us. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, bottom 
line, a "yes" vote on the rule is to re
strict the Secretary, a "no" vote is to 
give him a free hand. 

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

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great 
deal of discussion here about the rule, 
and Members are going to have to de
cide which way they want to vote on 
this rule for themselves. 

But what seems to be missing in 
some of the discussion is the substance 
of the topic contained in the appropria
tion. 

I want to address that. And one of 
those topics, that is, the act to study 
the biological systems of the United 
States, the Biological Systems Act. 
There are several positive things that 
Members need to know out there: Prop
erty rights are protected in the bill. 
There is no question. The information 
will be invaluable for local planners to 
compare that to digital computerized 
mapping of their regions so that they 
can more expertly, based on knowledge 
and intelligence, plan and manage the 
growth of their communities. 
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This is how this all intersects. The 
last thing, if you are a farmer, you 
have an agricultural community, un
derstanding where the weeds are and 
where the pests are is vitally impor
tant. 

So Mr. Speaker, I urge you to vote on 
this bill based on the substance of the 
material. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], the chairman of the Sub-

committee on Interior of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speai{er, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate what 
my friend and ranking member of the 
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee 
said. If you do not vote this rule up, 
the Biological Survey will lose. I mean, 
those who want to apply restrictions to 
the Secretary of the Interior will have 
the restrictions that are in this bill re
moved, and I do not think that is what 
they want. The rule protects those. 

Second, if you are interested in in
creasing grazing fees and adjusting the 
grazing fees, as the House dem
onstrated, if you defeat the rule you 
are going to lose the grazing fees, be
cause it will be subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to ap
prove the rule. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge de
feat of the rule before the House. 

Last week, this body conducted an ex
tended debate on the National Biological Sur
vey. 

I thought that, by the time we were done, 
we'd made pretty clear what the intent of the 
House was toward the Survey. We wanted the 
surveyors to get written permission before en
tering private land. We did not want unquali
fied volunteers conducting the Survey. We 
wanted the data collected to be open to all, in
cluding the owners of the land surveyed, and 
to be subject to peer review. . 

More then 300 of us said we wanted these 
things. Well, for all intents and purposes, 
that's out of there. For all intents and pur
poses, most of us are being ignored in this 
conference report. But then there is something 
in this conference report to outrage virtually 
everyone. 

The unamended Biological Survey. Funding 
for that Survey, which has never been author
ized. Treatment of the grazing issue which, as 
with so much else in this bill, will pretty much 
allow the Interior Secretary to do whatever he 
wants to do. You vote for this rule and you are 
ceding any semblance of control this House 
has over the Interior Department and public 
lands policy. Vote "no" on this rule and keep 
some self-respect. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I stand before 
you today to urge your vote against the re
strictive rule allowing for the consideration of 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill. 

It was only a few short weeks ago that an 
overwhelming majority of the Members of this 
Chamber voted to uphold private property 
rights by supporting Congressman CHARLES 
TAYLOR's amendment to the National Biologi
cal Survey [NBS] bill. 

From across the country, property owners 
wanted to make sure we got the message 
loud and clear: private property must be pro
tected against unreasonable Government 
searches. Further, they expressed concern 
about the shortfalls, and the excesses, of the 
Biological Survey bill . 

Americans have legitimate concerns that the 
National Biological Survey would give the 
Government the unrestrained right to enter pri
vate property under the guise of conducting a 
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survey, without providing any reasonable 
guidelines to address the important issues of 
privacy, liability for any injury or damage in
curred by NBS personnel while conducting ac
tivities on private lands, reimbursements for 
damages to the lands caused by surveyors, 
and protections against unreasonable search 
and seizures. 

During House consideration of the Biological 
Survey bill, eight amendments were passed 
that would help to address the concerns of pri
vate property owners, and to safeguard 
against the Federal Government running amok 
on non-Federal lands and private property. 
Several additional amendments were antici
pated, but the bill was pulled from further con
sideration, leaving the many issues unre
solved. I believe that the high number of 
amendments to the bill is· evidence that the 
National Biological Survey is flawed, and has 
serious shortcomings. 

Today, we are being asked to consider the 
fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill, 
that will provide $163.5 million in funding for 
the National Biological Survey. With the ex
ception of retaining a portion of an amend
ment that would require the written permission 
of a private property owner prior to entering 
lands to conduct survey activities, all other 
amendments were scrapped from the Interior 
appropriations bill. 

I do not believe that it is unreasonable to 
ask that the Rules Committee take another 
look at the limits placed on the debate on the 
rule, when fully 73 percent of the Members of 
the House voted in support of protecting pri
vate property rights. 

The Rules Committee has ignored the 
strong will of the House by allowing this bill to 
come to the floor for consideration under such 
restrictive and limited language as to stifle any 
meaningful debate on major legislative and 
policy issues, and I ask that my colleagues 
vote against the rule. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the resolu
tion. 

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

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 253, nays 
174, not voting 6, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 

[Roll No. 522] 
YEA8-253 

Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 

Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Co!Uns (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 

Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
BUirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Bunning 

Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (0H) 
Quillen 
Rahall 

NAY8-174 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 

Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Geren 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 

Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lambert 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 

Engel 
Gekas 

Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Nussle 
Orton 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Quinn 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 

NOT VOTING---6 
Hastert 
Meek 
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Santorum 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 

Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Williams 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Zeliff 

Michel 
Reynolds 

Messrs. SUNDQUIST, JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, POMEROY, 
ROHRABACHER, and ENGLISH of 
Oklahoma changed their vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Messrs. 
GUTIERREZ, PORTMAN, GLICKMAN, 
and BLUTE changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the provisions of House Resolution 
279, I call up the conference report on 
the bill (H.R. 2520) making appropria
tions for the Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Pursuant to the rule, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Friday, October 15, 1993, at page 24833.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, today we 
consider the conference report on fiscal 
year 1994 appropriations for the De
partment of the Interior and related 
agencies. Contrary to the debate dur
ing the rule which gave the impression 
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that this bill may be limited to the Na
tional Biological Survey and grazing 
fees, this bill contains much more. It 
contains funds for our national parks, 
our wildlife refuges, our public lands, 
our forests, Indian programs, energy 
programs, and cultural programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment is well within our 602(b) alloca
tion for both discretionary budget au
thority and discretionary outlays. In 
budget authority, we are $14,375,000 
below the allocation, and $8,926,000 
below the allocation for outlays. 'The 
agreement is also $229 million below 
the President's request. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree
ment is above the amount that the 
House passed by $702,869,000. Before 
Members go into shock at that state
ment, the principal reason for this in
crease is the reinstatement of funds for 
the Bureau of Land Management. When 
the bill was before the House, funds for 
the Bureau of Land Management were 
stricken under a point of order because 
the Bureau of Land Management had 
not been reauthorized. The Senate did 
include money for the Bureau of Land 
Management, and the House on Sep
tember 13 passed an authorization for 
BLM. That is why we have that 
amount of money in this bill ; to take 
care of funding for that agency. 

One of the issues facing the con
ference, of course, and you have al
ready heard something about it, is the 
grazing program. The conferees were 
instructed to go to conference and 
work out a grazing fee increase and a 
grazing program with the Senate. The 
Senate had placed a moratorium on the 
effort by Secretary Babbitt to increase 
grazing fees, and the conferees removed 
that moratorium. 

Mr. Speaker, the agreement that we 
have reached provides an increase in 
grazing fees to $3.45 over a 3-year pe
riod and legislates certain grazing re
forms. It is a significant and positive 
resolution to an issue that has been 
contentious over many, many years. 

With respect to the National Biologi
cal Survey, I would like to repeat what 
I said during the debate, that the ap
propriations for the National Biologi
cal Survey that are in this bill in no 
way expand the authority for the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

0 1720 
Until such time as the authorizing 

bill is passed, the Secretary of the In te
rior is required to operate the Biologi
cal Survey only under the authority 
that he currently has and consistent 
with responsibilities being carried out 
at the present time by the different 
agencies within the Department. 

As was pointed out so eloquently by 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA], amendment No. 18 in 
this bill carries out the intention of 
those who want to put restrictions on 
the National Biological Survey in that 

the Secretary is prevented from initi
ating new surveys on private lands 
without the written permission of the 
landowners. This is in accordance with 
amendments that were passed when the 
authorizing bill was under consider
ation on this floor. 

Under the Forest Service, the con
ferees agreed to language which was in
cluded in the House version of the bill, 
which will require all new timber sales 
in fiscal year 1994 to be conducted 
using the tree measurement method, 
instead of scaling. Certain exceptions 
will be allowed for salvage or thinning 
sales, but even in these cases, the sales 
will be scaled by Forest Service person
nel or by companies under contract to 
the Forest Service, rather than by 
third party scaling bureaus paid for by 
the timber companies. These provisions 
will be helpful in reducing fraud and 
theft in the national forests. 

The conferees also agreed to the 
House proposal for organizational inde
pendence for the Forest Service crimi
nal investigations staff, while agreeing 
that general law enforcement person
nel would remain integrated into the 
Forest Service management structure. 
The conference agreement also in
cludes an increase of $900,000 for crimi
nal investigations and timber theft ac
tivities, and moves the law enforce
ment funding back to the National 
Forest System account, with bill lan
guage providing that not less than $55.6 
million will be available for law en
forcement . Together with funds pro
vided elsewhere in the bill, the total 
available for law enforcement will be 
at least $66.7 million in 1994. 

Also under the Forest Service, the 
conferees agreed to include certain pro
visions and programs related to the ad
ministration's Pacific Northwest forest 
plan. These include increases of $10 
million for community assistance, $5 
million for old growth diversification 
projects, and $20 million for watershed 
restoration projects on national forest 
lands. An additional $26 million will be 
available from timber salvage funds to 
carry out assessments related to the 
watershed restoration program. A re
duction of $35 million to the roads 
budget, including $25 million for tim
ber roads, will offset partially these in
creases. Also related to the forest plan, 
there is $7 million for an ecosystems 
restoration fund in the Department of 
the Interior. 

The conferees also agreed to include 
language proposed by the Senate which 
will allow the Forest Service to offer 
early outs to a number of employees 
who will have to be let go due to the 
decrease in the timber program. Sav
ings of up to $25 million could be 
achieved by offering these early outs 
rather than having to conduct a costly 
reduction-in-force [RIF]. This provi
sion will expire as soon as legislation 
providing Government-wide early out 
authority is enacted into law. 

The final product of the conference 
follows the pattern established in the 
House bill to increase the operating 
programs of the Department of the In
terior. The principal land management 
agencies of the Department, the Bu
reau of Land Management, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Na
tional Park Service, each have signifi
cant operating increases. For the Bu
reau of Land Management, the increase 
is $65 million or 12 percent over 1993. 
For the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
the increase is $60 million, or 14 per
cent, over 1993. For the National Park 
Service the increase is $110 million, or 
11.6 percent. 

Offsetting these increases in part, the 
conference agreement reduced the con
struction program in this bill by $112 
million below the 1993 level of $1.1 bil
lion and reduced land acquisition $31 
million below 1993. 

There is a total of $254,277,000 for land 
acquisition and State assistance in the 
conference agreement. Appropriations 
for Federal acquisitions total 
$226,224,000. State grants from the Fund 
are set at $28 million, the same level as 
fiscal year 1993 and the President's re
quest. Requests to the subcommittee 
from Members and others for land ac
quisition totaled well over $1 billion. 
The projects incorporated in the con
ference report include many worthy 
items for which members of this House 
have requested consideration. We could 
not fund all the projects requested nor 
fund all the projects we did include at 
the levels we would have liked but, on 
the whole, I believe the agreements 
reached by the conferees amount to a 
good compromise which fairly balances 
the many competing needs. 

The conference agreement continues 
the current moratoria on offshore oil 
and gas leasing and development. The 
current administration has supported 
continuing these moratoria while it re
views the OCS program. The moratoria 
cover the entire east and west coast, 
the eastern Gulf of Mexico and Bristol 
Bay in Alaska. 

Amounts for the Department of En
ergy include an increase of $111,472,000, 
or over 19 percent above fiscal year 1993 
levels, for energy conservation pro
grams reflecting substantial increases 
for both research and development and 
grant programs such as low income 
weatherization. The program total is 
$690,375,000. 

In the statement of the managers ac
companying the conference report, 
there is an incorrect number. Under 
amendment No. 48, the total amount 
included for the Northern Mariana Is
lands should be $27,720,000. Also, with 
regard to the Blackstone River Valley 
NHC, the statement of the managers 
left out the clarification that the 
$500,000 included is for technical assist
ance. 
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Within the total funds provided for 

operations, the Park Service may allo
cate funds for the Keweenaw National 
Historical Park not to exceed $150,000. 

Two other corrections should be 
noted in the statement of the man
agers. The Emiquon National Wildlife 
Refuge, referenced on page 15, is in Illi
nois and the White Earth Clinic, ref
erenced on page 57, is in Minnesota. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
my good friend, my partner in this pro
gram, the ranking member, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. REGULA], who 
has done so much in shaping this bill. 

I want to pay my respects .to all the 
members of my team. I see the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] on 
the floor. He was a very effective mem
ber of our subcommittee and contrib
uted a great deal to the final report. 
We did a good job under difficult cir
cumstances, and I would urge support 
for this conference report. 

I want to also pay my respects to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PACK
ARD]. who was more than faithful in his 
attention to his duties. I do not re
member a single day of hearings that 

he did not attend. He, too, helped fash
ion a good bill. 

I want to pay my tribute as well to a 
group of young people who make up the 
staff of our subcommittee, the best 
staff, I think, of any subcommittee in 
the House. Under the leadership of Neal 
Sigmon, they have done a remarkable 
job. I give them my highest thanks and 
tribute. 

At this point, I ·ask that a table de
tailing the various accounts in the bill, 
as agreed to by the conferees, be in
serted in the RECORD: 
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Fv 19941NTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520) 

TTTl.E I • DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

Management of lands and re.oun::es ............................................... . 
Fire protection .................................................... ~ ....•....•..•.•••••••••.••••.•• 
Emergency Department of the Interior flreflghting fund •••••••••..•.••...•. 

Emergency contingency ............................................................... . 
Construction and acc:ell ................................................................... . 

Payments In lieu of tax" .................................................................. . 
Land acqullltion ................................................................................ . 
Oregon and California grant Iandi ................................................... . 
Forest ecosystems health and rec;oyery .......................................... .. 

Mandatory ..................................................................................... . 
Range lmprowmentl QndeflnHe) ...................................................... . 
Service charges, deP<*tl, and folfeHures QndeflnHe) ...................... . 
Payments to counties ....................................................................... .. 
MIKellaneoul trust funds QndeflnHe) .............................................. .. 

Total, Bureau of Land Management ............................................ 

UnHed States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Aelource management ...................................................................... 
Construction ....................................................................................... 
Natural re.ource damage aunament and restoration fund ............ 
Land acqullltlon ................................................................................. 
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund ........................ 
National wildlife refuge fund .............................................................. 
Relovards and operations .................................................................... 
North Amerk:an wetlands conservation fund ..................................... 
Wildlife conservation and appreciation fund ..................................... 

Total, UnHed States Fish and Wildlife Service ............................. 

National Biological Survey 

ReMarch, Inventories, and surveys .................................................... 

National Park Service 

Operation of the national park system .............................................. . 
National recreation and preMrvation ............................................... .. 
Historic preMrvation fund ................................................................ .. 
eon.truction ..................................................................................... .. 
Urban parte and recreation fund ....................................................... .. 
Land and water conservation fund (rncllllon of contract 
authority) ............................................................... · ...... · ................... . 
Land acquisition and state assistance ............................................. .. 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts ............................ .. 
Illinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor 

Commission ................................................................................... .. 

Total, National Park Servlc:e (net) ................................................ . 

UnHed States Geological Survey 

Surveys, Investigations, and research ............................................... . 

Minerals Management Service 

Leasing and royalty management ................................................... .. 
011 spill reM&reh ................................................................................ . 

Total, Minerals Management Service .......................................... . 

Bureau of Mines 

Mines and minerals ........................................................................... . 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 

Regulation and technology .............................................................. .. 
Receipts from performance bond forfeitures QndeflnHe) .................. . 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

Abandoned mine reclamation fund (definite, trust fund) ................ .. 

Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement.. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Operation of Indian programs .......................................................... .. 
(By transfer) .................................................................................. .. 

Construction ..................................................................................... .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

540,246,000 
118,296,000 
112,674,000 
(51,200,000) 
15,676,000 

104,108,000 
27,798,000 
82,415,000 

991,000 
............................ 

10,747,000 
7,932,000 

............................ 
7,380,000 

1,028,261,000 

530,537,000 
109,887,000 

4,645,000 
76,544,000 

6,565,000 
11,748,000 

1,191,000 
9,171,000 

............................ 

750,288,000 

............................ 

971,655,000 
35,903,000 
41,617,000 

228,031,000 
............................ 

·30,000,000 
117,900,000 
20,629,000 

248,000 

1,385,983,000 

578,187,000 

195,339,000 
5,331,000 

200,670,000 

174,235,000 

111,716,000 
1,190,000 

112,906,000 

187,930,000 

300,836,000 

1,363,663,000 
(3,900,000) 

149,613,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

600,844,000 
117,143,000 
116,674,000 

............................ 
7,167,000 

104,108,000 
16,377,000 
88,552,000 

............................ 
1.~.000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

26,111,000 
7,505,000 

1,103,938,000 

498,312,000 
78,438,000 
8,760,000 

55,404,000 
10,571,000 
14,079,000 

1,169,000 
13,957,000 

1,000,000 

679,690,000 

179,445,000 

1,128,667,000 
42,929,000 
40,000,000 

185,700,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
77,600,000 
20,260,000 

250,000 

1,470,406,000 

597,364,000 

198,686,000 
5,331,000 

202,017,000 

153,656,000 

110,009,000 
1,190,000 

111,199,000 

191,629,000 

302,828,000 

1,473,306,000 
............................ 

114,110,000 

House 

............................ 
117,143,000 
116,674,000 

............................ 

............................ 
104,108,000 

14,877,000 
83,052,000 

............................ 
1,~.000 

............................ 

............................ 
12,000,000 

............................ 

449,354,000 

492,229,000 
53,209,000 

7,260,000 
61,610,000 

9,571,000 
11,748,000 

1,169,000 
11,257,000 

1,000,000 

649,053,000 

163,604,000 

1,059,033,000 
35,606,000 
40,000,000 

183,949,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
89,460,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,403,927,000 

584,685,000 

193,197,000 
5,681,000 

198,878,000 

169,336,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1,492,650,000 
............................ 

172,799,000 

Senate 

604,415,000 
117,143,000 
116,67 4,000 

............................ 
10,817,000 

104,108,000 
8,177,000 

83,052,000 

···························· 
1,500,000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

. ........ ................... 
7,505,000 

1,071 ,348,000 

476,831,000 
75,388,000 

6,260,000 
76,204,000 

8,571,000 
13,748,000 

1,169,000 
13,257,000 

1,000,000 

672,428,000 

156,837,000 

1,063,335,000 
43,844,000 
40,000,000 

191,136,000 
............................ 

·30,000,000 
95,587,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,424,781,000 

584,685,000 

192,897,000 
5,331,000 

198,228,000 

171,584,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1 ,489,885;000 
............................ 

150,429,000 

Conferttnce 

599,860,000 
117,143,000 
116,67 4,000 

............................ 
10,467,000 

104,108,000 
12,122,000 
83,052,000 

............................ 
1,500,000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

....................... ..... 
7,505,000 

1,070,388,000 

484,313,000 
73,565,000 
6,700,000 

82,655,000 
9,000,000 

12,000,000 
1,169,000 

12,000,000 
1,000,000 

682,402,000 

163,519,000 

1,061 ,823,000 
42,585,000 
40,000,000 

201,724,000 
5,000,000 

·30,000,000 
95,250,000 
20,629,000 

250,000 

1,437,261,000 

584,685,000 

193,197,000 
5,331,000 

198,528,000 

169,436,000 

110,552,000 
1,190,000 

111,742,000 

190,107,000 

301,849,000 

1,490,805,000 
............................ 

166,979,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+59,614,000 
·1,153,000 

+4,000,000 
(·51,200,000) 

·5,209,000 

·15,67 4,000 
+637,000 
·991,000 

+1,500,000 
·722,000 

+ 125,000 

+42,127,000 

·46,224,000 
·36,322,000 
+2,055,000 
+6,111,000 
+2,435,000 

+252,000 
·22,000 

+2,829,000 
+ 1,000,000 

-67,886,000 

+ 163,519,000 

+ 90, 1 68,000 
+6,682,000 
·1,617,000 

·26,307 ,000 
+5,000,000 

............................ 
·22,650,000 

.......................... .. 

+2,000 

+51,278,000 

+6,498,000 

·2,142,000 

·2,142,000 

·4,799,000 

·1,164,000 
.......... .................. 

·1,164,000 

+2,177,000 

+1,013,000 

+ 127,142,000 
(·3,900,000) 

+ 17,366,000 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520), continued 

Indian land .m Willer claim Mttlementa and mi.cellaneous 
paymenta to Indiana ........................................................................ . 
~·r.habllltatlon ti'Uil fund ........................................................ .. 
Technical aal.tanc:e d Indian ent~ ....................................... . 
Indian direct loan program .ccount .................................................. . 

(Umltatlon on direct loans) ........................................................... .. 
Indian guaranteed loan PfO;ram .ccount ........................................ . 

(Umltatlon on guaranteed loans) .................................................. . 
Ml8cellaneous permanent appropriations (by tramfef) .................... . 

Total, Bureau d Indian Affalra ..................................................... . 

Tenttorlal.m lntemallonal Affalra 

Admlnlatrlltlon d territories .............................................................. .. 
Nonhem Mariana lllands Covenant ............................................ .. 

Total ............................................................................................. . 

TI'Uil T enttory d the Paclflo lllanda ................................................. .. 

Compild d FrH ~ ........................................................... .. 
Mandatory payments ................................................................... .. 

Total ............................................................................................ .. 

Total, Territorial and lntemallonal Affairs ................................... .. 

Departmental OlficH 

Office d the Secretary ...................................................................... .. 
Ecoeystem restoration funda ............................................................. . 
Office d the Solicitor ........................................................................ .. 
Office d lnapector General ............................................................... . 
eon.tructlon Management .............................................................. .. 
National Indian Gaming Commilllon ............................................... . 

Total, Departmental Offlcel ......................................................... . 

Total, title I, Department d the Interior (net) ............................... . 
Appropriations ..................................................................... . 
Reec:lsalon .......................................................................... .. 

(Umltatlon on direct loans) ...................................................... . 
(Umitatlon on guaranteed loans) ........................................... .. 

TITLE II • RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Forest research ................................................................................. .. 
State and private forestry .................................................................. .. 
Emergency pest supp..-lon fund ................................................... . 
lntemallonai forestry ......................................................................... .. 
National forest system ....................................................................... . 
Forest Service law enforcement ........................................................ . 
Forest Service fire protection ............................................................. . 
Emergency Forest Service flreflghtlng fund ..................................... .. 

Emergency contingency .............................................................. .. 
Construdlon ..................................................................................... .. 

Timber receipts trannr to general fund Qndeflnlte) ..................... . 
Timber purchaMr credits ............................................................... . 

Land acquisition ................................................................................ . 
Acquisition d lands for national forests, special acts ......... ~ ............ .. 
Acquisition d lands to complete land e)(changn Qndeflnite) ......... . 
Range betterment fund Qndeflnlte) .................................................. .. 
Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland rHearch .. .. 
Payments to counties ........................................................................ . 

Total, Forest Service .................................................................... . 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Clean coal technology ..................................................................... .. 
Foesil energy research .m development ......................................... . 
Alternative fuels procluc:tlon Qndefinlte) ............................................ . 
Naval petroleum and oil shale r...,.,.. ........................................... .. 
Energy conMrvatlon ......................................................................... .. 
Economic regulation ........................................................................ .. 
Emergency preparedness ................................................................ .. 
Strllteglc: Petroleum Resenle ............................................................ .. 
SPR petroleum account ................................................................... .. 
Energy information Administration ................................................... . 

Biomass Energy Development (Transfer1 .................................... .. 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

38,809,000 
3,986,000 
1,970,000 
2,479,000 

(11,300,000) 
9,887,000 

(88,800,000) 
(6,000,000) 

1,M9,987 ,000 

52,223,000 
28,980,000 

81,203,000 

23,051,000 

10,388,000 
10,000,000 

20,388,000 

124,822,000 

63,092,000 
............................ 

31,457,000 
23,S39,000 

2,172,000 
2,040,000 

122,300,000 

8,23!5,389,000 
(6,265,389,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(11,300,000) 
(88,800,000) 

182,715,000 
156,227,000 
(26,000,000) 

1,307,274,000 

189,163,000 
185,411,000 

(188,000,000) 
255,259,000 
(· 75,368,000) 
(110,689,000) 

82,412,000 
1,180,000 

198,000 
5,264,000 

104,000 

2,345,207,000 

·525,000,000 
418,353,000 

·7,500,000 
236,070,000 
578,903,000 

14,441,000 
9,168,000 

176,167,000 
· 125,625,000 

82,341,000 
·49,000,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

204,260,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
. ........................... 

1,808,288,000 

53,237,000 
27,720,000 

80,~7,000 

20,338,000 

10,802,000 
10,000,000 

20,802,000 

121,897,000 

64,496,000 
............................ 

33,709,000 
24,683,000 

2,194,000 
1,500,000 

126,582,000 

6,748,109,000 
(6,n6,109,ooo) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

194,383,000 
175,657,000 

36,996,000 
1,337,253,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

274,180,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 
63,955,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

25,000,000 

2,493,845,000 

·1!50,000,000 
398,442,000 

............................ 
231,216,000 
778,439,000 

12,994,000 
8,901 ,000 

173,110,000 
....... .. ... !. . .. . .......... 

89,373,000 
............................ 

Houle 

1 03,258,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,880,000 

(69,000,000) 

···························· 
1,785,318,000 

54,387,000 
27,720,000 

82,107,000 

24,038,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

128,247,000 

64,111,000 
............................ 

33,3!58,000 
24,283,000 

2,494,000 
1,000,000 

125,247,000 

5,959,498,000 
(5,989,498,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

193,083,000 
148,955,000 
(15,000,000) 
11,996,000 

1,237,272,000 
67,781,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

237,423,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(80,000,000) 
56,700,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,339,651,000 

·150,000,000 
433,163,000 

-5,200,000 
214,772,000 
702,825,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,810,000 
............................ 

88,053,000 
............................ 

Senate 

1 03,259,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
............................ 

1, 780,183,000 

53,737,000 
27,720,000 

81,457,000 

23,338,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

126,897,000 

64,111,000 
7,000,000 

33,359,000 
24,283,000 

2,194,000 
1,500,000 

132,447,000 

6,801,267,000 
(6,631,267 ,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
(89,000,000) 

192,983,000 
189,107,000 
(15,000,000) 

6,996,000 
1,300,153,000 

190, 1 08,000 
190,222,000 

264,795,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 
51,050,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,371,525,000 

·150,000,000 
429,070,000 

·5,200,000 
214,772,000 
677,013,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,81 0,000 
............................ 

88,953,000 

··············· ············· 

Conference 

1 03,259,000 
2,486,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,890,000 

(89,000,000) 
............................ 

1,777,853,000 

54,187,000 
27,720,000 

81,907,000 

23,838,000 

12,102,000 
10,000,000 

22,102,000 

127,847,000 

64,111,000 
7,000,000 

33,359,000 
24,283,000 

2,394,000 
1,000,000 

132,147,000 

6,645, 715,000 
(6,675, 715,000) 

(·30,000,000) 
(10,890,000) 
{89,000,000) 

193,083,000 
168,107,000 
(15,000,000) 

6,996,000 
1,304,891,000 

190,108,000 
190,222,000 

249,002,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(80,000,000) 
64,250,000 

1,212,000 
203,000 

4,600,000 
96,000 

2,372, 770,000 

·175,000,000 
430,674,000 

·5,200,000 
214,772,000 
690,375,000 

12,994,000 
8,901,000 

206,810,000 

··· ························· 
88,553,000 

··· ··· ··· ············ ······· 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+64,650,000 
· 1,500,000 

. ........................... 
+5,000 

(-410,000) 
+3,000 

{+200,000) 
(~.000.000) 

+207,666,000 

+1,964,000 
·1,260,000 

+704,000 

+ 787,000 

+ 1,734,000 

+ 1,734,000 

+3,225,000 

+ 1,019,000 
+7,000,000 
+1,902,000 

t 744,000 
+222,000 

·1,040,000 

+9,847,000 

+ 410,346,000 
( + 41 0,346,000) 

(·410,000) 
(+200,000) 

+ 1 0,368,000 
+ 11 ,880,000 
(·11 ,000,000) 
+6,996,000 
·2,383,000 

+945,000 
+4,811,000 

(·188,000,000) 
~.257,000 

( + 3,471,000) 
{·50,669,000) 
+ 1,838,000 

+32,000 
+5,000 

·664,000 
·8,000 

+27,563,000 

+ 350,000,000 
+12,321,000 

+2,300,000 
·21 ,298,000 

+ 111 ,472,000 
·1,447,000 

·267,000 
+ 30,643,000 

t 125,625,000 
+4,212,000 

+ 49,000,000 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520}, continued 
Conference 

FY 1993 FY 1994 compared with 
Enacted Eltlrnale House Senate Conference enacted 

Revlalons of amounta for Department of Energy ............................... ............................ ............................ ·24,873,000 ............................ ···························· . ......................... .. 

Total, Departmen1 of Energy ........................................................ 808,318,000 1,542,4715,000 1 ,4815,4415,000 1,481,313,000 1,470,879,000 + 662,561,000 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Indian Health Service 

Indian health aervlcea ......................................................................... 1,524,779,000 1,601,309,000 1 ,652,394,000 1,841,!592,000 1,845,877,000 + 121 ,098,000 
Indian health facilltln ........................................ ; ................................ 333,840,000 278,811,000 296,997,000 293,682,000 296,982,000 -36,658,000 

Total, Indian Health SeiVk:e ......................................................... 1,858,419,000 1,880,120,000 1,949,391,000 1,935,274,000 1,942,859,000 + 84,440,000 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Ol'llce of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Indian education ................................................................................ 80,583,000 84,006,000 83,500,000 83,405,000 83,500,000 +2,917,000 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 

Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 24,698,000 28,336,000 26,936,000 28,436,000 26,936,000 +2,238,000 

lnatltute of American Indian and Aluka 
Native Culture and Ar1a Development 

Payment to the lnatltute ..................................................................... 9,312,000 9,563,000 12,563,000 12,563,000 12,563,000 +3,251,000 
- - - ----

Smlth.onlan lnatltution 

Salarlea and expen .......................................................................... 295,560,000 299,849,000 302,083,000 302,349,000 302,349,000 +6,789,000 
Conatruction and lmprovementa, National Zoological Park .............. 7,833,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 -2,433,000 
Repair and rntoration of buildings .................................................... 24,193,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 ·193,000 
Conatruction ....................................................................................... 16,687,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 10,400,000 -6,287,000 

Total, Smlth.onian lnatltution ....................................................... 344,273,000 339,449,000 341 ,883,000 342, 149,000 342,149,000 ·2,124,000 

National Gallery of Art 

Salariea and expen .......................................................................... 51,188,000 51,018,()_00 51,908,000 51,908,000 51,908,000 t 720,000 
Repair, reatoration and renovation of buildings ................................ 3,531,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 2,831,000 -700,000 

Total, National Gallery of Art ........................................................ 54,719,000 53,849,000 54,739,000 54,739,000 54,739,000 +20,000 

WoodrON Wll.on International Center for Scholars 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 6,252,000 6,252,000 6,352,000 6,352,000 6,352,000 +100,000 

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanltln 

National Endowment for the Arts 

Granta and admlnlatration .................................................................. 144,318,000 144,451,000 137,228,000 140,836,000 140,836,000 ·3,482,000 
Matching granta .................................................................................. 30,142,000 30,142,000 28,635,000 29,392,000 29,392,000 ·750,000 

Total, National Endowment for the Arts ....................................... 174,460,000 174,593,000 165,883,000 170,228,000 170,228,000 -4,232,000 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

Granta and admlnlatratlon .................................................................. 151,222,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 151,300,000 +78,000 
Matching grants .................................................................................. 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 26,191,000 . ........................... 

Total, National Endowmen1 for the Humanitin ........................... 177,413,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 177,491,000 +78,000 

lnatltute of Muaeum Services 

Grants and administration .................................................................. 28,754,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 28,777,000 +23,000 

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanltln ....... 380,627,000 380,881,000 372,131,000 376,496,000 376,496,000 ·4,131,000 

Commission of Fine Arts 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 791,000 809,000 805,000 805,000 805,000 +14,000 

National capital Ar1a and Cultural Affairs 

Grants ................................................................................................. 7,000,000 7,189,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 +500,000 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Salaries and expen .......................................................................... 2,757,000 2,809,000 2,959,000 2,959,000 2,959,000 +202,000 

National Capital Planning Commission 

Salaries and expen .......................................................................... 5,750,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 5,868,000 +118,000 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission 

Salarletl and expen .......................................................................... 535,000 49,000 49,000 49,000 49,000 -486,000 
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Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation 

Salaries and expenMS ....................................................................... 
Public deYelopment ............................................................................ 
Land acquisition and deYelopment fund ........................................... 

Total, Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation .............. 

United States Holocaust Memorial Council 

Holocaust Memortal Council .............................................................. 

Total, title II, Related Agencies ..................................................... 
(Timber receipts tranlfer to general fund, indefinite) ............... 
(Timber purehaler credits) ....................................................... 

Grand total: 
New budget (obligational) authority (net) ............................... . 

Appropriations ..................................................................... . 
AeKialons ......................................................................... .. 

(Timber receipts tranlfer to general fund, Indefinite) .............. . 
(Timber purehaler credits) ...................................................... . 

TTTlE I ·DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management .................................................... ; •.•.... 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service ........................................... .. 
National Biological Survey ................................................................ . 
National PM Service ........................................................................ . 
United States Geological Survey ....................................................... . 
Minerals Management Senlice .......................................................... . 
Bureau of Mines ............................................................................... .. 
Office of Surface Mining Reelarnatlon and Enforcement ................. . 
Bureau ot Indian Affairs ..................................................................... . 
Territorial and International Affairs ................................................... .. 
Departmental Olflces ........................................................................ .. 

Total, Title I • Department of the Interior .................................... .. 

TTTlE II- RELATED AGENCIES 

Forest Service .................................................................................... . 
Department of Energy ....................................................................... . 
Indian Health ..................................................................................... . 
Indian Edueelon ............................................................................... . 
Office ot Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation .................................... . 
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture 
and Arts Development ..................................................................... . 

Smith8onlan ...................................................................................... . 
National Gallery of Art ....................................................................... . 
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars .......................... . 
National Endowment for the Arts ...................................................... . 
National Endowment for the Hurnenitlea ......................................... .. 
Institute of Museum Services ............................................................ . 
Commission of Fine Arts ................................................................... . 
National Cepltal Arts and Cultural Affairs ......................................... .. 
Advllory Council on Historic Preservation ....................................... .. 
National Cepltal Planning Commission ............................................ . 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memortal Commission ........................... . 
PennsylvaniA Avenue Development Corporation ............................ .. 
Holocaust MemortaJ Council ............................................................. . 

Total, Title II- Related Agencies .................................................. . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

2,686,000 
4,947,000 
6,445,000 

14,078,000 

21,268,000 

5,964,587,000 
(· 75,366,000) 

(11 0,669,000) 

12,199,956,000 
(12,229,956,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(· 75,366,000) 

(11 0,669,000) 

1,028,261,000 
750,288,000 

1,385,983,000 
578,187,000 
200,670,000 
174,235,000 
300,836,000 

1,569,987,000 
124,622,000 
122,300,000 

6,235,369,000 

2,345,207,000 
808,318,000 

1,858,419,000 
80,583,000 
24,698,000 

9,312,000 
344,273,000 

54,719,000 
6,252,000 

174,460,000 
177,413,000 
28,754,000 

791,000 
7,000,000 
2,757,000 
5,750,000 

535,000 
14,078,000 
21,268,000 

5,964,587,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

2,738,000 
4,489,000 
7,193,000 

14,420,000 

21,679,000 

6,871,579,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,617,688,000 
(13,647 ,688,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1,1 03,938,000 
679,890,000 
179,445,000 

1,470,406,000 
597,364,000 
202,017,000 
153,656,000 
302,828,000 

1,808,286,000 
121,897,000 
126,582,000 

6,746,109,000 

2,493,845,000 
1,542,475,000 
1,680,120,000 

84,006,000 
28,336,000 

9,563,000 
339,449,000 

53,849,000 
6,252,000 

174,593,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

809,000 
7,189,000 
2,809,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,420,000 
21,679,000 

6,871,579,000 

House 

2,738,000 
4,289,000 
7,193,000 

14,220,000 

21,679,000 

6,725,671,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

12,685,189,000 
(12,715,189,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

449,354,000 
649,053,000 
163,604,000 

1,403,927,000 
584,685,000 
198,878,000 
169,336,000 
301,849,000 

1,785,318,000 
128,247,000 
125,247,000 

5,959,498,000 

2,339,651,000 
1 ,485,445,000 
1 ,949,391 ,000 

83,500,000 
26,936,000 

12,563,000 
341,883,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

165,863,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,220,000 
21,679,000 

6, 725,671,000 

Senate 

2,738,000 
4,389,000 
7,193,000 

14,320,000 

21,679,000 

6, 7 45,432,000 
(· 71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,346,699,000 
(13,376,699,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1 ,071,348,000 
672,428,000 
156,837,000 

1,424,781,000 
584,685,000 
198,228,000 
171 ,584,000 
301 ,849,000 

1, 760,183,000 
126,897,000 
132,447,000 

6,601,267,000 

2,371,525,000 
1,481,313,000 
1,935,274,000 

83,405,000 
28,436,000 

12,563,000 
342,149,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

170,228,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,320,000 
21,679,000 

6, 7 45,432,000 

Conference 

2,738,000 
4,289,000 
7,193,000 

14,220,000 

21,679,000 

6, 7 42,323,000 
(·71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,~,038,000 

(13,418,038,000) 
(·30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1,070,388,000 
682,402,000 
163,519,000 

1,437,261,000 
584,685,000 
198,528,000 
169,436,000 
301,849,000 

1, 777,653,000 
127,847,000 
132,147,000 

6,645, 715,000 

2,372, 770,000 
1,470,879,000 
1,942,859,000 

83,500,000 
26,936,000 

12,563,000 
342,149,000 

54,739,000 
6,352,000 

170,228,000 
177,491,000 
28,777,000 

805,000 
7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,220,000 
21,679,000 

6, 7 42,323,000 

Conference 
compared with 

enacted 

+52,000 
·658,000 

+ 748,000 

+ 142,000 

+411,000 

+ 777,736,000 
(+3,471,000) 
(·50,669,000) 

+ 1, 188,082,000 
( + 1,188,082,000) 

(+3,471,000) 
(·50,669,000) 

+42, 127,000 
·67 ,886,000 

+ 163,519,000 
+51,278,000 

+6,498,000 
·2,142,000 
·4,799,000 

+ 1,013,000 
+207,666,000 

+3,225,000 
+9,847,000 

+ 41 0,346,000 

+27,563,000 
+ 662,561 ,000 

+84,440,000 
+2,917,000 
+2,238,000 

+3,251,000 
·2, 124,000 

+20,000 
+100,000 

·4,232,000 
+78,000 
+23,000 
+14,000 

+500,000 
+202,000 
+ 118,000 
·486,000 

+ 142,000 
+411,000 

+ 777 '736,000 

Grand total.................................................................................... 12,199,956,000 13,617,688,000 12,685,169,000 13,346,699,000 13,388,038,000 + 1,188,082,000 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 

minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE], and I ask unanimous 
consent that he be allowed to control 
the time during that 15-minute period. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes of my time to the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] as well so 
that he shares the same amount of 
time that we have, and I ask unani
mous consent that the gentleman be 
allowed to control that time. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

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

My colleagues, we have debated this 
issue in part on the rule. I just want to 
make a few points. 

Approximately one-third of all the 
land in the United States of America is 
Federal lands. What this bill does is 
provide the money to manage those 
lands. 

Before coming over here, I had a call 
from a physician in my district who 
had just come back from a visit to Yo
semite with his three small children. 
He just wanted to tell me what a won
derful experience it was to go to this 
national park and to see the beauty of 
it, to enjoy the ambience of this great 
national treasure. 

It is these treasures that we take 
care of in this bill . The United States 
has approximately 367 parks and recre
ation areas. We have 192 million acres 
of forestland. All of that is managed 
with the funds provided in the bill, and 
I think that we have done a good job. 
We have a great subcommittee and 
staff, all the members work together, 
it is not partisan. We work as a team. 
We try to use the dollars available in 
the best possible way. 

We get probably 250 to 300 Members 
that make requests for projects in 
their districts. We make every effort to 
accommodate those. We cannot do ev
erything that we would like to do, but 
we recognize that the visitors to our 
parks and our forests want to have an 
experience without problems. They 
want to have an experience with qual
ity surroundings. In funding these op
erations, we are very sensitive to those 
issues. 

We do have new challenges, because 
the visitations to the national parks 
are growing by leaps and bounds. At 
Yosemite in the summertime they have 
to ration the number of cars that they 
can leave in, the number of people, 
simply because the demand is so great. 

Of course, that is happening in many of 
the national parks, and that means 
that the funds to restore the surround
ings, the services are under pressure. 

We need more and, therefore, we have 
to allocate it very carefully. 

We also have increasing law enforce
ment problems. Some of the changes 
we experience in society have put 
greater pressures on the individuals 
that manage our parks and our forests 
our Bureau of Land Management, and 
our Fish and Wildlife facilities. Like
wise, we fund the Smithsonian. Again, 
the growing visitor demand at places 
like the Air and Space Museum mean 
that we need to have additional fund
ing. 

Given all those requirements, we 
have a very limited amount of extra 
funds so we have worked very dili
gently to try to allocate these re
sources in the best way possible. 

I think a little aside here is rather 
interesting. That is that we are going 
to be debating a health program for 
America. We are going to be developing 
a universal health care bill. One of the 
greatest ways to reduce health care 
costs is preventive medicine. And to 
take advantage of the recreational op
portunities that exist on our public 
lands, so that in funding the programs 
in the forests and the parks and the 
other public lands, we are really adding 
health-giving opportunities for all 
American citizens. 

I certainly urge all of our colleagues 
here to support this bill. It is carefully 
crafted, and it does a lot of excellent 
work in providing facilities throughout 
the United States for the benefit and 
the enjoyment of the American people. 

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

D 1730 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I think we 
have had about all of the debate on this 
issue that was cogent. I want to say to 
the folks that persevered through 
many, many years, particularly one 
young lady that has really been, I 
think, more interested in this topic 
than any others in her purview of oper
ation-she knows who I am talking 
about. She can hold her head up. 

I just want to say that what we have 
done in this particular piece of legisla
tion and in the conference committee 
set a new form or new standard for 
doing legislation. Now I want to com
pliment the Committee on Natural Re
sources, because they have really been 
inventive. They have come up with a 
new system; one size fits all. If you do 
not get what you want through the au
thorizing committee or the appropria
tions committee, now you can do it all 
in conference. 

What they have done is not just raise 
grazing fees and put some restrictions 

on the Secretary of the Interior. Now 
they have infringed on the right of pri
vate property and the mandate of pres
ervation of private property, because 
what they have allowed the Secretary 
to do is to absolutely confiscate pri
vate property, including water rights 
improvements that may have been paid 
for by people who have grazed on these 
lands but that has been part of the ar
gument, so one size fits all. 

We are not through with this argu
ment yet. I hope that the results are 
not as disastrous for Western States as 
I think they are probably going to be. 
I want to say, too, that the ingenuity 
of taking a conference of the Commit
tee on Appropriations and doing all 
sorts of authorizing legislation in it, 
pages and pages of it, sets a new stand
ard and I think a dangerous one. 

I think that before this is all over 
with, that maybe we ought to come up 
with a bill, that what we ought to do 
with the Western States, the 13 West
ern States that have public lands, is to 
consider the idea of selling those lands 
to people who are operating grazing op
erations. If we want to maximize the 
return on those lands, then sell the 
public land to them. We used to do it. 
We ought to consider this issue and lift 
the moratorium on the banning of sales 
on these lands. 

This will answer a lot of this prob
lem. Some of these lands are totally in
accessible to anybody else but the per
mittees. We have tried to make that 
point over and over again. 

Maybe the rates were not right, but 
on the other hand, they have private 
property rights because they have put 
their improvements on the public 
lands, developed the water on it, and it 
is time that we go back to the idea of 
maybe it is an opportunity to maxi
mize the return to the Federal Govern
ment and take this money that we get 
from selling those lands to permittees, 
if they want to graze on them, and re
duce the national debt. It is just an 
idea. I think I will probably advance 
that idea. 

I have talked to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] and I have 
talked to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER] with that idea, with 
mixed response. I understand that. 

The Members who do not live in 
Western States do not understand what 
we live with day-by-day. I think we 
ought to bring it home to the Amer
ican people that some States were put 
in a secondary position to other States, 
because these States were not given 
the right of ownership of the land when 
they came into this Union as sovereign 
States. 

I thank the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE] for yielding me this time 
so I can vent my spleen a little bit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] seek to control the time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]? 
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Mr. DICKS. Yes, Mr. Speaker. The 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
has yielded me the time until he re
gains the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS] is allowed to control 
the time for the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES]. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN], 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell the distin
guished gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. SKEEN], who was just in the well, 
that many of his remarks resonated 
very much with some of the things I 
have been saying for over the several 
years about legislating on appropria
tion bills. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman 
YATES for his efforts in bringing the 
bill before us today. The bill contains 
funding for key Department of Energy 
programs such as fossil fuels and en
ergy conservation, which fall within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. The 
committee increased funding for con
servation research and development 
from last year's levels. I believe the in
crease is appropriate because of the 
clear benefits to our national security, 
environment, and competitiveness. 
Several initiatives authorized by the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 have been in
cluded in the bill, such as the pulp and 
paper initiative, and advanced build
ings work to meet national energy and 
environmental objectives. In addition, 
rna terials development and fuel cells 
for transportation received increased 
emphasis. All of these programs are 
vital for our healthy technology fu
ture. 

I look forward to working with the 
Appropriations Committee to ensure 
that the Department of Energy pro
grams put in place by the legislation 
will continue to be of the most benefit 
to our Nation. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Department of Interior 
appropriations conference report. 

I understand that Chairman YATES 
has clarified . the intent of the man
agers of this legislation regarding fund
ing for the Keewenaw National Histori
cal Park in Calumet, MI. Within the 
total funds provided for operations, the 
Park Service may allocate funds for 
the Keewenaw Historical Park, not ex
ceeding $150,000. I appreciate Chairman 
YATES' work on this issue and his will
ingness to insure that development of 
this important park continues. 

Mr. Speaker, the Keweenaw Park is 
essential to preserving an important 
chapter in America's industrial, labor, 
and cultural history. Michigan's Cop
per Country is the site of the first min
ing boom in the United States, as well 
as home to our country's fledgling 
labor movement. 

I again want to thank Chairman 
YATES for his cooperation on this im
portant project. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the grazing fee 
language that is before us today. While 
proponents of this so-called com
promise argue that its grazing fee is 
less severe than President Clinton's 
rangeland reform proposal, rural com
munities who depend on the western 
livestock industry for their existence 
don't think so. At a time when jobs and 
economic growth are foremost on the 
minds of the American people, it is 
stunning to have a measure before us 
today supporting a policy that would 
nearly double the current grazing fee 
and devastate thousands of family 
farmers and ranchers. 

As hard as it is to believe, ranchers 
get an even worse deal in this so-called 
compromise than in the President's 
original proposal. By codifying restric
tive water, extreme environmental 
rules, and advisory board provisions, 
this compromise will put even more 
ranchers and family farmers out of 
business. 

The livestock industry is the key to 
rural development throughout much of 
the West. Every dollar a rancher 
spends yields another $5 in economic 
activity. The vast majority of ranch 
families are small businesses which 
earn less than $28,000 a year. The severe 
increase in the Federal grazing fee that 
this bill proposes will throw many of 
these ranchers off the land-the last 
thing Congress needs to do is support a 
policy which strangles an important 
pillar of our rural economy. 

Mr. Speaker, let us stop this extreme 
effort to lock up our rangelands. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against this so-called compromise. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PACKARD]. 
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Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to rise to congratulate Chairman 
YATES and ranking member REGULA for 
leading us through a very controversial 
and a very difficult conference. Over 
all, this is a very, very good piece of 
work. 

I think it has been clear that there 
are some issues that I have some prob
lems with. But we have had our day in 
court on that, and we will perhaps still 
have some additional time to discuss 
the Biological Survey. 

But there are many, many other 
things in this bill that are extremely 
important to the progress of this coun
try. My State is well over half made up 
of government lands that are under the 
control of Federal and State govern
ment, the BLM lands, Indian reserva
tions, National 'Forest Service lands, 
Fish and Wildlife lands, the National 
Park Service lands, and this bill ad
dresses those issues in a very com
prehensive way, and we fund important 
programs that help to better manage 
these in my State. 

In addition, there are many projects 
that I personally asked the chairman 
for help and for funding, and they have 
truly come to my rescue. And I want to 
thank them very much. 

I want to thank the staff, both the 
majority and the minority staff. They 
have worked with us, all members of 
the committee, and they have been ex
tremely helpful. I want to thank them, 
because I think they have done an ex
traordinary job in helping us do what 
we need to do in terms of managing 
these very important resources in our 
country. 

Finally, I want to mention one par
ticular area which is very important to 
me and to I think the en tire country. 
There are many endangered and poten
tially endangered species listed, and 
they have created a great deal of con
cern for people around this country in 
terms of being able to manage and de
velop their private properties, and even 
public properties. And we have started 
the process of multiple specie manage
ment. I believe that this is the begin
ning of a process that Secretary Bab
bitt has signed on to and has agreed to 
move forward on, and we have laid the 
groundwork in this year's budget, and 
in this year's piece of legislation that 
will allow us to do multiple specie 
planning that will help to address the 
many serious problems that we strug
gle with, with specific endangered spe
cies. In my State the gnat catcher has 
loomed as one of the major ones. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman 
and the ranking member and the staff 
and all of those who have helped to 
craft what I consider to be a very com
prehensive and very effective bill. Ob
viously with a few exceptions I support 
the conference report, and will be there 
to vote for it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker; I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding the time. I rise in opposition 
to several aspects of this report. 

I do, however, want to say that I ap
preciate the work of the committee 
and I appreciate the cooperation of the 
chairman and ranking member and 
others. Certainly they are always very 
responsive to our concerns. 

It does seem to me, however, that it 
is reasonable for us to, in a bill as 



25580 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
broad as this, to be able to be opposed 
to some of the aspects of it, and I am. 
And one of them is the grazing regula
tions. 

There are 19 pages of grazing regula
tions put in here that will be statutory 
that did not go through the authorizing 
committees. And these are not minor 
changes. These are changes like owner
ship of facilities, like tenure. Like 
water rights, tenure is very important 
if you have a small deeded part of your 
land, and depend on the rest of it for 
grazing, it has got to do with the value 
of your property. 

On the Biological Survey, let me read 
one quick quote. Thomas Lovejoy, sen
ior government scientific adviser says, 
"The Survey should determine the de
velopment for the whole country and 
regulate it all." We need to be a little 
bit careful about that. And even 
though I agree with the idea of putting 
on there the private property thing, 
that still is legislating on an appro
priations bill, and it is tough, it seems 
to me, when you have to rise above 
principal to do that. If we have a rule, 
we ought to have a rule. 

I am further a little concerned that 
this bill requires that the reorganiza
tion study that was in the authoriza
tion committee is designed to report 
back to the Appropriations Committee. 
and I intend to raise that when that 
issue comes up. 

It is a little different when you take 
a look, and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] talked in glowing words, 
and I agree with him, about parks, and 
recreation, and what good it is for our 
soul. That is right, but there is a lot 
more to it than that when you live in 
a Western State and half of your State 
belongs to the Federal Government. It 
has to do with the economy, and fami
lies, and lives, and looking forward to 
being able to make a living. It has to 
do with grazing fees and regulations, 
and timber, and moratorium on gas 
and oil, and increases in reclamation 
fees. We have a kind of an economic as
sault on the West, and it is going on. 
And it is a little more than whether 
your park is up to date, even as impor
tant as that may be. 

So I do appreciate what has been 
done here. But I have to tell Members 
that I oppose very vigorously several of 
these provisions. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in strong 
support of the conference report to H.R. 2520, 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill, 
and ask that my colleagues support the bill's 
adoption as presented by the conferees. 

As a member of the Interior Subcommittee, 
I want to convey that I am greatly pleased with 
the final bill that is being presented. I espe
cially want to express my appreciation to our 
very distinguished Chairman, Mr. YATES, and 
his staff, and to our very able ranking minority 
member, Mr. REGULA, for the fine work and 
leadership they have provided in developing 
this important legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, given that the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee has the principle re
sponsibility for funding natural resource pro
grams for the Nation, it is not surprising that 
many aspects of this bill are controversial, as 
is witnessed by the debates over such pro
grams and policies as the National Biological 
Survey and grazing fee increases. 

Much of the controversy surrounding natural 
resource programs has to do with the reality 
that we are a Nation in transition in addressing 
how we manage the relationship between 
human beings and their environment. In re
gard to my region of the country, the Pacific 
Northwest, I am pleased to see that the fiscal 
year 1994 Interior Appropriations bill makes a 
tremendous investment in seeing that our re
gion takes a prospective approach to manag
ing the changes it faces in forest manage
ment. I agree with the President's view that 
when change is inevitable it must be managed 
to our advantage. 

In order to help address the impacts of a 
greatly reduced timber supply in the Northwest 
due to court injunctions and endangered spe
cies listings, and in accordance with the Presi
dent's request, this bill includes an additional 
$15 million in economic assistance targeted to 
Washington, Oregon, and northern California, 
to be distributed as .$10 million for community 
assistance and $5 million for old growth diver
sification. These monies are important to help
ing effectively address the current transition. 

Additionally, I am pleased that the con
ference report includes significant monies to 
begin a comprehensive, multi-year watershed 
restoration program in the Northwest that will 
allow for the significant rehabilitation of salmon 
habitat, while creating family wage jobs in the 
region. Specifically, the bill includes $26 mil
lion to allow for watershed assessment activi
ties through the Forest Service, $20 million for 
watershed restoration through the Forest Serv
ice, and $7 million for watershed restoration in 
the Interior Department through the Eco
system Restoration Fund. 

It is becoming increasingly evident that pro
tection for salmon stocks is the new area of 
critical focus in the Northwest, and where a 
great deal of work needs to be done in the re
gion. The rivers of the Northwestern States 
and northern California serve as habitat for the 
most magnificent runs of wild salmon stocks in 
the world. A major benefit to initiating a com
prehensive, regionwide watershed restoration 
program is to allow the Northwest to get 
ahead of the curve in species protection. The 
implementation of a watershed restoration pro
gram will aide in the prevention of listings be
cause the focus will be on avoiding further 
degradation to existing healthy habitat, and 
where feasible will allow for slope stabilization 
and the rehabilitation of streambeds. 

In addition to the clear ecological benefits of 
habitat restoration and ensuring the viability of 
salmon populations, I am pleased that the initi
ation of a comprehensive watershed restora
tion strategy will create numerous family wage 
jobs in the region, and in rural timber-depend
ent communities where they are needed most. 

Watershed restoration work in the Northwest 
region will serve as an important building 
block towards comprehensive ecosystems 
management. 

I am pleased to see the bipartisan leader
ship being shown by the Interior Appropria
tions conferees on this issue. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to support pas
sage of this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate 
Chairman YATES and ranking member 
RALPH REGULA for their outstanding 
work on this bill, and I too want to 
commend the staff of the Subcommit
tee on the Interior. I have had the 
pleasure of serving on the subcommit
tee for 17 years, and the staff does an 
outstanding job, and I have great re
spect for their effort and contribution 
in this process. 

I want to take a few minutes here 
today just to say how much I appre
ciate the work that has been done in 
this bill to help the people of the Pa
cific Northwest as we struggle with our 
endangered species problems that re
late to the northern spotted owl and 
the marbled murrelet, and many of our 
endangered or threatened salmon spe
cies. 

President Clinton, we all recall, ear
lier this spring convened a conference 
in Portland, OR to try and bring to
gether all of the factions in the North
west to deal with this problem. He 
came up with a solution which was not 
endorsed by everyone, but as part of 
that solution he put together a pack
age of programs to try and help the 
people of Washington, Oregon, and 
northern California deal with the con
sequences of the listing of the northern 
spotted owl. 

I can tell the Members of this House 
that in the Olympic Forest in the State 
of Washington, for example, we used to 
harvest about 300 million board feet of 
old-growth timber every single year, 
and we were told by the Forest Service 
that this could go on forever. Well, 
that simply was not true. Today we are 
harvesting 15 million board feet off the 
Olympic National Forest, because we 
are preserving all of the rest of it for 
primarily the northern spotted owl, 
and it has had a dramatic effect on the 
workers and the communities in that 
area. 

But in this bill we have I think the 
beginning of a new effort on an issue 
that I have been championing, with the 
help of the committee members, and 
that is the issue of watershed restora
tion. The gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO] held some very good hear
ings on this issue earlier this year. The 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries has held hearings. The distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Natural Resources, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] has been inter
ested in this issue. 

In this bill we have $53 million to 
start a program for Washington, Or
egon, and northern California to pro
tect our watersheds, and to restore the 
habitat that has been damaged. I am 
pleased with this initial effort. How
ever, I want to make sure that these 
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funds are spent in an interagency coop
erative way so that we can actually 
put people back to work restoring the 
habitat, and hopefully restoring the 
salmon runs, and the steelhead runs 
that are so important to the culture, 
lifestyle, and economy of the North
west. 

We are certainly hopeful that the 
President's plan will lead to the lifting 
of the injunctions that have stopped 
timber harvesting on Federal lands in 
Washington, Oregon, and in northern 
California. And I will say this, though 
I disagreed with the President's Option 
9 plan, I nevertheless think that it of
fers us the best chance of being able to 
go into court and get these injunctions 
lifted. I hope that will occur later this 
year or early next year. 

But we have serious problems. There 
are other provisions in this bill that 
ensure funding for old-growth diver
sification initiatives so that we can 
take some of these mills that were 
tooled up to cut old growth, and have 
them now cut the smaller second 
growth trees, and to do things using 
other techniques in forestry. 
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But we could not have gotten this 

started without the cooperation of not 
only the authorizing committees, but 
also the Appropriations Committee, 
and with the help of the members of 
this subcommittee in the other body. 

So I just want to report to the House 
that I think we are off to a good start. 
However, we are going to need more 
help. 

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to my classmate, 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
and commend him. We hear a lot of 
confrontation about this issue, but 
there are a lot of areas that we agree 
upon, many areas, and there is collabo
ration and cooperation on these water
shed restoration areas where the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
has led in terms of fighting for the 
money in the appropriations process. It 
is very, very important to lead to a 
policy path where we can begin to ad
dress and get ahead of the problems 
with the vertebrate species problems, 
the fish species problems that are 
going to occur in terms of the Endan
gered Species Act. I commend the gen
tleman for his work and pledge to con
tinue to work with him. 

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the gentle
man's words. 

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

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE]. 
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Mr. HOKE. I thank the distinguished 
ranking member for yielding this time 
to me. · 

Mr. Speaker, I hate to put a wet 
blanket on all the self-congratulations 
that we have heard in the past 10 min
utes. But I would like to point out that 
with respect to the grazing fees and the 
problem that I have with this is that 
we have not heard any suggestion of 
the one solution that stands out on the 
table that waits for us to grasp but 
that would genuinely make a dif
ference. That is the privatization of the 
public lands in the West. These lands 
should be sold and they should be sold 
fairly, they should be sold at auction, 
they should be sold in a way that will 
bring funds to the Federal treasury. It 
has extremely tremendous impact with 
respect to our Federal debt. But most 
importantly, it sends a very strong 
message that the very best stewards of 
these lands is not the Federal Govern
ment but in fact the private citizens. 

The problems that we have in the 
Western States, as was pointed out 
very brilliantly earlier, is that those 
Western lands are in fact Federal 
lands. They ought to be sold, they 
should be sold in a way that makes 
them accessible to private citizens, to 
corporations in a way that will divide 
them fairly. But that is the real solu
tion. That is what this body should be 
talking about. We ought to be thinking 
about it, we should deliberate about it. 
We should do it in an orderly and fair
minded way, but that is where this 
body should be thinking, not about 
how we can control it, regulate it, et 
certera, et cetera. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada, [Mr. VUCANOVICH], a distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this conference report on H.R. 
2520. Once more we have a protective 
rule for an appropriations bill that 
would thwart the will of the full House 
for the gain of a few. 

On October 6 this body spoke loudly 
and clearly-private property rights 
must be protected in carrying out the 
mission of the National Biological Sur
vey. It is not often I am on the side of 
a 200 vote victory margin, but on the 
Taylor-Condit-Pombo amendment 
many Members joined the fight for a 
basic privacy right. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees half
hearted attempt to assuage Members 
with Taylor-like language does not 
pass the acid test. Just ask Mr. TAY
LOR, Mr. CONDIT, or Mr. POMBO, or 
those organizations, such as the Na
tional Federation of Independent Busi
nessmen, American Farm Bureau, and 
many others which strongly supported 
the amendment to H.R. 1845. Are any of 
them satisfied the conferees have cap-

tured the essence of property rights 
protection embodied in our vote of Oc
tober 6? Of course not. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been 
disenfranchised by the parliamentary 
process one more time. Not only is the 
Taylor amendment a shadow of its 
former self, but the amendments of Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. HAYES, and others which 
we adopted on October 6 are nowhere to 
be found. 

On top of this is the grazing policy 
issue upon which I intend to speak 
later. For both reasons I urge my col
leagues to defeat this conference re
port. Send a message to the leadership 
of this body: "No more business as 
usual." The 103d Congress will be heard 
and its collective voice says "private 
property rights must be respected by 
Government." The conferees did not do 
so, so let us send them back to get it 
right. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I intend to enter into a 
colloquy with the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, the statement of man
gers regarding the funds in the con
ference report for land acquisition by 
the Bureau of Land Management in
cludes some sentence about a proposed 
acquisition in Utah. It seems to say 
that the managers expect that before 
BLM expends those funds, it will have 
attempted to identify public lands in 
the same county that would be suitable 
for exchange, on an equal-value basis, 
with the county. From my reading of 
the language, it appears that there is 
nothing that would change existing law 
applicable to BLM land exchanges, in
cluding the requirement that public 
lands suitable for exchange be identi
fied through the land-planning process. 
Can the chairman assure me that my 
reading is correct? 

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

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor

rect. Existing law governing land ex
changes by BLM would not be changed. 

Mr. VENTO. It is also my under
standing that the language does not 
con&titute a legal mandate for BLM to 
undertake exchanges with that county 
or any other party, and is not intended 
to establish any new policy with regard 
to increases or decreases in nationally 
owned lands in Utah or elsewhere. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor
rect. The language does not do any
thing like that. 

Mr. VENTO. When the House origi
nally considered H.R. 2520, the bill as 
reported from committee included Na
tional Park Service funding of $670,000 
for a local park in Scranton, PA called 
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the Lackawanna Heritage Park. This 
funding was to be a combination of Na
tional Park Service technical assist
ance as well as a direct grant to the 
local park authority. As the chairman 
knows, such grants are not authorized 
by law and the House approved an 
amendment I offered to strike such 
grant funds from the bill. In reviewing 
the conference report on H.R. 2520, I 
note that $670,000 is provided to this 
Lackawanna Heritage Park and that 
the funds are labeled for technical as
sistance only. Can the chairman assure 
me that the funds are, in fact, for Na
tional Park Service technical assist
ance and that no attempted will be 
made to pass through any of these 
funds to the local park authority for 
their use? 

Mr. YATES. As the conference report 
states, these funds are for technical as
sistance only. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the chairman. I 
rise, of course, in support of the bill. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. There 
is a great deal of discussion today on 
that, and I hope we can all get behind 
it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia, [Mr. DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to oppose this measure. The arguments 
against the grazing fee have been 
made, and I endorse them and I think 
they should be considered. But my pri
mary concern is the National Biologi
cal Survey. This is going to 
turbocharge the Endangered Species 
Act. Proponents admit that. We know 
from previous charts we had up here 
what the land area of the United States 
looks like for the one-fourth of the ex
isting endangered species whose range 
has been ascertained. The purpose of 
the National Biological Survey is to go 
out and find the ranges of the other 
three-fourths that we do not know 
about yet. Yes, there are another 3,300 
that are candidates to be listed. This is 
a disaster. The way this language has 
been inserted into the appropriations 
bill does not really provide the protec
tion at all that we need, because it did 
not deal with volunteers, quote un
quote, that even Senator GEORGE 
MITCHELL said should be discontinued 
because of the abuses that went on 
with the National Park Service. 

Speaking of the National Park Serv
ice and getting to the next point, this 
bill, here we have a $4.3 trillion na
tional cumulative debt and yet we are 
going to spend in this bill over $254 
million to purchase more public lands. 
We already own, the United States of 
America, one-third of the entire land 
mass of the United States. In the 
depths of this economic problem that 
we face, we are going to spend more 
money-! should say borrow more 
money-to spend to buy yet more pub
lic land. It is unbelievable. 

Mr. Speaker, this measure is bad, it 
should be defeated. We should come 

back and consider the authorization 
measure of the NBS and provide all the 
protections necessary before that ill
fated measure goes forward. 

I urge defeat of the proposal ." 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair would caution all 
Members to refrain from referring to 
the remarks of the other body and 
Members of the other body. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this con
ference report. I rise also to commend 
Chairman YATES and Congressman 
REGULA for the efforts they have made 
on behalf of resource management in 
this country. 

This committee is called upon very 
often to struggle with very difficult, 
very emotional issues. There is no 
issue which they deal with that is in 
the abstract. All these issues affect our 
constituents one way or another, and 
they are called upon to walk through 
that mine field and bring us a bill re
solving those issues. 

This year they were called upon to fi
nally deal after a decade of delay by 
every other authority that could deal 
with it the issue of grazing fees. I think 
they have struck a compromise that 
works, that will protect the cattle in
dustry in its ability to continue to use 
these lands, and at the same time as
sure our constituents that as taxpayers 
they will be protected on a fair return 
and the lands will be taken care of, and 
I just simply want to commend the 
committee and the staffs on both sides 
for the long hours and the time that 
they spent to work out these com
promises. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is common at the 
outset of this kind of debate to say 
nice words about the chairman of the 
subcommittee and the ranking mem
ber, but the words that I would say are 
very truly meant this evening. 

In the 10 years that I have served in 
this body, I have never served with a 
subcommittee chairman who has been 
more straightforward, candid, forth
right and open in his dealings with all 
members of the subcommittee than the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. It 
is truly a pleasure to work on this sub
committee with him. 

I would say the same of my good 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 

. REGULA], with whom we certainly have 
our share of differences on policy mat
ters. But, he and his staff have also 
been very open with us and it has made 
the work of this subcommittee, I 
think, a pleasure. The subcommittee 

meets what I think is the test for this 
body about how we should function in a 
collegial fashion as we try to come to 
the resolution of issues which are 
sometimes very contentious and dif
ficult. The most contentious issues are 
defused by the chairman of the sub
committee, because he is willing to lis
ten to all sides. 

As has been suggested by the pre
vious speaker, this is a bill which opens 
up all kinds of major policy issues. It is 
also one of the most diverse bills that 
the Appropriations Committee consid
ers. It is very important from the 
standpoint of the management of lands 
in the United States. It is very impor
tant from the standpoint of the arts 
and the culture of our country. 

I am in agreement with almost all 
this legislation. We have heard today 
about two issues with which I have not 
been in agreement. So, the remarks I 
make about those issues certainly in 
no way reflect the fact that I am not in 
agreement with the chairman and the 
ranking member on most of what has 
been done in this. I commend them for 
their willingness to accommodate 
Members. 

On the rule, we just had a discussion 
of the National Biological Survey. I do 
not intend to discuss that issue now. 
What I do want to take a few moments 
to discuss in this issue of grazing fees. 
Of course, we will have an opportunity 
to do so again, when we get to the 
amendment and it is considered. 

Let me make it clear that this has 
been, as has been suggested by others, 
an issue that has been very contentious 
over the years. We have gone back and 
forth, on the issue of offshore oil and 
on grazing fees. These are issues that 
come up year after year. 

I also want a resolution of this issue 
at long last; I want to put this behind 
us. 

Those of us who live in the west have 
always said that we believe there is 
room for accommodation on the issue 
of grazing fees on public lands. We un
derstand there is a need to have an in
crease, not to be locked into the for
mula that has been in effect for years. 
But, at the same time, have tried to 
point out that there are differences be
tween grazing on public lands and graz
ing on private lands. 

Nevertheless, that issue is now before 
us today. Aside from the fact that we 
would prefer to phase in the $3.45 fee 
over 6 years, we are willing to accept 
the higher fee. That was proposed by 
our side in the conference committee. 

The issue today is the range land re
forms provisions, as they are called, 
that Secretary Babbitt has decided to 
write into this bill, using the con
ference committee as the vehicle to do 
so. It is being done without ever hold
ing a public hearing in either the 
House or the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the issue that is 
here today. 
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Now, I know the chairmen of the sub

committees will say they have had 
hearing after hearing, and there has 
been report after report, but the fact 
remains, we have never had a hearing 
on these specific issues. 

Yes, Mr. Babbitt proposed them a few 
months ago. Yes, there have been some 
hearings scattered around the entire 
Western United States. But no, before 
these authorizing committees, we have 
not had such a hearing. We need to 
have them because there are extremely 
complicated issues that are involved 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to call 
attention to one of those here today. 
This eight and one-half pages of legis
lation is going to be written into an ap
propriations bill, despite the fact that 
we have the chairman of the authoriz
ing committee sending a letter to the 
Rules Committee saying, "Don't do 
this on appropriations bills with au
thorizing legislation, despite that, we 
are going to do it. Now, here is the ex
ample I would like to discuss. 

On page 64 of the bill, it says under 
"water rights," subsection (d): 

Subject to valid water rights existing on 
the date of enactment, no water rights shall 
be obtained for grazing-related actions on 
public lands except in the name of the Unit
ed States. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I have a few sim
ple and important questions. Exactly 
what does that mean? What is the defi
nition of water rights? What are valid 
water rights? Can somebody here today 
tell me that they know exactly what 
we know that we are talking about 
when we talk about valid water rights 
here-? 

I would suggest that we do not know 
the answer to these questions: Can 
anybody tell me who makes the deter
mination of the validity of valid water 
rights? Can anybody tell me, is there a 
basis for the Department to challenge 
these water rights? 

Is there a junior right that exists if 
there is not sufficient water to satisfy 
all the senior right holders? Would de
terminations of validity be determined 
in a Federal court? 

These are some of the questions, ex
traordinarily complicated questions, as 
anybody from the West knows when 
you are talking about water questions 
that must be addressed carefully, thor
oughly, in a committee with lawyers, 
economists, and others; and yet we are 
going to write this today without a 
clue as to what this legislation truly 
means, because there is no legislation 
record on that issue. 

This is just one of the examples of 
the several issues that have been in
cluded in this legislation, in this appro
priations bill by writing all this legis
lation in here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say with all re
spect to those who I know want to see 
this issue put to rest and want to put 
this issue behind us, that on this kind 

of legislation that affects so broadly 
and in such a sweeping fashion, the 
management of Federal lands, that we 
ought not to do this without under
standing what it means and having a 
thorough airing and debate on it. 

It is for that reason, Mr. Speaker, 
that I rise sadly in opposition to what 
is being done here today, and I would 
urge my colleagues to consider this as 
we go through this process. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. I 
urge you to support it. 

We have tried to be very fair in what 
we have · done. You have heard the dis
cussion about the rules that were put 
in on grazing. 

Let me point out something. These 
rules are no different than the Forest 
Service uses for its grazing lands. All 
this does is bring the BLM lands in to 
conformance with the Forest Service 
lands, so this is nothing new. 

Furthermore, these were the rules 
that were in place prior to 1982, when 
Secretary Watt, through regulations, 
changed them. 

0 1810 
So, Mr. Speaker, we are just going 

back to what was in place. As far as 
the rules for the management of the 
land, that was the case prior to 1982 
and has always been the rule on the 
Forest Service lands. This is not unrea
sonable. 

Let me point out that the Secretary 
of the Interior proposed that the graz
ing fee go to $4.28 per animal unit 
month. Our bill puts the cap at $3.45 
per animal unit month. We have scaled 
back from what the Secretary pro
posed. He proposed that it could in
crease up to 25 percent a year. We have 
scaled back to a 15-percent increase or 
decrease per year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a very reasonable 
bill, and I think that those who are 
grazing on public lands ought to be 
grateful that our committee has put 
restraints in because I say to my col
leagues, 

If we defeat the bill, and we go back to 
conference, and we take out all the language, 
then the Secretary of the Interior can do as 
he pleases on the Biological Survey because 
the authority already exists for him to do it. 
Then he can do as he pleases on grazing fees 
and on conditions on the rules and regula
tions. 

Actually, Mr. Speaker, those who are 
concerned about property rights ought 
to be the strongest proponents of this 
bill because we put in restraints on the 
Secretary of the Interior. We said that 
they have to get written permission to 
go on private lands. We said they can
not use volunteers. We said that they 
need to get to the authorizing commit
tee, that our authorizing committee 
should get language in place. 

So, we have restrained what the Sec
retary could do; likewise the rules and 

regulations and the grazing fees pro
posed by the Secretary. They are far 
more burdensome on the permi tees 
than what we have done in here, so this 
is a very modest bill. It is a response in 
fairness to a policy that is our respon
sibility, and I would urge all of my col
leagues to support his bill. It is a meas
ured, restrained addressing of the chal
lenges of the grazing, it is fair, and 
likewise in the case of the Biological 
Survey. I do hope the authorizing com
mittee will address that issue forth
with, because I, too, have some con
cerns about it, and that is the reason 
we put in the restraining language. 

So I think everyone should be in sup
port of this bill, and of course, as has 
been mentioned many times earlier, 
this bill does many of the good things 
that are vital to the 250 million Ameri
cans that enjoy our public lands. They 
hunt, they fish, they birdwatch, they 
take their children to see the magnifi
cent vistas of the Grand Canyon, of Yo
semite, the Golden Gate, and many 
others, and we have tried to manage 
those facilities so the public feels safe, 
so they can enjoy these facilities, so 
they have decent places to camp, pitch 
a tent, to do whatever they find in the 
way of recreation that is enjoyable, 
and certainly all the members of the 
subcommittee have worked hard in 
parti ci pa ting. 

It was mentioned that we buy some 
additional lands, and much of this is to 
enhance the experience of those who 
use our public lands. These suggestions 
come from the Members, some 250 to 
300 that submitted requests, and I 
think that what we have crafted here is 
a bill that is fair to all involved, and I 
would urge all of my colleagues to sup
port this bill in the interests of good 
policies for the United States and for 
our public lands. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my support for the conference 
report on H.R. 2520, the Interior appro
priations for fiscal year 1994. 

The conference report is the result of 
3 weeks of meetings and negotiations. 
These deliberations were greatly com
plicated by the controversy over graz
ing fees and range management. The 
controversy was aggravated by a provi
sion added during its consideration in 
the Senate-a provision imposing a 
moratorium on Secretary of the Inte
rior Babbitt's proposed rangeland re
form regulations. Last month, by an 
overwhelming vote, the House in
structed its conferees to reject the Sen
ate's moratorium, but in conference 
the Senate did not recede. 

Instead, a compromise agreement 
was developed by Senate conferees, the 
Chair of the House authorizing com
mittee and subcommittee, and the Sec
retary of the Interior. This agreement 
is a decent and workable compromise 



25584 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 20, 1993 
on the issue of grazing fees and range 
management. It will mean a gradual 
increase in fees, which ought to be tol
erable to ranchers with BLM grazing 
permits. Even after the grazing fee in
crease is fully phased in, it will still be 
only about three-quarters of the fee 
now received by Colorado for its graz
ing leases on State land, and about a 
third of the current private land lease 
rates. 

This compromise will also bring sig
nificant reform and improvement in 
the BLM's environmental practices. It 
will apply to the Bureau of Land Man
agement several policies which are well 
established practices at the Forest 
Service, and reverse several regulatory 
changes made by former Secretary Jim 
Watt-changes which have resulted in 
a management nightmare for BLM offi
cials. 

I have spoken with many Colorado 
ranchers in the past few weeks about 
these provisions. While I recognize that 
some will adamantly oppose any 
change to the current fee and range 
management rules, I believe that the 
compromise addresses most of their le
gitimate concerns. 

At the same time, environmental and 
taxpayers groups have expressed equal
ly strong views. Some of them will un
doubtedly criticize this compromise as 
falling far short of their ideals. How
ever, I believe it makes several impor
tant, positive changes. For example, it 
redirects range funding toward critical 
environmental needs, such as riparian 
area rehabilitation. And it ensures that 
the BLM will receive better advice on 
investing lease funds-as well as mak
ing other range management deci
sions-by abolishing grazing advisory 
boards and establishing resource advi
sory councils, with broader representa
tion drawn from the spectrum of citi
zens and groups interested in how these 
national resources are managed. 

The grazing compromise is a reason
able solution to an extremely divisive 
problem, and I urge my colleagues in 
the House to support it. On substance, 
I would say that it could have been 
stronger, and on several issues I might 
have preferred a different outcome, but 
that is the nature of compromise. On 
process, I can only say that these is
sues have been debated for several 
years. Hundreds of studies and hearings 
have been held, and none of the provi
sions adopted in this compromise in
volve particularly new ideas, or sur
prise approaches. 

The conferees have also approved 
many important land acquisitions for 
our parks, forests and public lands. 
Among the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund acquisitions approved in this 
bill are several of importance to Colo
radans. These include $2.7 million to 
purchase 18,000 acres of prime rec
reational lands and critical wildlife 
habitat in the Cherokee Park areas of 
the Arapaho-Roosevelt National For-

est; $500,000 for BLM to acquire 920 
acres needed to protect the nationally 
known dinosaur site, Garden Park Fos
sil Area; $1.8 million for the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to complete land 
purchases for Two Ponds National 
Wildlife Preserve; and, $550,000 for BLM 
to acquire the first of two tracts need
ed to protect Mcintire Spring's unique 
warm water riparian area. 

In addition to these specific pur
chases, the conference agreement pro
vides $1,250,000 for the Forest Service 
to begin purchasing some of the many 
inholdings remammg in Colorado's 
magnificent wilderness areas. At my 
request, the conference managers have 
also included a directive to the Forest 
Service to provide the Appropriations 
Committees with an inventory and sta
tus report on its wilderness inholdings, 
including specific information on the 
conflicts they pose for wilderness man
agement. 

The policies that the Forest Service 
adopts toward inholdings influences 
both the degree of conflict which will 
result with wilderness protection, and 
the price the government will pay to 
acquire these lands. In some recent in
stances, there has been a great deal of 
public criticism of the high purchase 
prices demanded by wilderness 
inholding owners. In another instance, 
involving the Maroon Bells-Snowmass 
Wilderness Area, the Forest Service 
has adopted a hands-off policy toward 
proposed mining which has potentially 
serious consequences for inholdings 
throughout the West. 

As a strong supporter of wilderness, 
and sponsor of the recently passed Col
orado wilderness bill, these inholdings 
and the Forest Service's management 
policies toward them are matters of 
particular concern to me. These are 
also matters of concern to the Appro
priations Committee, which must pro
vide the funds to purchase inholdings. 
There is a substantial backlog of wil
derness inholdings, representing per
haps hundreds of millions of dollars in 
potential expenditures. The report 
mandated by the conference will help 
Congress better assess the extent and 
magnitude of the problems posed by 
wilderness inholdings. 

The conference agreement also pro
vides for $3 million in additional fund
ing for the Forest Service's rural fire 
protection program, increasing total 
funding to $17.1 million in fiscal year 
1994. In Colorado, these funds support 
local county and volunteer firefighters 
by providing the equipment and train
ing essential to address an increasing 
fire protection obligation. According to 
both the Colorado Forest Service and 
the National Association of State For
esters, this increase is critical to pro
vide continued fire protection for rural 
homeowners. 

The conference also agreed to the 
House committee's directive that an 
additional $1 million be provided for 

law enforcement efforts of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. These funds 
are to be used in Hawaii and the Rocky 
Mountain region, and are expected to 
result in five or six additional enforce
ment officers in the Rocky Mountain 
region. The new enforcement staff are 
intended to meet the agency's enforce
ment problems related to the rapid ex
pansion of cyanide leach mining in the 
region and its potential impact upon 
fish and wildlife habitat, as well as 
human health and safety. The poten
tial problems posed by cyanide leach 
operations are exemplified by Colo
rado's Summitville Mine, which is now 
a notorious Superfund site. 

Finally, there are several provisions 
which were adopted by both the House 
and Senate committees worth noting. 
Both the House and Senate committees 
direct the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
continue providing full funding for the 
Colorado River Endangered Fish Re
covery Program. Also, both have 
agreed to a sense of the Congress provi
sion directing the Forest Service to 
issue rules at the earliest practicable 
date to implement its proposed below
cost sales phaseout initiative. 

These are only a few of the positive 
provisions of this bill. From the stand
point of both Colorado and the Nation, 
the conference agreement makes im
portant investments in our national 
and our natural heritage. It provides a 
9-percent increase for national park op
erations to begin addressing the urgent 
maintenance and repair backlog of the 
Park Service. It increases funding for 
the Department of Energy's energy ef
ficiency program by 19 percent, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's endan
gered species efforts by over 50 percent. 

We should also note the funding this 
bill provides for the National Endow
ment for the Arts, the National Endow
ment for the Humanities, and the 
Smithsonian Institution. Even as we 
hold the line on spending, it's impor
tant to sustain with these relatively 
modest appropriations the cultural, 
historical, and intellectual heritage 
and life of the Nation. The good sense 
of any people, including the American 
people, depends in part on nurturing 
the sensibilities of the people, and we 
neglect these pursuits at some risk to 
our civilization. So, Government has a 
real and legitimate interest here. I am 
particularly supportive of the decision 
by the conference committee rec
ommend the Senate's higher funding 
level for the National Endowment for 
the Arts and the Smithsonian Institu
tion, restoring funds cut earlier by the 
House. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference agreement. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the conference report for the bill 
H.A. 2520, Interior appropriations for fiscal 
year · 1994. I do so with mixed emotions, for 
there are some parts of the bill that I like more 
than others. Overall, however, I am confident 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25585 
that this bill is leading us in the right direction 
fiscally and environmentally and intend to sup
port its final passage. 

One issue which was in disagreement be
tween the two houses was whether or not to 
include a provision specifically mandating that 
the anthracite coal office of the Office of Sur
face Mining in Wilkes-Barre, PA be staffed 
with 16 full-time people. Past similar provi
sions have been criticized as both wasteful 
spending and as an example of Congress 
micro-managing the executive branch. 

Let me be clear on one issue: I support 
whole-heartedly the goals of the Clinton ad
ministration to make government more respon
sive to the American public and to make it 
more cost-efficient. Along this line, I have 
started a reinventing government caucus to 
help promote the President's National Per
formance Review in Congress. I am also 
hopeful that this caucus will enable Members 
such as myself publicize and promote ideas 
that we have on how to improve the Federal 
Government. 

Even when an action may disrupt an ac
cepted routine in the area I represent, I am 
dedicated to seeing that the Federal Govern
ment is streamlined into becoming the most 
cost-efficient operation possible. 

Because service is as important as cost in 
this process, I am hopeful that despite the fact 
that an office is closed or its staff decreased, 
the Federal Government will do its best to in
sure that the services provided by that office 
are not disrupted or eliminated. 

Mr. Speaker, as you probably know the Of
fice of Surface Mining provides crucial support 
in seeing that the effects and damages of dec
ades of mining anthracite coal are dealt with 
in an effective manner that will ensure the se
curity of the health and environment of the 
people living in the region. 

Although there is currently very little mining 
of anthracite coal, a great deal of mine
scarred land remains from decades of past 
mining and is desperately in need of intensive 
land reclamation. Historically northeastern 
Pennsylvania has not received an adequate 
share of funds necessary to bring this ravaged 
land back to a productive and environmentally 
sound state. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the Department of 
the Interior will use this opportunity to show 
the American people that it can reduce cost 
without reducing the quality of its services. I 
hope that the Department will continue to pro
vide the unique services needed in the anthra
cite coal region despite the fact that an office 
may close or the number of staff may shrink 
dramatically. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, I support the concept 
of saving the taxpayers' money and hope that 
the Department of the Interior will use this op
portunity to prove to the American public that 
it does not need to be micro-managed and 
that it can operate in a competent manner with 
less money. 

Mr. PENNY. I rise in opposition to this bill. 
I can't in good conscience support a bill that 
increases funding for the Department of the 
Interior by 10 percent while we're in the midst 
of an undeclared budgetary crisis. The gravity 
of the situation must be realized now, before 
our interest payments eat up money that 
should be spent on the education, health, and 
defense of our grandchildren. 

I fully support the increase in grazing fees 
on public land, however. The Federal Govern
ment can't afford to continue to subsidize the 
private market to the tune of $30 million a 
year. Current grazing fees don't even come 
close to matching the costs of administering 
Federal grazing programs. Not only is it ques-
tionable economic policy, it's questionable en
vironmentally by encouraging grazing at 
below-market rates. 

We must look past special interests, toward 
the good of the country as a whole. The ad
ministration has made a valiant effort to elimi
nate Federal subsidization of the depletion of 
our natural resources. I applaud their efforts. 

Mr. FAWELL. The conference report pro
vides $201,724,000 for National Park Service 
construction in fiscal year 1994, including 
$161,524,000 for 70 site-specific line items. 
This total is $16,024,000 above the requested 
level; $17,775,000 above the House-approved 
level; and $10,588,000 above the Senate-ap
proved level. 

The conferees recommend $74,588,000 for 
construction of 44 projects lacking sufficient 
authorization, including 41 unauthorized 
projects totaling $56,756,000 which were not 
requested by the administration, and 
$17,832,000 for three administration-requested 
projects lacking sufficient authorization. 

I want to note that Amendment No. 23 in
cludes bill language that makes the National 
Park Service construction a.ccount subject to 
the provisions of the act of August 24, 1912, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 451) which state: "No 
expenditure for construction of administration 
or other buildings cost in case of any building 
exceeding $3,000 shall be made in any na
tional park except under express authority of 
Congress." If this amendment is enacted into 
law and the provisions of the act of August 24, 
1912, are unchanged, then no more than 
$3,000 may be expended in fiscal year 1994 
on any unauthorized project listed on pages 
19 and 20 of the conference report (H. Rept. 
1 03-299) accompanying H.R. 2520. Further
more, no funds in excess of the current au
thorization level may be expended for any au
thorized project listed on pages 19 and 20 of 
the conference report. 

A list of the above-referenced projects fol
lows: 

1. Allegheny Portage Railroad National 
Historic Site, Pennsylvania- $1 ,930,000 in
crease to $0 request for Lemon House reha
bilitation. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1 ,930,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

2. Blackstone River Valley NHC, Massa
chusetts/Rhode Island-$500,000 increase to $0 
request. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $1 ,000,000 (Senate). 

3. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$2,400 ,000 increase to $0 request for 
Old South Meeting House . (Report language) 
Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$2,700,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

4. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$700,000 increase to $0 request for 
Dorchester Heights. (Report language) Au
thorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$700,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

5. Boston National Historical Park, Massa
chusett&-$1,900 ,000 increase to $0 request for 
U.S.S. Constitution Museum. (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $0 (House) ; $1,900,000 (Senate). 

6. Chamizal National Monument, Texas
$840,000 increase to $0 request (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $840,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

7. Chickamauga-Chattanooga National 
Military Par k, Tennessee- $3,600,000 increase 
to $0 request for road relocation . (Report 
language) Authorization: Unaut horized. Ap
propriation: $5,000,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

8. Chickasaw National Recreat ion Area, 
Oklahoma-$1 ,420,000 increase to $0 request 
for campground. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $1,420,000 (Senate). 

9. Coulee Dam National Recreation Area, 
Washington- $416,000 increase to $0 request 
for boat launch. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized . Appropriation: 
$416,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

10. Crater Lake . National Park, Oregon
$150,000 increase to $0 request for camp
ground expansion. (Report language) Author
ization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $150,000 (Senate). 

11. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational 
Area, Ohio-$1,000,000 increase to $0 request 
to rehabilitate historic structures. (Report 
language) Authorization: Unauthorized. Ap
propriation: $1,264,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

12. Cuyahoga Valley National Recreational 
Area, Ohio-$2,000,000 increase to $0 request 
for railroad track and bridges. (Report lan
guage) Aut horization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $2,000,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

13. Delaware Water Gap National Rec
reational Area, Pennsylvania-$195,000 in
crease to $0 request for trail development. 
(Report language) Authorization: Unauthor
ized. Appropriation: $195,000 (House); $0 (Sen
ate). 

14. Franklin D. Roosevelt Memorial , DC
$11,000,000 increase to $0 request . (Report lan
guage) Authorization: Unauthorized. Appro
priation: $0 (House); $11 ,000,000 (Senate). 

15. Gateway National Recreational Area, 
New York-$7 ,150,000: a $5,880,000 decr ease to 
$13,030,000 request for Great Kills Ba thhouse . 
(Report language) Authorization: $6,974,000. 
Appropriation: $6,600,000 (House); $13,030,000 
(Senate). 

16. Gateway National Recreational Area, 
New York- $5,200 ,000 increase to $0 request 
for Jacob Riis Park. (Report language) Au
thorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$5,200,000 (House); $5,200,000 (Senate). 

17. Gettysburg National Military Park, 
Pennsylvania-$100,000 increase to $0 request 
for technical assistance. (Report language) 
Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropriation: 
$100,000 (House); $100 ,000 (Senate) . 

18. Great Basin National Park, Nevada
$250,000 increase to $0 request for water sys
tem. (Report language) Authorization: Unau
thorized. Appropriation: $250,000 (House); 
$250,000 (Senate). 

19. Harpers Ferry National Historic Park, 
West Virginia-$2,637,000 increase to $0 re
quest for lower town. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $2,637 ,000 (Senate). 

20. Hot Springs, Arkansa&-$350,000 in
crease to $0 request for a cost-shared fea
sibility study of flood protection for the 
downtown area. (Bill language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $0 (House); $450,000 (Senate). 

21. Ice Age Scientific Reserve, Wisconsin
$500,000 increase to $0 request for exhibits. 
(Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $500,000 (House); $500,000 (Senate). 

22. Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, In
diana- $125,000 increase to $0 request for 
Long Lake Wetlands Overlook. (Report lan
guage) 
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Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria

tions: $125,000 (House); SO (Senate). 
23. James A. Garfield National Historic 

Site, Ohio---$1 ,311,000 increase to SO request 
for site, building restoration. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1,311 ,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

24. Jean Lafitte National Historical Park, 
Louisiana-$925,000 increase to $0 request for 
various projects. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $100,000 (House); $925,000 (Senate). 

25. John D. Rockefeller Parkway, Wyo
ming-$700,000: a $2,159,000 decrease to 
$2,859,000 request to relocate Flagg Ranch. 
(Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $700,000 (House); $700,000 (Senate). 

26. Kalaupapa National Historic Site, Ha
waii-$525,000 increase to SO request for var
ious projects. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $525,000 (Senate). 

27. Lackawanna Heritage Park, Pennsylva
nia-$670,000 increase to SO request for tech
nical assistance. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $175,000 (House); $670,000 (Senate). 

28. Lincoln Research Center, Illinois
$3,000,000 increase to SO request to begin con
struction. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $3,000,000 (House) $0 (Senate). 

29. Lincoln Home National Historic Site, 
Illinois-$709,000 increase to $0 request for 
Dubois House relocation. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $709,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

30. Lyndon B. Johnson Ranch National His
toric Site , Texas-$100,000 increase to 
$1 ,300,000 request for exhibits. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion : $1,400,000 (House); so (Senate). 

31. Martin Luther King, Jr., National His
toric Site- $9,982,000: SO increase to $9,982,000 
request for visitor facilities. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: $3,177,000. Appropriation: $0 
(House); $9,982,000 (Senate). 

32. Mount Vernon Bicycle Trail, Virginia
$250,000 increase to SO request correct safety 
hazards. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $450,000 (House); $0 (Senate). 

33. Natchez Trace Parkway, Mississippi
$4,000,000 increase to SO request for Parkway 
construction. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $4,000,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

34. New England. Conservatory, Massachu
setts-$1,500,000 increase to SO request for 
Jordon Hall. (Bill language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $3,000,000 (Senate). 

35. New River Gorge National River, West 
Virginia-$830,000 increase to $0 request. (Re
port language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria-
tion: SO (House); $830,000 (Senate). · 

36. Penn Center, South Carolina-$500,000 
increase to SO request for rehabilitation. (Bill 
language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: SO (House); $850,000 (Senate). 

37. Port Chicago National Memorial, Cali
fornia- $308,000 increase to SO request for me
morial fabrication/construction. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $308,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

38. Salem Maritime National Historical 
Park, Massachusetts-$2,120,000 increase to 

SO request for various projects. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1 ,300,000 (House); $2,850,000 (Senate). 

39. Stones River National Battlefield, Ten
nessee-$700,000 increase to SO for trail con
nector. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $700,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

40. Thomas Stone National Historic Site, 
Maryland-$1 ,000,000 increase to $0 for main 
house restoration. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $1,170,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

41. Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site, 
Missouri-$150,000 increase to $0 to restore 
historic structures. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $150,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

42. Upper Susquehanna Heritage, Penn
.sylvania- $50,000 increase for technical as
sistance. (Report language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $50,000 (House); SO (Senate). 

43. War in the Pacific, Guam-$500,000 in
crease to SO request for monument. (Report 
language) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $500,000 (House); $500,000 (Senate). 

44. Weir Farm National Historic Site, Con
necticut-$395,000 increase to $0 request to 
restore historic structures. (Report lan
guage) 

Authorization: Unauthorized. Appropria
tion: $395,000 (House); $395,000 (Senate). 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, free and open. 
Our Founding Fathers, when writing the Con
stitution, envisioned a free and open legisla
tive process, of the people, by the people and 
for the people. 

I shudder to think of how our Founding Fa
thers would view the process by which we are 
now presented with the conference report on 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior Appropriations bill. 
We have been presented with a bill which 
contains sweeping new policies that were ar
rived at in the eleventh hour, cloaked in se
crecy, and without the benefit of hearings or 
consideration by the authorizing committees. 

Today, we are being asked to vote on an 
appropriations measure that would not only 
drastically increase grazing fees and spell 
economic ruin for Western ranching families 
and communities, but would also rob public 
rangeland ranchers, and others of water rights 
and set new public lands use policies. 

The rangeland reform amendment is littered 
with vague and bureaucratic language. For ex
ample, the amendment proclaims U.S. rights 
and claims to water developed on public 
lands, and does not provide specific citations 
to support such rights. 

Public rangeland ranchers are not opposed 
to efforts to improve public rangelands policies 
and have long been willing to address environ
mental concerns associated with grazing of 
livestock on public lands. In fact, ranchers and 
others have responded in earnest to the De
partment of the Interior's request for public 
comment on proposals to reform rangeland 
polices. Ironically, the public comment period 
ended today. 

If the Interior Appropriations bill passes with 
the rangeland reform language, the House will 
be sending a clear and distressing message 
that comments and concerns of those who 
know the land, and who will be most directly 
affected by the reforms, are meaningless. 

The bottom line is that this is a sneaky, un
derhanded way to advance an anti-Western, 

anti-public lands policy agenda. I am against 
the grazing and water language being in
cluded in the Interior appropriations bill, and 
ask my colleagues to support removing the 
rangeland reform language. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2520, which provides appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and related 
agencies. 

This legislation provides important funding 
for the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National 
Park Service, the Smithsonian Institute and 
other programs that are necessary to conserv
ing and fostering our natural and cultural re
sources. 

In particular, the funding that the bill pro
vides to the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Park Service will have a special impact in the 
State of New Jersey. This money is crucial to 
New Jersey's efforts to protect and preserve 
important habitat and cultural resources in one 
of the fastest growing States in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am especially pleased that 
this legislation provides funding to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service for two very significant 
land acquisition projects in New Jersey: one at 
the Cape May National Wildlife Refuge and 
the other at the E.B. Forsythe Refuge. 

For the Cape May refuge, the bill contains 
$2.1 millio·n that will enable the service to ex
pand the refuge. These funds will help the 
Service follow through with some of the op
tions and negotiations now in progress, and 
keep alive the movement to protect South Jer
sey's natural resources. The wetlands in
cluded in the refuge are vitally important to 
Cape May County for aquifer recharge, flood 
storage, and shore stabilization. 

The Cape May refuge also provides critical 
habitat for a myriad of local and migrating 
birds and many rare, threatened, and endan
gered plant and animal species. In fact, the 
Cape May Peninsula is host to the second 
largest number of migratory birds of prey in 
the Nation, including northern harrier, osprey, 
peregrine falcon, merlin, American Kestrel, 
sharp-shinned, cooper's and red-shouldered 
hawk, in addition to hundreds of American 
bald eagles each year. Additionally, some 34 
percent of the Atlantic flyway's black duck 
population, unusual concentrations of 
gamebirds, and overwhelming numbers of 
songbirds overwinter or temporarily rest in 
their migration in the Cape May refuge's wet
lands. These species have the Cape May ref
uge as their best chance of survival. 

The $4.5 million included in the bill for the 
E.B. Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge will 
allow the Fish and Wildlife Service to continue 
to purchase land in this refuge that is so wor
thy of protection, yet so endangered due to its 
location at the Jersey shore. 

I am particularly grateful to the conferees for 
including funds and report language to ensure 
purchases of historical property in the town of 
Port Republic, in order to incorporate it into 
the refuge. 

The Port Republic property holds great sig
nificance for the State and the Nation as the 
historic site known as Chestnut Neck. It was 
here that Fort Hill, a revolutionary war en
campment, was located to protect shipping 
and privateering during the American Revolu
tionary War. The site is also the location of a 
battleground at which a large contingent of 
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continental soldiers was massacred by a Brit
ish raiding party in 1788 while the community 
of Chestnut Neck was burned to the ground. 

This location still retains an enormous 
wealth of artifacts from this crucial period of 
our history. The site of Fort Hill and Chestnut 
Neck battleground remains undeveloped and 
is largely undisturbed. Acquisition of this land 
will protect it from incompatible development 
with an eye toward preserving the site's 
unique place in history, as well as its archeo
logical and environmental values. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service placed these 
properties on their top priority list, and has al
ready purchased one of them. This funding 
will help the service to acquire a companion 
property and significantly aid the effort to pre
serve the unique value of this area. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Speaker, that 
the acquisition of the properties at the Cape 
May and Forsythe Wildlife Refuges will be 
funded by money from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. I think that it is important 
to note that the fund derives most of its reve
nues from Federal motorboat fuel taxes and 
offshore leasing of oil and gas sites-not from 
the General Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, last year Congress designated 
some 129 miles of the Great Egg Harbor River 
as components of the National Wild and Sce
nic Rivers System. This was a landmark occa
sion for New Jersey-the State's first wild and 
scenic river. This watershed constitutes a 
major source of drinking water and hosts 
many recreational, cultural, and historical 
points of interest. 

The Great Egg Harbor River is one of New 
Jersey's most magnificent treasures. This re
gion provides important habitat for a wide vari
ety of animals, birds, and plants, including 
such rare and endangered species as the bald 
eagle and the peregrine falcon. This river is 
also one of the longest canoeable rivers in the 
Pinelands and is well know for its fishing, 
boating and recreational activities. Further
more, there are many sites of cultural and his
torical interest along the river corridor includ
ing the remains of the iron and shipping indus
try. 

National scenic and recreational designation 
of this river was the culmination of a 6-year 
study and represents a consensus between 
the local municipalities, and the county, State 
and Federal governments to cooperate in 
drawing up local river management plans for 
the Great Egg Harbor River. A cooperative ef
fort on such a scale is indicative of the unique
ness of this area and the local and State sup
port it receives. 

The $81,000 included in the bill will enable 
the National Park Service to assist in the de
velopment of local river management plans, in 
preparing the comprehensive river protection 
plan, and in entering into agreements with 
local, State and other Federal groups. These 
funds are necessary to prevent further delay in 
carrying out the goals of this designation and 
provide long-term protection to this unique nat
ural resource. 

The Cape May, Forsythe, and Great Egg 
Harbor River projects represent rare opportu
nities to preserve the important environmental, 
cultural and historical values of New Jersey 
and the Nation. 

I would like to thank the chairman and rank
ing Republican of the Appropriations Commit-

tee and the chairman and ranking member of 
the Interior Subcommittee. I would especially 
like to praise the fine work of Chairman 
YATES, as well as Mr. REGULA, the ranking Re
publican member of that panel. They have 
done an excellent job in crafting this bill as a 
whole. Chairman YATES and Mr. REGULA have 
been particularly sensitive to the need to pro
tect natural resources in the face of increasing 
developmental pressures in New Jersey-the 
most urbanized and densely populated State 
in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the~e austere times 
and the necessary budget cuts, I believe that 
this bill reflects Congress' strong commitment 
to the preservation and protection of our natu
ral and historical resources. This is a rational 
bill and I urge my colleagues' support for its 
passage. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today, 
regretfully to oppose this Interior appropria
tions legislation because the grazing proposal 
contained within it bypasses public discussion. 
I have no quarrel with other parts of the bill. 
Indeed, the committee has done a fine job 
putting the appropriations together and has 
treated my State of North Dakota fairly. 

However, the sharp increase in grazing fees 
from $1.86 to $3.45 per animal unit month 
over 3 years will dramatically affect the family
size ranches in North Dakota. Since Congress 
has not invited the ranchers to testify before 
the House, I went to the ranchers. I recently 
spent a day in western North Dakota with 
members of the Little Missouri Grazing Asso
ciation. These family ranchers have been rais
ing cattle on this land for three generations. 
Even with the opportunity to lease public lands 
they net on average $20,000 or less per year 
per family. 

Ranchers are not asking that no changes be 
made in Federal range management. They are 
asking that the process include them since its 
financial effect is significant. 

In good conscience, I cannot vote for this 
conference report without testimony being 
heard by the House or the other body. To in
stitute reforms without public discourse is a 
disservice to ranchers and the people. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speaker, I re
gretfully rise in opposition to the Interior appro
priations conference report for fiscal year 
1994. I had hoped I could vote for this con
ference report because there are many things 
in this bill that I support; however, the amount 
of money appropriated in this bill represents 
nearly a 1 0-percent increase over last year. 
The people of my congressional district did not 
receive a 1 0-percent salary hike, and they 
simply cannot afford a 1 0-percent increase for 
this bill. In fact, many of the people of my con
gressional district will receive a tax increase, 
and this bill only adds to their share of the 
Federal debt. I sincerely hope we can begin 
setting priorities in Federal spending so that 
we can take serious steps to reduce our Fed
eral deficit. We must begin to set priorities. 
Let's do it for our children's sake. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report on the Interior and re
lated agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1994. I want to commend my two House 
colleagues, Chairman SID YATES and ranking 
Republican RALPH REGULA, for their leadership 
and tireless efforts in an enormously difficult 

undertaking to reach a conference agreement 
that is acceptable to most Members of the 
House. 

The agreement is the product of weeks of 
delicate negotiations between House and Sen
ate conferees. As usual, the Interior appropria
tions bill has no shortage of controversies. 
The conference produced strong differences of 
opinion on such issues as Federal grazing 
fees, the new National Biological Survey, For
est Service road funding and Federal mining 
patents. 

The most contentious of these, grazing fees, 
was resolved with a compromise that in
creases grazing fees over 3 years from the 
current $1.86 to $3.45 per animal unit month 
[AUM] and institutes a number of rangeland 
reforms. The conference debated these 
changes extensively before acting. 

The agreement reflects the wishes of an in
creasing majority in the House who have 
voted on numerous occasions over the past 
several years for increased fees. The most re
cent vote came on September 29 when the 
House passed 314 to 1 09 a motion to instruct 
conferees to reject the Senate's 1-year mora
torium on the implementation of grazing fee in
creases. To critics of the compromise, it 
should be pointed out that the agreement will 
prevent the Secretary of the Interior from im
plementing a higher fee schedule and more 
comprehensive reforms. 

In regard to the National Biological Survey, 
the conferees included bill language prohibit
ing the use of Federal funds to conduct new 
surveys on private property unless specifically 
authorized in writing by the property owner. 
The statement of the managers contains lan
guage which clearly states that National Bio
logical Survey funding is only provided to the 
extent authorized by law to continue ongoing 
research activities. The survey, as well inten
tioned as it may be, has been the subject of 
controversy in the House, and I believe funds 
should not be expended until Congress has 
fully expressed its will. 

Much attention has been focused on the 
contentious issues faced by the conference, 
but that should not obscure our vision to the 
fact that the final figure of $13.4 billion falls 
under the administration request, the 602(b) 
allocation and the funding levels in the House 
and Senate Interior appropriations bills. 

Even with this year's severe budget restric
tions, the conference was able to provide for 
the essential program needs of the Forest 
Service, Department of Interior, conservation 
and fossil fuel programs of the Department of 
Energy, Indian education and health, and cul
tural and artistic programs. 

The conference report also facilitates a 
number of goals in the Vice President's report 
on reinventing Government, including a meas
ure to eliminate all employee floors and ceil
ings in the Department of the Interior. This 
gives the Secretary the flexibility needed to 
meet the goal of greater efficiency by reducing 
the number of employees in the Department. 

I have been a member of the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee for nearly three dec
ades. As always, it is a labor of love to work 
on issues affecting our glorious public lands
the national parks, forests, rivers, and wildlife 
refuges. This bill preserves and protects our 
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cultural heritage, provides low-income weath
erization assistance and promotes needed re
search on energy conservation and develop
ment. These wonderful projects and programs 
are worthy of our support. I urge adoption of 
this conference report . 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, today's vote is 
about gridlock, not grazing fees. 

It is about managing public lands, not pri
vate property rights. 

There were are only two important ques
tions before the House: Whether we can break 
the gridlock on public lands reform? Whether 
we can take on the special interests and re
duce the Federal deficit? 

The day the Senate passed its so-called 
moratorium was a sad day for both the tax
payers, the environment. 

However, the day that they voted 314 to 
1 09 to instruct conferees not to agree to the 
Senate moratorium effort on grazing fees was 
just the opposite. 

That was the beginning of a new era of bi
partisan cooperation on public land reform and 
grazing reform. 

The conferees have followed the House's 
instruction and returned with a conference re
port that breaks the gridlock over grazing fees 
and presents a good deal for the grazers, and 
a fair deal for the taxpayers. 

Contrary to some wild claims by those who 
oppose increasing Federal grazing fee, this 
conference report is not an attack on private 
property rights. 

Federal grazing permits do not confer pri
vate property rights in Federal lands and low 
grazing fees are not a private property rights. 

Some Federal grazers made those allega
tions when the first Federal grazing fees were 
assessed in 1906. 

They maintained that any grazing fee on 
Federal lands amounted to a "taking" without 
just compensation, which is prohibited by the 
fifth amendment. 

In 1911, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 
the grazers were wrong and that grazing per
mits confer no private property rights in Fed
eral public lands, See: Light v. United States 
(220 u.s. 523). 

The Court said clearly that: "Grazing on 
public land does not confer any vested right 
* * * nor deprive the United States of the 
power of recalling any * * * license under 
which the land has been used for private pur
poses." 

Nothing in this conference report changes 
that. 

In fact, all land reform changes contained in 
the conference report are prefaced with the 
phrase "subject to valid existing rights." 

So, the conference report respects valid ex
isting private property rights. 

The bottom line-for those who do not sup
port the conference report-is that there is no 
right time to increase Federal grazing fees, no 
fee increase that is acceptable and no argu
ment that can be foregone to prevent a fair re
turn to the taxpayers. 

For those of us who disagree, there is no 
time like the present. 

The conference report is right on target. 
Federal grazing fees are ridiculously low. 
Current Federal range condition is too poor. 
The conference report is sound and prac-

tical because it recognizes that only the mar-

ket place can allocate Federal rangeland re
sources. 

Because of the conference report , we can at 
last start running the Federal Government 
more like a business. 

It presents a good deal for the grazers, and 
a fair deal for the taxpayers. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and the conference report on the fis
cal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill as it 
comes before the House today. 

Mr. Speaker, the House never had an op
portunity to fully debate and consider the 
Rangeland Reform 1994 provisions included in 
the conference report. The Clinton administra
tion didn't even announce its reform proposal 
until several weeks after the House h!:id acted 
on the original version of the Interior bill. 

Far from including rangeland reform in its 
version of the bill, the Senate voted a one
year moratorium on the implementation of the 
Clinton Rangeland Reform program. 

Yet, somehow, a handful of conferees se
cretly negotiated . a deal behind closed doors 
to add these provisions which neither the 
House not the Senate had ever approved. 

Mr. Speaker, the grazing fee increase in this 
legislation will be devastating to the many 
small ranching families across the West. The 
policy changes this conference report will also 
codify represent a sweeping change in the 
way our public lands are managed. The 
changes infringe upon private property rights. 
Land managers are given broad, new, unilat
eral authority to implement decisions from 
which there is no recourse. 

All this despite administration officials' own 
admission, made in an internal Department 
memo, that their "own statistics can be used 
to show that the range is in better shape than 
at any point in this century." 

As if that weren't bad enough, the Interior 
conference report fully authorizes and funds 
the National Biological Survey-a program 
that had to be pulled from the House floor last 
week by its sponsors. This is a back-door ef
fort to evade even the modest protections for 
private property rights which were approved 
during the course of debate on the Biological 
Survey bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against the 
rule. The conference committee should recon
vene and bring back a bill which withholds 
funding for the Biological Survey until it is 
properly authorized. It should excise the 
rangeland reform provisions to avert a certain 
Senate filibuster, and avoid delaying the many 
other important programs funded by the Inte
rior bill. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
rises today to thank the chairman of the Inte
rior Appropriations Subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] and the rank
ing Republican on that subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA) for their sup
port of appropriations for construction of a new 
hospital in Winnebago, NE. The quest for a 
new hospital has been a long and drawn-out 
process. The Winnebago Hospital provides 
vital health care services to the native Amer
ican population of Nebraska and is in dire 
need for replacement; therefore this Member 
is pleased that the subcommittee allocated 
$300,000 in planning money for a replacement 
facility at Winnebago, contingent on the ap
proval of a project justification document. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the con
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the con
ference report . 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . Pursu
ant to House Resolution 279, the mo
tions printed in the joint explanatory 
statement of the committee of con
ference to dispose of amendments in 
disagreement are considered as read. 

The Clerk will designate the first 
amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 1: Page 2, after line 
2, insert: 

" MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

" For expenses necessary for protection, 
use, improvement, development, disposal , ca
dastral surveying, classification, and per
formance of other functions, including main
tenance 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 adminis
tration of the Bureau of Land Management, 
$604,415,000, of which the following amounts 
shall remain available until expended: not to 
exceed $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- 6a(i)) , 
and $69,418,000 for the Automated Land and 
Mineral Record System Project: Provided. 
That appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy , 
unadapted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1994, to be reduced by amounts 
collected by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment 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 $604,415,000: Provided fur
ther , That in addition to funds otherwise 
available , not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to 
this account for the costs of administering 
the mining claim fee program, and shall re
main available until expended." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 1, and concur therein 
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, improvement, development, disposal, ca
dastral surveying, classification, and per
formance of other functions, including main
tenance of facilities , as authorized by law, in 
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the management of lands and their resources 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, including the general adminis
tration 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 special re
ceipt account established by section 4 of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)), and 
$69,418,000 for the Automated Land and Min
eral Record System Project: Provided, That 
appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy, 
unadapted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1994, to be reduced by amounts 
collected by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment 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 fur
ther, That in addition to funds otherwise 
available, not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to 
this account for the costs of administering 
the mining claim fee program, and shall re
main available until expended. " 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Indiana object to 
adoption of the motion by unanimous 
consent? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, could the motion be restated? What 
was the motion? I think I understood 
the motion, but I would be happy to 
hear it restated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], 
since he has 30 minutes, wish to debate 
the motion? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the Clerk repeat 
the motion. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will redesignate the motion. 
The Clerk redesignated the motion. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. What is 

the gentleman's objection? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, this $599 million was struck when it 
left the House on a point of order. It 
was struck on a point of order when it 
left the House, and I think the House's 
sentiments should be what we live with 
here. I do not think we should put that 
money back in. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana should then pro
ceed or debate time yielded to him. 
Does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] yield time to the gentleman 
from Indiana in order to debate the 
matter? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman from Indiana is requesting 

time, I will be glad to yield to him if he 
wants. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana .. Yes. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I think we probably ought to try to 
illuminate the issue a little bit. 

Mr. YATES. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, this amount of money to 
which the gentleman objects is for the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

As the gentleman will recall, Mr. 
Speaker, the committee put an appro
priation into the bill, and did not ask 
for a rule to protect the Bureau of 
Land Management appropriation on 
the House floor because BLM had no 
current authorization. I am sure the 
gentleman will recall that it was on his 
point of order that that amount of 
money was stricken. 
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Subsequently, as we went into the 

conference, the House had passed an 
authorization and the Senate had re
stored the funding for the Bureau of 
Land Management. The conferees, in 
order to provide the funds for the Bu
reau of Management, which has such 
important operations throughout the 
country and particularly in the West, 
agreed to the funding. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield, can the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
tell me how much the Bureau of Land 
Management received last year to run 
its operation nationwide? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the 
amount is $542 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So this is 
$57 million above last year's figure? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor
rect, for the reason there were addi
tional duties on the part of the Bureau 
of Land Management that had been 
passed by the Congress, and funds were 
necessary for that purpose. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
the concern that I have is with the se
vere fiscal problems that this country 
faces, to have a $57 million increase, 
which is almost 10 percent, in one year 
for one agency of Government, seems 
to me to be excessive. I would hope 
that we could maybe send this back to 
conference and have it cut back. If we 
increase every area of Government by 
10 percent this year, we would have an 
exorbitant increase in spending. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I would 
suggest to the gentleman that the 
House tried to get a lesser figure. The 
amount is actually $5 million less than 
the Senate appropriated in its original 
bill. But I could not obtain Senate ap
proval for a lesser amount. I doubt that 
if the bill was sent back to conference 
that we would be able to do much bet
ter. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I feel that somebody has to draw 

the line someplace, and for that reason 
I will ask for a rollcall vote on this, be
cause I think over a 10-percent increase 
in funding for one agency of Govern
ment is excessive, and it should not be 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Does the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] desire time? 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
requests for time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore annnounced that 
the ayes app~ared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vic~. and there were-yeas 296, nays 
131, not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 523] 
YEAS-296 

Ackerman Dooley Johnson, E. B. 
Andrews (ME) Durbin Johnston 
Andrews (NJ) Edwards (CA) Kanjorski 
Andrews (TX) Edwards (TX) Kaptur 
Applegate English (AZ) Kennedy 
Bacchus (FL) English (OK) Kennelly 
Baesler Eshoo Kildee 
Barlow Evans Kleczka 
Barrett (WI) Farr Klein 
Becerra Fazio Klink 
Beilenson Fields (LA) Knoll en berg 
Bentley Filner Kolbe 
Bereuter Fingerhut Kopetski 
Berman Flake Kreidler 
Bevill Foglietta Kyl 
Bilbray Ford (MI) LaFalce 
Bishop Ford (TN) Lambert 
Blackwell Fowler Lancaster 
Bliley Frank (MA) Lantos 
Bonior Franks (CT) LaRocco 
Borski Frost Laughlin 
Boucher Furse Lazio 
Brewster Gallo Leach 
Brooks Gejdenson Lehman 
Browder Gephardt Levin 
Brown (CA) Geren Levy 
Brown (FL) Gilchrest Lewis (CA) 
Brown (OH) Gillmor Lewis (GA) 
Bryant Gingrich Lipinski 
Byrne Glickman Lloyd 
Camp Gonzalez Long 
Cantwell Gordon Lowey 
Cardin Goss Machtley 
Carr Grandy Maloney 
Chapman Green Manton 
Clay Gunderson Margolies-
Clayton Gutierrez Mezvinsky 
Clement Hall (OH) Markey 
Clinger Hamburg Martinez 
Clyburn Hamilton Matsui 
Coleman Harman Mazzoli 
Collins (IL) Hastings McCandless 
Colli~s (Ml) Hayes McCloskey 
Conyers Hefner McCollum 
Coppersmith Hilliard McCrery 
Costello Hinchey McCurdy 
Coyne Hoagland McDade 
Cramer Hobson McDermott 
Danner Hochbrueckner McHale 
Darden Hoekstra McKinney 
de Ia Garza Holden McMillan 
Deal Houghton McNulty 
DeFazio Hoyer Meehan 
DeLauro Huffington Meek 
Dellums Hughes Menendez 
Derrick Hutto Mfume 
Deutsch Inslee Miller (CA) 
Diaz-Balart Jefferson M1ller (FL) 
Dicks Johnson (CT) Min eta 
Dingell Johnson (GA) Mink 
Dixon Johnson (SD) Moakley 
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Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 

Abercrombie 
Engel 

Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 

NAYS-131 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Minge 

NOT VOTING-6 
Gibbons 
Hastert 

0 1843 

Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W!lliams 
Wilson . 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Portman 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Washington 
Waxman 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Abercrombie for, Mr. Hastert against. 

Messrs. SHAYS, ARCHER, MINGE, 
MOORHEAD, SARPALIUS, HORN, 
BARCIA of Michigan, and HYDE 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
''nay.'' 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. McMILLAN, 
and Mr. WELDON changed their vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 2: Page 2, after line 
26, insert: 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 
For acquisition of lands and interests 

therein, and construction of buildings, recre
ation facilities, roads, trails, and appur
tenant facilities, $10,817,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 2, and concur therein 
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 SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
glad to yield to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON] if he wishes to de
bate the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, this is $10.467 million for the Bureau 
of Land Management construction and 
access. This was struck on a point of 
order in the House and the Senate 
amendment was, I guess, about the 
same amount, maybe a little bit more. 

Can the gentleman tell me what this 
$10.467 million is for? 

Mr. YATES. I would reply to the gen
tleman that this is another Bureau of 
Land Management item. The 1993 
amount, last year's amount, was 
$15,676,000. This year the Senate put in 
$10.8 million. The amount that the 
Committee had in the bill was stricken 
on the House floor on the gentleman's 
point of order. The Senate put in 
$10,817,000. The conferees agreed on a 
lesser figure, $10,467,000. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman will yield further, Mr. Speaker, 

I would ask, are these new projects, old 
projects, or are these being refunded? 

Mr. YATES. These are the projects 
that were ongoing. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. They are all 
ongoing projects? 

Mr. YATES. They are ongoing 
projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And not new 
ones? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I thank the gentleman. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the motion is agreed to. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 4: Page 4, after line 
4, insert: 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi

tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U .S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Janes lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
$10,025,000, to remain available until ex
pended: 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 docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of facilities 
in conjunction with use authorizations, 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 provi
sion 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 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 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 ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise, or settlement are used on the exact 
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture, 
compromise, or settlement: Provided fur
ther, That such moneys are in excess of 
amounts needed to repair damage to the 
exact land for which collected. 
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MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase, 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title; 
up to S100,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of La:p.d Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 
$10,000: Provided, that appropriations herein 
made for Bureau of Land Management ex
penditures in connection with the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and recon
veyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands 
(other than expenditures made under the ap
propriation " Oregon and California grant 
lands" ) shall be reimbursed to the General 
Fund of the Treasury from the 25 per centum 
referred to in subsection (c), title II, of the 
Act approved August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876), of 
the special fund designated the " Oregon and 
California land grant fund " and section 4 of 
the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53 Stat. 754), 
of the special fund designated the " Coos Bay 
Wagon Road grant fund " : Provided further, 
That notwithstanding 44 U.S.C. 501 , the Bu
reau may, under cooperative cost-sharing 
and partnership arrangements authorized by 
law, procure printing services from coopera
tors in connection with jointly-produced 
publications for which the cooperators share 
the cost of printing either in cash or in serv
ices, and the Bureau determines the coopera
tor is capable of meeting accepted quality 
standards. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 4, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi
tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Janes lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
S10,025,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided , That not to exceed S600,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other 
costs related to processing application docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of facilities 
in conjunction with use authorizations, and 
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such 
amounts as may be collected under sections 
209(b), 304(b), 305(a), and 504(g) of the Act ap
proved 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 provi
sion 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 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 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 ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise, 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 damage to the exact land 
for which collected. 

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21 , 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase , 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title: 
up to S100,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 
$10,000: Provided , That notwithstanding 44 
U.S.C. 501, the Bureau may, under coopera
tive cost-sharing and partnership arrange
ments authorized by law, procure printing 
services from cooperators in connection with 
jointly-produced publications for which the 
co-operators share the cost of printing either 
in cash or in services, and the Bureau deter
mines the cooperator is capable of meeting 
accepted quality standards. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. Will the gentleman yield? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would say to the gentleman, this 
is $10.025 million, again for the Bureau 
of Land Management, range improve
ments. This was struck on a point of 
order when it ieft the House. I raised 
the point of order. 

Can the gentleman tell me what this 
is for, and are there any new projects? 
Are these all ongoing old projects? 

Mr. YATES. This is an amount that 
is received from grazing fees, and it is 
used for the improvement of the public 
lands. It is the same amount, roughly, 
as we had last year. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The same 
amount as last year? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I withdrew my reservation of objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 5, line 13, 
strike out all after " expended" down to and 
including " Marsh" in line 16 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 10, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken by said 
amendment, insert the following: 
" of which S1 ,800,000 shall be available as a 
grant from the United States Fish and Wild
life Service to Ducks Unlimited, Inc ., for 
construction of the Federal portion of the 
dike and pumping station at Metzger Marsh: 
Provided, That notwithstanding 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 solicita
tion and the contract shall contain the 
clause "availability of funds" found at 48 
CFR 52.323.18" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, this is $1.78 million for Ducks, Un
limited. It was not requested by the 
President. Is this a new appropriation 
or is this a continuation of an old pro
gram? 

Mr. YATES. This is a continuation of 
an ongoing project. It is not a new 
project. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Is this com
parable to the amount that was appro
priated last year? 

Mr. YATES. It is less than the 
amount appropriated last year. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 12: Page 7, line 3, 
strike out "$61,610.000" and insert: 
" $76,204,000" . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 12, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert " $82,655,000" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, the House had $61.61 million for this 
purpose, and the Senate had $76.204 
million, and yet the amount that is ap
propriated is $82.655 million, which is 
substantially higher than both the 
House and the Senate. 

Can the gentleman explain why it is 
higher than both the House and the 
Senate figures? 

Mr. YATES. I will tell the gen
tleman, the House had its list of 
projects that Members had requested 
for land acquisition for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The Senate had its 
own list of projects that its Members 
had requested. The total of both lists 
was about $110 million. 

0 1950 
The figure that was agreed upon by 

the conferees was $82,655,000, which was 
significantly lower. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Further re
serving the right to object, if the gen
tleman will yield, are any of these new 
pork barrel projects or projects for in
dividual Senators or House Members? 

Mr. YATES. No. These are not pork 
barrel projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Are there 
any new projects in there? 

Mr. YATES. There are two new 
projects, may I tell the gentleman, out 
of about 50. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Could the 
gentleman tell me where those projects 
are and how much they are? 

Mr. YATES. There is one in the 
Emiquon National Wildlife Refuge in 
Illinois. Incidentally, I did not request 
it. It is requested by Mr. MICHEL, I un
derstand. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What is the 
other one? 

Mr. YATES. It is Lake Wales Ridge 
in Florida, which is $2 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And is this 
figure, this total of $82,655,000, is that 
higher than last year's future? 

Mr. YATES. It is roughly the equiva
lent, perhaps higher by $1 million, or $2 
million, or $3 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. But it is 
higher than last year, and we have two 
new projects? 

Mr. YATES. Insignificantly higher. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Insignifi

cantly. 
Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Does the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES] wish more time? 

Mr. YATES. No, I do not, Mr. Speak
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
wish more time? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 293, nays 
131, not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barlow 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
B111ey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonior 

[Roll No. 524) 
YEAS-293 

Borski 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 

Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 

Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Bunning 
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Lewis (FL) 
Lewis <GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Payne <NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 

NAY8-131 

Burton 
Buyer 
Camp 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dornan 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
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Gunderson Linder Rohrabacher 
Hall (TX) Manzullo Roth 
Hancock McCurdy Royce 
Hansen McHugh Santo rum 
Hefley Mcinnis Sarpalius 
Herger McKeon Schaefer 
Hoekstra Meyers Sensenbrenner 
Hoke Minge Shaw 
Huffington Molinari Shuster 
Hutchinson Moorhead Slattery 
Hutto Nussle Smith (Ml) 
Hyde Orton Smith (OR) 
Inglis Oxley Smith (TX) 
Inhofe Paxon Solomon 
Is took Penny Stearns 
Jacobs Peterson (MN) Stenholm 
Johnson, Sam Petri Stump 
Kasich Pickett Sundquist 
Kim Pombo Talent 
King Porter Tanner 
Kingston Portman Taylor (NC) 
Klug Pryce (OH) Upton 
Knoll en berg Quinn Vucanovich 
Lambert Ramstad Walker 
Levy Ridge Zeliff 
Lightfoot Roberts 

NOT VOTING-9 
Brooks Hunter Sabo 
Fazio Lehman Sharp 
Hastert Pastor Waxman 

0 1911 

Messrs. BREWSTER, SLATTERY, 
McCURDY, and JACOBS, and Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas changed their vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. BEREU
TER changed their vote from "nay" to 
''yea.'' 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rushed in 
late on rollcall vote No. 524 and misunder
stood the explanation of the vote. I intended to 
vote "yea." 

0 1910 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the next amend-
ment in disagreement. · 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 18: Page 9, line 19, 
after " construction" insert " : Provided, That 
the National Biological Survey is authorized 
to accept lands, buildings, equipment, and 
other contributions, either cash or in-kind, 
from public and private sources, and to pros
ecute projects in cooperation with other 
agencies, Federal, State, or private: Provided 
further , That the National Biological Survey 
is authorized to accept the services of out
side individuals or entities without com
pensation". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 18, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed by said amendment, insert: 

" In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert ': 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'.'' . 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to . 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 23: Page 11, line 7, 
strike out "$183,949,000" and insert 
" $191,136,000' J . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 23, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert 
" $201,724,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, may I ask the committee chairman, 
the House had $184 million for National 
Park Service construction. The Senate 
had $191 million and yet this is $18 mil
lion above the House and $10 million 
above the Senate. It is above both. 

I understand that there is $2 million 
for new construction for the Boston Li
brary; $3 million for a Lincoln Re
search Facility in Massachusetts, and 
that project could go as high as $30 
million to $40 million over the long 
term, the first tranche is $3 million. 

For Atlantic, there is $3 million in 
there, I guess for the Olympics for the 
Martin Luther King project. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
understand what the gentleman means. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, what I was doing was asking why 
this is above both the House and the 
Senate. It is $18 million above the 
House and $10 million above the Senate 
figure, and why do we have about four 
or five new projects that I do not be
lieve were authorized that are going to 
cost $50 million or $60 million over the 
long pull. 

One is in Boston, the Library in Bos
ton; the Lincoln Research Project 
which is starting off at $3 million and 
it is going to cost $30 million to $40 
million long term; the Martin Luther 
King project in Atlanta which is going 
to cost $9 million and something no
body over here can find out about or 
explain to me that is called the New 
England Conservatory, which is an
other $2 million. 

All these are new projects, and I do 
not believe they are authorized. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker the gen
tleman is partially correct. The Boston 
Public Library is an authorized 
project. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It is author
ized? 

Mr. YATES. It is an authorized 
project, yes. It is a landmark. It is one 
of the distinguished architectural 
buildings in the country. It is now en
gaged in a fundraising of which the 
Federal Government is providing a 
very small amount. Private sources 
will be providing the major amount of 
this project. 

The gentleman also made references 
to a project which he said may cost $30 
million. That I think is the $3 million 
project in the report. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
that is the first phase of it, through, I 
understand. 

Mr. YATES. I was just going to say, 
that project is not authorized, and the 
$3 million will become available only if 
and when the project is authorized. It 
is not made available in this budget. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What about 
· the project in Atlanta and the New 
England Conservatory? 

Mr. YATES. The Atlanta project is 
authorized. 

The New England Conservatory 
project is subject to authorization . The 
money is not made available until the 
conservatory is designated a National 
landmark. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, if the 
gentleman will yield further, as I said 
before, this is $18 million above the 
House, $10 million above the Senate. 

How does this compare to last year's 
figure, the appropriation for last year? 

Mr. YATES. This appropriation is $27 
million below last year's appropriation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Below last 
year? 

Mr. YATES. Below last year's appro
priation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That being 
the case, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 24: Page 11, line 8, 
strike out all after " expended" down to and 
including " 470a" in line 10 and insert: " Pro
vided , That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not to exceed $450,000 shall be made 
available to the City of Hot Springs, Arkan
sas, to be used as part of the non-Federal 
share of a cost-shared feasibility study of 
flood protection for the downtown area 
which contains a significant amount of Na
tional Park Service property and improve
ments: Provided further , That notwithstand
ing any other provision of law a single pro
curement for the construction of the Frank
lin Delano Roosevelt Memorial may be is
sued which includes the full scope of the 
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project: Provided further , That the solicita
tion and the contract shall contain the 
clause " availability of funds " found at 48 
CFR 52.323.18". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 24, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment insert " $4 ,377 ,000 to be derived from 
amounts made available under this head in 
Public Law 101- 512 as a grant for the restora
tion of the Keith Albee Theatre in Hunting
ton, West Virginia, and $1 ,844,000 to be de
rived from amounts made available under 
this head in Public Law 102-381 for a pedes
trian 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 Preservation Fund pursu
ant to 16 U.S.C. 470a: Provided further, That 
of the funds provided under this heading, not 
to exceed $350,000 shall be made available to 
the City of Hot Springs, Arkansas, to be used 
as part of the non-Federal share of cost
shared feasibility study of flood protection 
for the downtown area which contains a sig
nificant amount of National Park Service 
property and improvements: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law a single procurement for the construc
tion 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 con
tain the clause " availability of funds" found 
at 48 CFR 52.323.18: Provided further , that for 
the purpose of performing an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) on the Paseo del 
Norte alignment, the National Park Serv
ice 's proposed Calabacillas alternative road 
alignment, and any other alternative routes 
in association with the Petroglyph National 
Monument in Albuquerque , New Mexico 
$400,000 are to be allocated to the City of Al
buquerque to perform the EIS, only in the 
event that the City of Albuquerque and the 
National Park Service reach mutual agree
ment, within 75 days of the date of enact
ment of this Act, on the conditions that 
must be met for the study, such funds to be 
derived by transfer from balances available 
in the "Land acquisition and State assist
ance" account, National Park Service: Pro
vided further , That $1 ,500,000 for the New Eng
land Conservatory shall be derived from the 
Historic Preservation Fund pursuant to 16 
U.S .C. 470a upon designation as a National 
Historic Landmark". 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I think this one is particularly on
erous. I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding to me. 

This project includes a litany of 
pork-barrel projects, and I think any
body in this place who listens to this 
will agree with that. 

First of all, there is $4.377 million for 
the restoration of the Keith Albee The
ater in Huntington, WV. This funding 

was not requested by the President. It 
was not in the House or the Senate bill. 
It happens to be in the state of the 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will permit me to correct him, 
this is not a project that receives 
money. This is in fact a rescission; 
money is taken from the Keith Albee 
Theater. · 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There is no 
money for this project? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. We take 
money . away from this project and use 
it somewhere else. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So this 
project is not an ongoing project. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend the committee for rescinding 
basically this money that was put in 
past appropriation bills and being with
drawn. Some of the funds here are 
projects, the Boston Library which is 
an authorized project, the conservatory 
in Massachusetts which is subject to 
authorization. 

In other words, what is happening 
here, they are making up for some past 
mistakes that occurred. 

I want to commend the conference 
and the chairman especially for in fact 
subscribing to this particular policy in 
this instance. This is an amendment 
that actually pulls back that money 
which was improperly appropriated. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield further, 
I think what the gentleman just al
luded to was the previous amendment, 
to which I did not object. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I must tell 
the gentleman, I had a contrary opin
ion. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We are on 
amendment No. 24 now. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. That is what we are talk
ing about. It is No. 24. The money was 
rescinded. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No, no. He 
is talking about the Boston Library, 
which was in the previous amendment. 

Mr. YATES. It is in this one. The li
brary is in this amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, the library is in this. 
The gentleman previously discussed it, 
but it is in this amendment, and I 
thank the committee chairman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, this $4.777 million the gentleman 
says has been stricken? 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. There is 

$1.844 million for a walk on the Moun-

tain Park, a pedestrian walkway, In
terpretive Park in Tacoma, WA. This 
was not requested by the President. It 
was not in the House or in the Senate. 

Mr. YATES. This is an amount that 
is rescinded. It is not made available. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, we rescinded that 
money. That was rescinded as well. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman. 

0 1920 

The Boston Library, $2 million, that 
is in here; $500,000 for the Penn Center 
in South Carolina? 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON] is correct. Both of 
them are authorized. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Says in my 
notes that the funding was not re
quested by the President but was in the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. YATES. Well, the Boston Public 
Library funding was approved at the 
request of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and, as I 
indicated to the gentleman a few mo
ments ago, the $2 million is a small 
amount of the total amount that is 
being raised from private sources. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. All right. I 
was talking about the Penn Center in 
South Carolina, the $500,000. 

Mr. YATES. The Penn Center in 
South Carolina is a very old historic 
center which used to house slaves, and 
it was requested by Senator HOLLINGS 
over in the Senate because it is an his
torical center in which the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RAVENEL] is 
interested and the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. CLYBURN] is inter
ested. It is one of the projects which 
has particular importance to the Afri
can American population. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. What about 
the $350,000 for the non-Federal share 
of a cost-shared feasibility study for 
flood control in downtown Hot Springs, 
AR? That was not requested by the 
President but was in the Senate bill. Is 
that authorized? 

Mr. Yates. It is not authorized, but it 
is a project that needs repair because, 
without adequate flood protection, 
many valuable Park Service facilities 
in Hot Springs could be flooded and 
would require extensive future appro
priations to repair the flooding . This is 
in the nature of saving money by mak
ing repairs at this time so we will not 
have to make a much more extensive 
repairs in the future. 

These are historic projects, too. The 
baths in Hot Springs are authorized as 
historic projects. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. OK; how 
about $400,000 for--

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Does the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES] yield further? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. How about 

the $400,000 for a road through the 
Petroglyph National Monument in Al
buquerque, NM? It was not requested 
by the President, not in the House, nor 
the Senate bill. 

Mr. YATES. This was requested by 
Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico, and 
the reason for this is--

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. He wants it? 
Mr. YATES. Well, he points out that 

the city of Albuquerque is growing 
right up to that Petroglyph Monument, 
and this is requested by the city of Al
buquerque in order to expedite traffic 
through the area. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, fi
nally, Mr. Speaker, the $P/2 million for 
Jordan Hall at the New England Con
servatory. That was not requested by 
the President, nor in the House bill. 

Mr. YATES. That is subject to au
thorization. It is not authorized. The 
money is not made available in this 
bill until the conservatory is des
ignated a national landmark. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, most of the objections I had have 
been answered, so I will withdraw my 
reservation of objections. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk will designate the next 

amendment in disagreement. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Senate Amendment No. 27: Page 13, line 3, 

after " 1913" insert ": Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the National Park Service may hereafter re
cover all costs of providing necessary serv
ices associated with special use permits. 
such reimbursements to be credited to the 
appropriation current at that time". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 38: Page 22, line 15, 
after "Act" insert " : Provided further, That 
of the amount appropriated under this head 
in Public Law 102-381, $250,000 for activities 
related to the Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act shall remain available until ex
pended''. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 38, and concur therein 
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 Pub
lic Law 102-381, any unobligated balance as 
of September 30, 1993 related to the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act shall remain 
available until expended and may be obli
gated under a grant to the Alaska Native 
Foundation for education, training, and 
technical assistance to Alaskan village cor
porations for reconveyance requirements". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate Amendment No. 39: Page 22, line 18, 
after " ties" insert ": Provided further, That 
not to exceed $84 ,808 ,000 of the funds in this 
Act shall be available for payments to tribes 
and tribal organizations for indirect costs as
sociated with contracts or grants or com
pacts authorized by the Indian Self-Deter
mination Act of 1975, as amended". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 39. and concur therein 
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 cots associated 
with contracts or grants or compacts author
ized by the Indian Self-Determination Act of 
1975, as amended, for fiscal year 1994 and pre
vious years". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MOAKLEY). 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the conference report on the Interior 
appropriations bill, and the funding it contains 
for the preservation and restoration of the 
Boston Public Library and Jordan Hall of the 
New England Conservatory. I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] for 
including the funding this year. 

The rehabilitation of the Boston Public Li
brary is authorized under 16 U.S.C. 470A, 
which provides for the preservation and res
toration of national historic landmarks. The 
restoration and preservation work going on at 
the Boston Public Library is a joint effort that 
should involve the local, State, and Federal 

governments, as well as the private sector, 
just as the Historic Preservation Act envi
sioned. To date, the city and State govern
ments have already approved spending over 
$20 million on the library and a paramount 
local effort to raise private funds has been 
very successful. It is time for the Federal 
share to be allocated. 

The Boston Public Library has been, since 
1895, the cornerstone of Boston's and New 
England's cultural and social life. Designed by 
the legendary Charles McKim, the Boston 
Public Library is the largest in New England. 
For almost a century, the BPL has been the 
regional depository for U.S. Government docu
ments and patents, and houses the extensive 
and definitive collections of the papers of John 
and Abigail Adams. The library itself was 
founded in 1848 and has, since that date, 
served the city of Boston, the Commonwealth, 
and the Nation in a myriad of ways. Funds 
committed to preserve and enhance the li
brary's physical plant, interior collection of his
toric frescos, and irreplaceable historic data, 
will allow the library to continue to serve this 
generation and the generations to come. 

Mr. Speaker, Jordan Hall is another struc
ture that is in the same class as the Boston 
Public Library and will be authorized under the 
same preservation law. The $1.5 million ap
propriated here is made subject to Jordan Hall 
receiving national landmark status. The review 
for the designation is now underway and is ex
pected to be completed by March 31, 1994. 
Once the designation is made the money will 
be released. This money is urgently needed to 
keep the structure safe for public use. Like the 
library, the effort to raise private money 
through donations has been very successful. . 
Over $2.7 million is already in hand and the 
effort continues toward the goal of $8 million 
for complete rehabilitation. 

Mr. Speaker, Jordan Hall houses the New 
England Conservatory, the Nation's oldest 
continuing institution of higher learning de
voted to music. Since its construction in 1903, 
the conservatory's Jordan Hall has served as 
New England's premier performance hall and 
a living, thriving classroom, for instruction in 
music performance and education. Jordan Hall 
is known around the world for its excellent 
acoustics, for the legions of musical greats 
that have performed there, and for the con
servatory's track record of involvement in the 
city. It services Boston and the Common
wealth by hosting over 1 00 free concerts a 
year, offers free musical instruction to urban 
residents incapable of paying tuition, and has 
clearly merited its pending designation as a 
national historic landmark. 

Funds directed to the conservatory at Jor
dan Hall will allow for the first renovation effort 
there since 1932. Completion of this work will 
allow the conservatory to continue its rich his
tory of serving New Englanders and citizens of 
the world desirous of hearing great music and 
contributing their talents to the world's ever
expanding body of music. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to adopt the 
motion at hand so that the Federal Govern
ment can contribute its fair share to preserving 
these two magnificent buildings that play such 
a central, significant, and ongoing role in the 
cultural and historical life of New England and 
the Nation. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] . 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 41, 43, 49, 50, 51, 
67, 76, 82, 95, 101, and 111, be considered 
en bloc and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The texts of the various Senate 

amendments referred to in the unani
mous consent request are as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 41 : Page 22, line 18, 
after " ties' ' insert ": Provided further , That 
for the purpose of Indian Reservation road 
construction, all public Indian reservation 
roads (as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101), identified 
in the 1990 Bureau of Indian Affairs Juneau 
Area Transportation Study (and in any sub
sequent update of such Transportation 
Study) shall be included as BIA system ad
justed miles in the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
highway trust fund formula for distribution 
for fiscal year 1994: Provided further , That 
this provision shall expire upon implementa
tion by the Secretary of the Interior of a rel
ative needs based highway trust fund alloca
tion formula pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 202(d)". 

Senate amendment No. 43: Page 25 , line 13, 
after " 1994" insert ": Provided further , That 
any funds provided under this head or pre
viously provided for tribally-controlled com
munity colleges which are distributed prior 
to September 30, 1994, which have been or are 
being invested or administered in compli
ance with section 331 of the Higher Edu
cation Act shall be deemed to be in compli
ance for current and future purposes with 
Title III of the Tribally Controlled Commu
nity Colleges Assistance Act". 

Senate amendment No . 49: Page 30, line 6, 
after " 99-396," insert " or any subsequent leg
islation related to Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands covenant grant 
funding ,''. 

Senate amendment No. 50: Page 30, line 13, 
after " Foundation" insert ": Provided fur
ther , That the funds for the program of oper
ations and maintenance improvement are 
appropriated to institutionalize routine op
erations and maintenance of capital infra
structure in American Samoa, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
Palau, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
and the Federated States of Micronesia 
through assessments of long-range oper
ations and maintenance needs, improved ca
pability of local operations and maintenance 
institutions and agencies (including manage
ment and vocational education training), 
and project-specific maintenance (with terri
torial participation and cost sharing to be 
determined by the Secretary based on the in
dividual territory 's commitment to timely 
maintenance of its capital assets)". 

Senate amendment No. 51: Page 30, line 13, 
after " Foundation" insert ": Provided fur
ther, That any appropriation for disaster as
sistance under this head in this act or pre
vious appropriations acts may be used as 
non-Federal matching funds for the purpose 
of hazard mitigation grants provided pursu
ant to section 404 of Robert T . Stafford Dis-

aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5170c)". 

Senate amendment No. 67: Page 40, after 
line 23 insert: 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 

For necessary expenses of international 
forestry as authorized by Public Laws 101- 513 
and 101- 624, $6,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995. 

Senate amendment No. 76: Page 50, strike 
out all after line 22 over to and including 
line 2 on page 51, and insert: 

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

Senate amendment No. 82: Page 52, after 
line 10 insert: 

The Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Forest Service, shall reimburse 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva
tion Service for administrative costs in
curred under the Stewardship Incentive Pro
gram for the actual cost of services provided 
by the Agricultural Stabilization and Con
servation Service, except that the actual 
costs shall not exceed 10 percent of the total 
annual appropriation for the program. 

Senate amendment No. 95: Page 58, after 
line 20 insert: 

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

Senate amendment No . 101: Page 62, line 
13, after " buildings" insert " and renovation 
of existing facilities". 

Senate amendment No . 111: Page 74 , line 2, 
after " 1995" insert ": Provided, That funds 
provided under this head in Public Law 102-
381 shall remain available until expended" . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreements to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 41, 43, 49, 50, 51 , 67, 
76, 82, 95, 101, and 111, and concur therein . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 42: Page 23, line 16, 
after " 1991" insert " : Provided further , That 
any reorganization proposal shall not be im
plemented until the Task Force has reviewed 
it and recommended its implementation to 
the Secretary and such proposal has been 
submitted to and approved by the Commit
tees on Appropriations, except that the Bu
reau may submit a reorganization proposal 
related only to management improvements, 
along with Task Force comments or rec
ommendations to the Committees on Appro-

priations for review and disposition by the 
Committees''. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 42, and concur therein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to this package. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I wonder if I can discuss 
amendment No. 42. It provides that the 
review and approval of the reauthoriza
tion proposals by the task force on the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs reorganization 
be submitted to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

Mr. Speaker, we talked about this 
earlier, and the chairman pulled that 
out. It was put back in by the Senate. 
It does seem to me that the authoriz
ing committees are the appropriate 
place for this study to be returned. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman from Wyoming would permit 
me to intervene here, I am telling the 
gentleman that I agree completely 
with the gentleman, and I want to as
sure the gentleman that our committee 
will urge the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
to make its reorganization proposals 
available to the authorizing commit
tees as well. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate that and thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 54: Page 32, after 
line 6, insert: 

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FUND 

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

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 54, and concur th.erein. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 62: Page 39, after 
line 12, insert: 

SEC. 117. In implementing Section 1307 of 
Public Law 9tH87 (94 Stat. 2479), the Sec
retary shall deem the holder of entry permit 
LP-GLBA005-93 to be a person who, on or be
fore January 1, 1979, was engaged in ade
quately providing visitor services of the type 
authorized in said permit with Glacier Bay 
National Park. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 62, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert " 114". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 69: Page 41 , line 8, 
strike out "$1,237,272,000" and insert 
"$1,300,153,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 69, and concur therein 
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 en
forcement''. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Yates]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 71: Page 43, line 5, 
strike out " $237 ,423,000" and insert 
"$264,795,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 71, and concur therein 
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 res
toration". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 72: Page 43, line 6, 
strike out " $96,495,000" and insert 
" $97 ,867 ,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 72, and concur therein 
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 SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the . gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 73: Page 43, line 8, 
strike out "$140,228,000" and insert 
"$166,928,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 73, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert " $129,655,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 74: Page 43, line 24, 
strike out " $56,700,000" and insert 
''$51 ,050,000',. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 74, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert "$64,250,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 75: Page 47, line 18, 
after " forest" insert ", and for timber sales 
preparation to replace sales lost to fire or 
other causes, and sales preparation to re
place sales inventory on the shelf for any na
tional forest 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 
construction of roads lost to fire or other 
causes associated with the timber sales pro
grams described above: Provided, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, 
monies received from the timber salvage 
sales program shall be considered as money 
received for purposes of computing and dis
tributing 25 per centum payments to local 
governments under 16 U.S.C. 500, as amend
ed". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 75, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter 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 national forest to a level suffi
cient to maintain new sales availability 
equal to a rolling five-year average of the 
total sales offerings, and for design, engi
neering, and supervision of construction of 
roads lost to fire or other causes associated 
with the timber sales programs described 
above, and for watershed assessment activi
ties: 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 SPEAKER pro . tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 
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The motion was agreed to. 

0 1930 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. 
MFUME]. The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 77: Page 51, strike 
out lines 3 to 6 and insert "None of the funds 
made available in this Act shall be used for 
timber sale planning or scoping using 
clearcutting on the Ozark-St. Francis Na
tional Forest in Arkansas, except for sales 
that, in the discretion of the forest super
visor, are necessary as a result of natural 
disaster or a threat to forest health, or for 
maintaining or enhancing wildlife habitat, 
or habitat for endangered and threatened 
species, or for research purposes.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 77, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter stricken and inserted by said amend
ment, insert "None of the funds made avail
able in this Act shall be used for timber sale 
planning or scoping using clearcutting in the 
Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis· National 
Forests in Arkansas, except for sales that 
are necessary as a result of natural disaster 
or a threat to forest health, or for maintain
ing or enhancing wildlife habitat, or habitat 
for Emdangered and threatened species, or for 
research purposes.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 81: Page 52, strike 
out lines 5 to 7. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 81, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken by said amendment, amend
ed to read as follows: 

"None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to begin 
preparation of timber sales in fiscal year 1994 
using the scaling method: Provided, That this 
limitation shall not apply to timber salvage 
sales: Provided further, That thinning sales 
may be prepared using the scaling method if 
determined by the Regional Forester to be 
the most effective means of achieving a stat
ed environmental objective: Provided further, 
That this limitation shall not apply to sales 
prepared pursuant to existing timber con
tracts: 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 pur
chaser. 

Total outlays by the Forest Service pursu
ant to the cooperative work trust funds ac
counts (12-8028-0-7-302) shall not exceed 
$279,668,000 in fiscal year 1994.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 84: Page 52, after 
line 10, insert: "Funds appropriated to the 
Forest Service shall be available for inter
actions with and providing technical assist
ance to rural communities for sustainable 
rural development purposes outside the 
boundaries of National Forest System 
lands.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 84, and concur therein 
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 com
munities for sustainable rural development 
purposes.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 90: Page 54, line 16, 
strike out [$18,810,000] and insert 
"$19,310,000". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 90, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed by said amendment, insert 
"$18,310,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 100: Page 62, line 4, 
after "facilities" insert ": Provided further, 
That of the funds provided herein, $500,000 is 
available to initiate planning and design for 
the replacement facility at Winnebago, Ne
braska upon approval of a program justifica
tion document by the Assistant Secretary 
for Health". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 100, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Retain the 
matter proposed by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: In lieu of the sum named in 
said amendment insert "$300,000". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 102: Page 63, line 
18, strike out all after "policy" down to and 
including "Appropriations" in line 24. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 102, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken by said amendment, amend
ed to read as follows: ": Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, funds previously or herein made 
available to a tribe or tribal organization 
through a contract, grant or agreement au
thorized by Title I of the Indian Self-Deter
mination and Education Assistance Act of 
1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), may be 
deobligated and reobligated to a self-govern
ance funding agreement under Title III of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu
cation Assistance Act of 1975 and thereafter 
shall remain available to the tribe or tribal 
organization without fiscal year limitation". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 118: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

"SEc. 315. The Forest Service and Bureau 
of land Management may offer for sale sal
vageable timber in the Pacific Northwest in 
fiscal year 1994: Provided, That for public 
lands known to contain the Northern spotted 
owl, such salvage sales may be offered as 
long as the offering of such sale will not 
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render the area unsuitable as habitat for the 
Northern spotted owl: Provided further , That 
timber salvage activity in spotted owl habi
tat is to be done in full compliance with all 
existing environmental and forest manage
ment laws. " . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 118, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows: In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert " 314". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 120, Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEc. 317. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to plan , prepare , or offer for sale 
timber from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo
cated on National Forest System or Bureau 
of Land Management lands until an environ
mental assessment has been completed and 
the giant sequoia management implementa
tion plan is approved. In any event, timber 
harvest within the identified groves will be 
done only to enhance and perpetuate giant 
sequoia. There will be no harvesting of giant 
sequoia specimen trees. Removal of hazard, 
il}Sect, disease and fire killed giant sequoia 
other than specimen trees is permitted." . 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 120, and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows : In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert. " 315" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 121 : Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEC. 318. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used to implement any 
increase in government housing rental rates 
in excess of 10 per centum more than". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 

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

The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 121 , and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows : Retain the 
matter inserted by said amendment, amend
ed as follows; In lieu of the section number 
named in said amendment, insert " 316" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No . 123: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

" SEc. 320. None of the funds made available 
by this or any other law may be used to re
vise part 4, 1780, or 4100 of title 43 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations in accordance with 
Part VI, Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Land Management or part 222 of title 36 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations in accord
ance ·with Part V, Department of Agri
culture , Forest Service, of volume 58, num
ber 155, of the Federal Register, dated Au
gust 13, 1993, or to continue any action in
volving the proposed rulemaking contained 
in such Federal Register prior to October 1, 
1994.". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 123, and concur therein 
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 
Management 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-lN.- The grazing fee for the 
grazing years 1994, 1995, and 1996 shall be as 
follows: 

" (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) CALCULATION.-Beginning in the graz

ing year 1997, the grazing fee per A UM shall 
be equal to a $3.45 base value multipled by 
t he forage value index computed annually 
from data supplied by the National Agricul
tural Statistics Service, in accordance with 
the following formula: 

" Grazing Fee Per AUM=$3.45 Forage Value 
Index 

" (d) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

"(1) the term 'Forage Value Index (FVI)' 
means the average estimate (weighted by 
AUMs) of the annual rental charge per AUM 
for pasturing cattle on private rangelands in 
the 17 contiguous Western States (Arizona , 
California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Mon-

tana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming) di
vided by $8.67 (average for the years 1990, and 
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 period of 1 month. 

" (e) INCREASES OR DECREASES.- Any annual 
increase or decrease in the grazing fee occur
ring 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 cross
ing the public lands and other lands adminis
tered by the Bureau of Land Management 
and the National Forest System lands in the 
17 contiguous Western 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 National Forest System lands, for 
all weaned animals regardless of age, and for 
such animals as will become 12 months of 
age during the authorized period of use. No 
charge will be made for animals under 6 
months of age at the time of entering the 
public lands, or National Forest System 
lands, that are the natural progeny of ani
mals upon which fees are paid, provided they 
will not become 12 months of age during the 
authorized period of use , or for progeny born 
during that period. 
"SEC. 406. RANGELAND REFORM. 

" (a) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of the 
Interior shall promulgate regulations to es
tablish payment dates, late fee assessments, 
and service charges for the grazing fee estab
lished pursuant to section 405 of this Act and 
as provided for in section 4130.7-3 of title 43, 
Code of Federal Regulations . 

"(b) EXECUTIVE ORDER.-Executive Order 
No. 12548 (43 U.S .C. 1905 note) shall not apply 
to grazing fees established after the date of 
enactment of this section. 

" (c) PROPOSED DECISIONS AND APPEALS ON 
PERMITS OR LEASES.-The Secretary of the 
Interior shall issue regulations providing for 
decisions and appeals of final decisions on 
razing 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 
management practices necessary to protect 
rangeland ecosystem health shall be imple
mented through a documented agreement or 
by decision of the authorized officer. Deter
minations regarding the ecological health of 
ecosystems or the actions necessary to 
achieve heal thy ecosystems shall be based on 
the standards and guidelines promulgated 
pursuant to subsection (o). or monitoring, 
inventory, or other forage production data 
acceptable to the authorized officer. 

" (2) OTHER CHANGES.-When the authorized 
officer determines that the soil, vegetation, 
or other resources on the public lands re
quire protection because of conditions such 
as drought, fire, flood, or insect infestation, 
or when continued grazing use poses a sig
nificant risk of resource damage from these 
factors, after consultation with, or a reason
able attempt to consult with affected per
mittees or lessees, other interested parties , 
and the State having lands or responsible for 
managing resources within the area, the au
thorized officer shall close allotments or por
tions of allotments to grazing by any kind of 
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livestock, or modify authorized grazing use. 
Notices of closure and decisions requiring 
modification of authorized grazing use may 
be issued as final decisions effective upon is
suance or on the date specified in the deci
sion. Such decisions shall remain in effect 
pending the decision on appeal unless a stay 
is granted by the office of Hearings and Ap
peals. 

"(d) WATER RIGHTS.-Subject to valid 
water rights existing on the date of enact
ment, no water rights shall be obtained for 
grazing-related actions on public lands ex
cept in the name of the United States. 

"(e) SUBLEASING.-A leasing surcharge 
shall be added by the Secretary of the Inte
rior to the grazing fee billings for authorized 
leasing of base property to which public land 
grazing preference is attached or authorized 
grazing of livestock 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 cal
culated in accordance with the following : 

11(1) 20 percent of the grazing bill for the 
permitted grazing use that is attached to a 
leased base property by an approved transfer, 
or that was leased and attached to the base 
property of another party through an ap
proved transfer. 

"(2) 50 percent of the grazing bill for pas
turing livestock owned by persons other 
than the permittee or lessee under a grazing 
authorization. 

"(3) 70 percent of the grazing bill when 
base property is leased and a transfer has 
been approved and livestock owned by 
mesons other than the permittee or lessee 
are pastured under a grazing authorization. 

"(f) UNAUTHORIZED GRAZING USE.
" (1) VIOLATIONS.-
"(A) Violation of section 4140.1(b)(l) of title 

43, Code of Federal Regulations, constitutes 
unauthorized grazing use. 

"(B) The authorized officer shall determine 
whether a violation is nonwillful, willful, or 
repeated 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 expenses incurred in impoundment 
and disposal of their livestock, and may be 
subject to civil penalties or criminal sanc
tion 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 violator that a violation has been 
reported, that the violation must be cor
rected, and how it can be settled, based upon 
the discretion of the authorized officer. 

"(B) Whenever it appears that a violation 
exists and the owner of the unauthorized 
livestock is known, written notice of unau
thorized 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 personal delivery. 
The written notice shall also allow a speci
fied time from receipt of notice for the al
leged 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 im
pound 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 re
peated willful, the authorized officer shall 
take action under section 4170.1-1(b) of title 
43, Code of Federal Regulations. The amount 
due for settlement shall include the value of 
forage consumed as determined under sub
paragraph (B). Settlement for willful and re
peated 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, inves
tigating, resolving violations, and livestock 
impoundment costs. 

"(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
value of forage consumed shall be deter
mined as follows: 

"(i) For nonwillful violations, the value of 
forage consumed as determined by the aver
age monthly rate per AUM for pasturing 
livestock on privately owned land (excluding 
irrigated land) for the 17 Western States as 
published annually by the Department of Ag
riculture. The authorized officer may ap
prove nonmonetary settlement of unauthor
ized use when the authorized officer deter
mines that each of the following conditions 
are met: 

" (I) Evidence shows that the unauthorized 
use occurred through no fault of the live
stock 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 
determined 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 admin
istered by the Bureau of Land Management 
until any amount found to be due the United 
States under this section has been paid. The 
authorized officer may take action under 
section 4160.1-2 of title 43, Code of Federal 
Regulations, to cancel or suspend grazing au
thorizations or to deny approval of applica
tions for grazing use until such amounts 
have been paid. The proposed decision shall 
include a demand for payment. 

"(g) RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCILS.-
"(1) One or more resource advisory coun

cils, as provided for in section 309, shall be 
established for the area within the jurisdic
tion of each Bureau of Land Management 
State Office to provide guidance on the man
agement of public 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 re
source advisory council. One appointee of 
each resource advisory council shall be an of
ficial elected to a position in State or local 
government serving the people of the area 
for which the council is established. 

"(3) A resource advisory council advises 
the Bureau of Land Management official to 
whom it reports regarding multiple use plans 
and programs for public lands and resources 
within its area. 

"(4) A resource advisory council and its 
subcommittees shall meet at the call of the 
designated Federal officer and elect their 
own officers. The designated Federal officer 
shall attend all meetings of the council and 
its subcommittees. 

"(5) Administrative support for a resource 
advisory 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 addi

tion to range developments accomplished 
through other resources management funds, 
authorized range improvement may be se
cured through the use of the appropriated 
range improvement fund provided for by sec
tion 401 of this Act. One-half of the available 
funds shall be expended in the State and dis
trict from which they were derived. The re
maining one-half of the fund shall be allo
cated, on a priority basis, by the Secretary 
or designee for on-the-ground ecosystem re
habilitation, protection and improvement. 

"(2) All appropriated funds for range im
provement are to be used for cost-effective 
investment in improvements that benefit all 
rangeland resources, including riparian area 
rehabilitation, improvement, and protection, 
fish and wildlife habitat improvement or 
protection, soil and water resource improve
ment, wild horse and burro habitat manage
ment facilities, vegetation improvement and 
management and livestock grazing manage
ment. The funds may be used for activities 
including the planning, design, layout, modi
fication, and monitoring and evaluating the 
effectiveness of specific range improvement 
projects. 

"(3) During the planning of the range de
velopment or range improvement programs, 
authorized officers shall consult affected per
mittees, lessees, and other interested par
ties. 

"(i) RANGE IMPROVEMENT OWNERSHIP.-
"(1) With respect to public lands, any per

mittee or lessee may apply for a range im
provement permit to install, use, maintain, 
or modify range improvements that are 
needed to achieve management objectives 
within his or her designated allotment. The 
permittee or lessee shall agree to provide 
full funding for construction, installation, 
modification, or maintenance. Such range 
improvement permit may be issued at the 
discretion of the authorized officer. 

"(2) The permittee or lessee may hold the 
title to all temporary range improvements 
authorized as livestock handling facilities 
such as corrals and dipping vats and tem
porary, readily removable improvements 
such as troughs for hauled water. The au
thorization for permanent water develop
ments. such as spring developments, well, 
reservoirs, stock tanks, and pipelines, shall 
be through cooperative range improvement 
agreement to protect the public interest for 
multiple use of rangeland ecosystems. The 
United States shall assert its claims and ex
ercise its rights to water developed on public 
lands to benefit the public lands and re
sources thereon. 

"(3) Where a permittee or lessee cannot 
make use of the forage available for live
stock and an application for nonuse has been 
denied or the opportunity to make use of the 
available forage is requested by the author
ized officer, the permittee or lessee shall co
operate with the temporary authorized use 
of forage by another operator, when it is au
thorized by the authorized officer following 
consultation with the preference permittee 
or lessee. 

"(4) A permittee or lessee shall be reason
ably compensated for the use and mainte
nance of improvements and facilities by the 
operator who has an authorization for tem
porary grazing use. 

"(5) The authorized officer may mediate 
disputes about reasonable compensation and, 
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following consultation with the interested 
parties, make a determination concerning 
the fair and reasonable share of operation 
and maintenance expenses and compensation 
for use of improvements and facilities. 

" (6) Where a settlement cannot be reached, 
the authorized officer shall issue a tem
porary grazing authorization including ap
propriate terms and conditions and the re
quirement to compensate the preference per
mittee or lessee for the fair share of oper
ation and maintenance as determined by the 
authorized officer under subpart 4160 of title 
43, Code of Federal Regulations. 

" (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 prop
erty, and must be-

" (A) a citizen of the United States or have 
properly filed a valid declaration of inten
tion to become a citizen or a valid petition 
for naturalization; 

" (B) a group or association authorized to 
conduct 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 determined by the authorized officer to 
have a satisfactory record of performance. 

" (3) The applicant and any affiliate must 
at the time of permit or lease issuance be de
termined by the authorized officer to be in 
substantial compliance with the terms and 
conditions of any Federal or State grazing 
permit or lease presently held and with the 
rules and regulations applicable to those per
mits and leases. The authorized officer may 
take into consideration circumstances be
yond the control of the applicant or affiliate 
in determining whether the applicant and af
filiate, if any, are in compliance with exist
ing permit or lease terms and conditions 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 
preceding the date of application shall be 
deemed to have an unsatisfactory perform
ance record. 

" (5) In determining whether affiliation ex
ists, the authorized officer shall consider all 
appropriate factors. including, but not lim
ited to, common ownership, common man
agement, identity of interests among family 
members, and contractual relationships. 

"(6) Applicants shall submit an application 
and any other information requested by the 
authorized officer in order to determine that 
all qualifications have been met. 

"(k) SUSPENDED NONUSE.-The Secretary 
shall promulgate regulations to remove ref
erences in existing regulations to long-term 
suspended nonuse. 

"(1) PROHIBITED ACTS.- The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations which would make 
violations of the Wild Horse and Burro Act, 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), and other Federal or State laws 
concerning conservation, protection of natu
ral or cultural resources, and protection of 
environmental quality prohibited acts. Upon 
the expiration of appeal or review periods 
following a conviction for violation or an ad
ministrative finding of violation of these 
laws the authorized officer may consider 

cancellation or suspension of permits and 
leases when the violation occurred on public 
land or is found to be related to authorized 
grazing of public land. 

" (m) RANGE lMPROVEMENTS.-Subject to 
valid rights existing on the date of enact
ment of this section, all rights to permanent 
improvements ·contained on or in public 
lands are vested in the United States. 

" (n) .CONSERVATION NONUSE.- The Sec
retary shall promulgate regulations to au
thorize persons or entities owning or con
trolling base property 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. 

"(0) STANDARDS.-The Secretary of the In
terior shall develop standards and guidelines 
that establish minimum conditions for the 
protection of rangeland ecological health. 
These standards and guidelines shall be pro
mulgated pursuant to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, and chapter 5 of 
title 5, United States Code, to the extent 

. each i's applicable. Permits and leases shall 
incorporate applicable standards and guide
lines to ensure the proper management of 
public rangelands. These standards shall pro
vide for-

" (1) the restoration and protection of ri
parian 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 Spe
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.); and 

"(4) restoration, maintenance, and im
provement of ecosystem health, such as di
versity, resilience, and sustainability.". 
SEC. 318. USE OF FUNDS. 

Except as provided by this Act, none of the 
funds made available to the Secretary of the 
Interior by this Act may be used to imple
ment any grazing reform program, including 
a grazing fee increase, unless Congress has 
approved such program or fee increase. Noth
ing in this section shall prohibit the Sec
retary from promulgating regulations, modi
fying existing regulations, or taking other 
actions, as necessary, to implement the pro
visions of sections 405 and 406 of the Federal 
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 SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the motion. Pursuant to clause 1(b) 
of rule XXVIII, I request one-third of 
the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Ohio opposed to the 
motion? If not, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. YATES] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PACKARD] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

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

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

The Speaker, this is the grazing fee 
amendment which has already been 
discussed very thoroughly during the 

debate on the rule. I think it is a good 
proposal. The House will recall that 
the House-passed bill did not contain 
any provision respecting grazing fees. 
The Senate, on the other hand, had at
tempted to stop Secretary Babbitt 
from taking any action with respect to 
increasing grazing fees and making 
other changes, and it passed a morato
rium which prohibited the Secretary 
from taking any action. 

Mr. Speaker, we met in conference on 
the Senate provision, and, as a result 
of the conference, an agreement was 
reached containing a number of meas
ures respecting the operation of the 
grazing program, and which increased 
grazing fees over a 3-year period to 
$3.45. 

Mr. Speaker, we think this is a fair 
provision. We think it is one that is ac
ceptable to the Members of the House 
who mandated the committee to come 
to some resolution with the Senate on 
grazing fees. We acted in accordance 
with the mandate of the House. We now 
ask the House to approve my motion. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, let me just again point 
out that what the subcommittee did is 
restrain the Secretary. If this fails, the 
result will be no language, no fee, and 
we will go back to the Secretary's pro
posal, which would increase the fee in a 
3-year period to $4.28 per animal unit 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, our bill restricts it to 
$3.45 per animal unit month. In other 
words, we are about $1 less than the 
Secretary's proposal. Likewise, we only 
allow a 15-percent increase or decrease 
in any 1 year. The Secretary allows 25 
percent. So the fee proposal in here is 
modest compared to what the Sec
retary has proposed. 

Mr. Speaker, if this were to be de
feated, the result would be that we 
would end up with no language, and, 
therefore, the Secretary's proposal. So 
I think that those opposed to the graz
ing fee ought to weigh the fact that 
this is a better arrangement for the 
permittees than would be the case if we 
were to defeat it. 

Second, the Secretary's proposal on 
the rules and regulations are more se
vere, substantially more severe, than 
those that we have proposed to place in 
the law. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I think it is not 
in the interest of the permittees to 
allow the Secretary's proposal, which 
would be the result ultimately of a no 
vote. 

Last, I would point out once again 
that the standards, the requirements, 
are similar to what we have in the For
est Service. The Forest Service has 
those standards already. We had them 
for the BLM prior to 1982. So all this 
does is establish a uniform standard of 
requirements for the permittees so 
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that everybody is . treated the same, 
whether they are on Forest Service 
land or whether they are on BLM land. 
Certainly, it is only fair that permit
tees should play by the same rules, as 
long as they are on public lands. This 
simply establishes the uniform stand
ard. 

So I think it is a policy that is fair to 
the taxpayers of these United States, 
fair to the grazers, and certainly more 
modest than that proposed by the Sec
retary of Interior. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, deep inside this con
ference report are 17 pages of unauthor
ized new legislation that would make 
new law if this passes. There have been 
no hearings, no review, no public com
ment, no congressional oversight. This 
would be new law, and it was agreed 
upon only in the conference commit
tee. 

Mr. Speaker, this particular proposal 
of $3.45, none of us really have any 
complaint about the fee increase. The 
real concern, as expressed by several of 
my colleagues, many of whom wish to 
speak to this issue tonight, is that 
there are regulations and land reform 
in the bill that have not been dis
cussed, have not been approved nor au
thorized, and that is where the com
plaint really is. 

D 1940 
We made proposals in the conference 

committee that would agree to the 
$3.45 over a more extended period of 
time but also would put a hold on the 
reform measures, the land reform 
measures, until we were able to have 
hearings and have authorizations. That 
is all we are asking for, is that we re
consider those land reform measures. 

Mr. Speaker, I have several Members 
that would like to speak to the issue, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

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

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

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH], who is a mem
ber of the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment of the House to the Senate 
amendment regarding the grazing man
agement program on the public lands. 
The agreement reached by the con
ferees is yet another example of what 
all our constituents tell us is wrong 
with Congress-deals are struck in 
smoke-filled rooms with no public 
input that lead to burdensome man
dates and serious infringement upon 
our rights as citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say to my col
leagues that the amendment in ques-

tion would codify 19 pages of text with
out one legislative hearing in either 
body. This alone is reason enough to 
sink this deal, but wait, there is more. 
This so-called compromise is anything 
but. In return for a fee increase just 83 
cents less than that which the adminis
tration seeks the Federal Government 
would gain complete control over 
water rights and privately constructed 
range improvements. What a deal! I 
guess this means the price of granting 
Federal dominance over what has al
ways been a State function-the adju
dication of water rights-is just 83 
cents per animal unit month. 

Mr. Speaker, the dealmakers on this 
amendment are not from the arid 
States where water is so precious, save 
for one, and I must admit Senator REID 
is from my own State of Nevada. I can
not understand how he sincerely be
lieves this deal is the best the West can 
get, but I can tell you the ranchers in 
my State are not in the least bit satis
fied. And its not only ranchers who are 
worried. Plenty of other public lands 
users ask "Just how broad-reaching are 
these water provisions, in particular?" 

No one seems to know, of course, be
cause no testimony has been sought 
from the public or the executive 
branch. The Secretary's public meet
ings in the West early last summer 
were scoping sessions only. No lan
guage was forthcoming then. As soon 
as the administration put it's views 
into print a firestorm of protest ig
nited. But, westerners were led to be
lieve an orderly rulemaking process of 
a year's duration or more would ensue 
and their comments to draft rules 
would be considered. 

Not anymore, if this amendment be
comes law. A few shrewd politicians 
found a way around the messy business 
of actually having to digest public 
comment and analyze impacts before 
assaulting a longstanding policy. Just 
amend a conference report without any 
hearing. No comments and no testi
mony to concern them. And better 
still, we can pass this because it's a 
spending bill. Members will not vote 
against it because it might imperil 
their pork-barrel projects. 

Mr. Speaker, I am one who will. And 
let me remind my colleagues, I do 
serve on the Appropriations Commit
tee. But, the grazing policy back-room 
deal is too odious for me to hold my 
nose and vote for this conference re
port. I ask that this amendment in 
technical disagreement be defeated. 
Send our conferees back to negotiate a 
provision that does not sell out the 
states' rights to administer water re
sources within their borders. Let them 
negotiate a compromise that doesn't 
take away the ownership of fences, 
windmills, stock-watering tanks, and 
such built with private funds-not Fed
eral money. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a "no" vote. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). Does the gentleman from Col-

orado [Mr. SKAGGS] seek to control the 
time of the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. VENTO], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on National Parks, For
ests and Public Lands. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this language. The House, 
over the last decade, and the Senate 
have been deadlocked in an effort to 
try and deal with the grazing fee and 
policy matter. Of course, I think that 
Secretary Babbitt, this year, appeared 
in the West in five different meetings, 
met extensively, heard from thousands 
of witnesses, which parallels the expe
rience that the House committees have 
had in terms of numerous hearings 
over the years. Unfortunately, sending 
bills to the Senate has not resulted in 
action. 

I would remind my colleagues that if 
the Senate or others want to engage in 
authorizing or final different policy 
changes in this, all they have to do is 
begin to act and pass bills to the House 
to be considered. But repeatedly, they 
have not done that. They have refused 
to act. 

Some of my colleagues were happy 
with that particular circumstance. In 
fact, they voted for and wanted and 
would have accepted the moratorium 
that the Senate had tried to foist upon 
the House here during this consider
ation of the appropriations bill. This 
was not the form that I sought to de
bate this nor that the appropriators in 
our House sought to debate or to con
sider this policy issue. This is some
thing that was put upon us by the 
other body. 

We tried to make the best we could 
out of the situation. I want to com
mend Senator REID. He was a tough ne
gotiator, along with others in the Sen
ate and individuals that wanted to re
solve this problem. And the fact is that 
this does not go as far as I would like 
to go in terms of $3.45 in 3 years, when 
we have almost all the prices charged 
by the State lands are higher, public 
lands in almost every one of the West
ern States. Certainly, the private land 
costs are much higher. 

As far as the policies are concerned 
in this initiative, they parallel what 
the situation has been in the Forest 
Service throughout the 1980's. These 
are not a radical departure. They deny 
or take nobody's property rights or im
provements. It is a case here where if 
you are the landlord, you do not simply 
give away the house on the basis that 
somebody has painted the room. You 
do not give away the water rights that 
belong to the National Government 
and the national lands. You do not give 
away the property. 

That is exactly what the case has 
been with regard to the Forest Service. 
That is exactly what the case was prior 
to 1982, when Secretary Watt changed 
that policy. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Yates 

motion regarding grazing fees and range man
agement, and ask unanimous consent to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The provisions adopted by the conference 
committee deal with the important issue of 
management of the public rangelands, includ
ing the fees that the taxpayers receive from 
ranchers who exercise· the privilege of grazing 
livestock on those rangelands. 

Clearly, these provisions are legislative in 
nature. Other matter being equal, such provi
sions should not be included in an appropria
tions measure. 

But when it comes to the issue of grazing 
policy and fees, other things are not equal. 
This is an unusual case, a case of protracted 
deadlock between the House and the Senate 
that seemingly can be resolved in no other 
way. 

As all Members are aware, Mr. Speaker, the 
House has been trying for a number of years, 
in fact for over a decade to resolve this issue 
of grazing fees and range management. In 
past years, the House twice has addressed 
grazing fees and range reforms as part of bills 
to reauthorize appropriations for the Bureau of 
Land Management. Those authorization bills 
originated in the authorizing committee of ju
risdiction, which is the Committee on Natural 
Resources. The Senate did not act on either 
of those bills, and they have shown no readi
ness to act on any authorization bill that would 
address grazing fees or range reform. 

And, this year, it was not the House that in
troduced this subject into an appropriations 
bill. As it passed the House, this Interior ap
propriation bill did not include any provisions 
related to grazing fees or range management. 

But, when the bill got to the Senate, a range 
management amendment was added-an 
amendment to prevent the administration from 
acting on the subject administratively, which 
the administration undoubtedly has the author
ity to do. 

That Senate amendment was described as 
a "moratorium" on grazing fees. But in reality 
it was just more of the same, more of the 
gridlock that had frustrated every attempt at 
range reform for year after year after year. 

The House rejected that "moratorium", Mr. 
Speaker. By a vote of 314 to 1 09, the House 
voted to end the gridlock, and to let the proc
ess of range reform go forward. 

If that were all, Mr. Speaker, if the "morato
rium" were dropped and nothing else included 
in this bill, that would be an acceptable out
come, because the administration could go 
forward with its plan for range reform. 

That administration plan is sound. It is both 
fair to ranchers and good for the environment. 
It combines overdue protection for rangeland 
resources with recognition of the need for eco
nomic stability in the rural west. 

However, after the House's rejection of the 
Senate's moratorium, there were discussions 
to see if an agreement could be reached that 
would resolve this issue now, without waiting 
for the administration's plan to go into effect. 

In particular, our former colleague from Ne
vada, now the senior Senator from Nevada, 
Senator REID, acted to try to develop a com
promise. After lengthy discussions, a com
promise was reached, one which was adopted 
by the conference committee and which is 
now before the House. 

In my opinion, this grazing compromise is 
acceptable. 

I do not think it is as complete or as bal
anced as the administration's range reform 
plan, and it provides for grazing fees that 
would be far lower than those approved by the 
House in the past. 

But, overall, it is acceptable because it 
would combine a necessary minimum level of 
range reform with a highly desirable degree of 
certainty for everyone. Ranchers will know 
what their fees will be, and what the rules will 
be. The taxpayers will realize a more equitable 
return, even if not the full fair market value, for 
their forge. And the land managers will have 
the necessary mandate for better manage
ment of these public rangelands that belong to 
all the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I will vote for the grazing provi
sions, and I am confident that the House will 
give them overwhelming support. 

I am hopeful that the Senate will approve 
the grazing provisions as well. 

But, Mr. Speaker, members of the other 
body should understand that if this com
promise is not adopted, the administration's 
plan should, can and will go forward. 

The time for reform on the range has come. 
Reform may come under this compromise 
plan, or under the administration's plan. But 
either way, it is coming. 

Mr. Speaker, for too long previous adminis
trations have paid lip service to the need to 
improve management of the national range
lands, while allowing continued mismanage
ment. The Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management in the past have developed 
policies-on paper-that rightly stressed the 
need to take better care of sensitive riparian 
areas, restore and improve wildlife habitat, 
and balance grazing and other consumptive 
uses of the public lands with other uses. But 
the agencies have not been able to implement 
those plans on the ground, because the policy 
in practice has favored mining and grazing 
rather than a balanced approach. Grazing fees 
have been only a part of that pattern. 

The Reagan-era grazing fee formula was 
specifically designed to artificially depress 
grazing fees. As shown by GAO's calculations, 
it accomplished its purpose; in constant dollars 
the 1991 western Federal grazing fee had de
creased by 15 percent over the last 1 0 years 
while private grazing prices had increased by 
17 percent-and since 1991, the Federal fee, 
incredibly, has gone down. 

The Clinton administration's plan would re
place that sweetheart deal with a market
based-but still low-priced-standard based 
on data from thousands of actual grazing op
erations throughout the West. 

The compromise included in this conference 
report would increase fees less than the ad
ministration has proposed, and would restrict 
any future increases more severely. 

Under the administration's proposal, fees 
would rise to $4.28 per aum in 1996, and then 
would be set according to a formula with a 
base value of $3.96 per aum. The com
promise would raise the 1996 fee to $3.45, 
and thereafter would establish fees through a 
formula with the same base value-$3.45 per 
aum. 

In the "Out Years," the administration's pro
posal would provide for increases or de-

creases-based on the formula-of up to 25 
percent annually, while the compromise in the 
conference report would limit annual increases 
or decreases to 15 percent of the preceding 
year's fee. 

The claims that the administration's grazing 
fees proposal was arbitrary are simply wrong. 
So are claims that either the administration's 
proposed new fees or the new fees provided 
for by the compromise would be above the 
market value. 

In fact, even if the administration's plan 
takes full effect, the American people would 
get less for public range forage than most pri
vate landowners receive, and the national 
Government would be charging less than 
many western States now charge for grazing 
on their State lands. 

Of course, the compromise adopted by the 
conference committee would establish even 
lower fees than the administration's proposal. 

More important, this grazing compromise 
like the administration's plan-would reverse 
many of the worst excesses of the last 12 
years, and bring an end to the James Watt 
era of grazing management, 

I strongly support the planned development 
of environmental standards and guidelines that 
will apply to grazing management and that will 
help the agencies give needed priority to im
provement of riparian areas, the recovery of 
threatened or endangered species-and pre
vent other species from becoming threatened 
or endangered-limit overlong grazing sea
sons, minimize the risks of pesticide use, and 
maintain or restore water quality. These are 
things that will benefit not just the range envi
ronment but grazing permittees, too-both 
today and tomorrow. 

Requiring grazing permittees to comply with 
environmental laws to hold their permits is 
good government. This, too, should have been 
done long ago. 

The compromise would replace the present 
grazing advisory boards, which lack a statu
tory basis, with the kind of true multiple-use 
advisory councils envisioned and provided for 
by the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976, or "FLPMA", which is BLM's or
ganic act. This also is something long over
due. 

Unlike the advisory councils mandated by 
law, the current grazing boards represent only 
one user group-grazers. They have been the 
embodiment of the excessive political influ
ence that this single, myopic user group has 
too often been able to exert over decisions 
about public rangeland management. 

It is high time that piecemeal "privatization" 
of public waters was ended. This is another 
important part of the compromise as well as 
the administration plan's-one that does not 
affect any existing water rights of anybody, but 
that will prevent future giveaways. 

Finally, the compromise, like the administra
tion's plan addresses subleasing-a fancy 
word for profiteering at the expense of the tax
payers. 

We should also recognize that both the 
compromise and the administration's plan are 
based on the authority provided under current 
law. Thus, there are some matters that neither 
the compromise nor the administration plan in
cludes-reforms that would require new law, 
such a change in the allocation of grazing fee 
receipts. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Congress should either ap

prove the compromise adopted by the con
ference or should allow the administration to 
go forward to implement its sound proposals. 

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

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

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

Unfortunately, tonight 11 Western 
States in the West are sentenced to a 
crime they did not commit. The idea 
that somehow livestock grazing on 
public lands deprives other uses is sim
ply wrong. The facts are that public 
lands are improving. Notice by the big 
game improvements, whether it be elk 
or deer or antelope. So the livestock 
producer is being sentenced to death 
tonight with this huge increase in graz
ing fees, along with the so-called 
rangeland reform program, codified 
into law without a hearing, without 
even one hearing in this Chamber or 
the Senate, which condemns livestock 
operators across the West. 

I call that unfair sentencing. I say to 
my colleagues that this so-called com
promise was not a compromise at all. 
We in the West support a reasonable in
crease in fees. 

I serve on the Committee on Natural 
Resources and the Committee on Agri
culture. We have been listening to 
these issues for years. There has never 
been a bill offered or passed by either 
committee that I s.erve on. Why is 
that? Because it was unreasonable, the 
requests that came forward through 
the authorizing committees. 

This eliminates the authorizing com
mittees of the House and Senate. Why 
should we have a Congress? We have a 
Secretary of the Interior and a Presi
dent who do whatever they wish to the 
West. 

If I were going to eliminate the West, 
do Members know what I would do? I 
would eliminate 75 percent of the tim
ber harvest in the Northwest to start 
with. We have already done that. I 
would pass a grazing fee that elimi
nates grazing on public lands. We will 
do that tonight. 

Then I would eliminate mining on 
public lands. I would turn the West 
into the great wilderness area that 
some of my colleagues want. 

I suggest to my colleagues, if they 
have any compassion for those who live 
in an area that they do not know 
about, if they have any compassion for 
those who are managing the resources 
properly, then they will vote against 
this bill. I ask them to do that tonight. 

0 1950 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The Chair wishes to advise 
Members designated to control debate 
time that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PACKARD] has 12 minutes re-

maining, and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] has 17 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. SKAGGS] has 16 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo
tion. We have talked about it a great 
deal, of course, not only tonight but in 
previous times. 

Let me say that basically I am op
posed to this evening's action based on 
procedures, two procedures. One of 
them is the procedure followed by the 
Secretary of the Interior when he put 
together his so-called reform of the 
rangelands. He came out to the West. 
He had several hearings, and he 
brought in ranch people. Many ranch 
people appeared. Many of them made 
statements. 

Unfortunately, the memo that was in 
the hands of the Secretary before the 
hearings ever started was exactly what 
he imposed after the hearings were 
over. This was certainly not what he 
heard. This procedure was a sham. This 
procedure was not out there to listen 
or to hear, it was an exercise in trying 
to appear on the scene and not listen
ing to what was heard. 

The other, of course, is the procedure 
here in the Congress, where we do have 
rules. We have rules to do these kinds 
of things, not on the appropriations but 
through the authorization. We are not 
doing that. We are ignoring that. We 
are saying, "That is what we ought to 
do," except when it suits us, and then 
we say, "It is OK, we need to do it, we 
will rise above principle and go ahead 
and fix it." That is wrong. That is 
wrong. 

There is a great deal of impact here 
in the West. We talk about jobs and we 
talk about the economy. We spend a lot 
of time figuring out how we are going 
to fix that, how we are going to take 
care of communi ties, keep people off 
the welfare rolls. 

This kind of thing, coupled with tim
ber, coupled with a moratorium on oil 
and gas, coupled with increased costs 
of reclamation water, coupled with 
these regulations, coupled with the de
mise of the Wool Act, this is a hard, 
hard, hard lesson for the West, the mi
nority of us in the West. 

I understand, if Members do not live 
there, they just do not care a lot, but 
we care. We care a lot about people 
who are trying to make a living on the 
ranch, trying to make a living on the 
range, not rich people, just families 
who have lived there forever, utilizing 
the lands that are left. These are not 
reserved lands, withdrawn lands, these 
are the lands that are residual and de
pend upon the deeded lands for the 
water and winter feed for wildlife. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not talking about 
the fee, I am talking about the regula-

tions, which I think will have a great 
impact. I would urge Members to con
sider sending this back to the commit
tee; stick with the fee, if they have to, 
but put the rules through the author
ization process, have some hearings, let 
the folks be heard. I urge Members to 
oppose the motion. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MILLER], chairman of the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would hope that we would 
support the motion and go forward 
with the bill as reported by the Com
mittee on Appropriations, and cer
tainly with respect to grazing fees, 
that we would recognize that we in fact 
do have a compromise here, a com
promise that was hammered out over 
many, many days and many weeks. 

We of the authorizing committee, we 
did not choose this forum. We did not 
choose this fight. We have tried in the 
past, over the past decade, to address 
the issues of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, the reform of that agency, 
the changes in that agency to bring it 
into modern times, to bring it into cur
rent thinking. We have been resisted at 
every step. 

We have passed legislation that has 
addressed many of the issues that we 
address here tonight, only to find it re
ceived as a dead letter on the door of 
the Senate, never to be taken up; a 
pledge that it would never be taken up; 
Time and time again we have tried 
that. Through the efforts of the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], 
and others who are fed up with what 
has happened to the taxpayers in this 
program, we have constantly addressed 
the fees within the appropriation bill, 
recognizing the difficulty of legislating 
on an appropriation. 

We have continued that process over 
the last several years. The House has 
voted time and again for a much higher 
fee than this fee, and for other issues 
dealing with the BLM. This year the 
Senate, when the Secretary of the Inte
rior started through an orderly proc
ess, a public process, after he had trav
eled to the grazing States of the West, 
met with the cattlemen's associations, 
met with the ranchers, met with farm
ers, met with the community, came 
back and proposed a series of rules to 
change the management of the BLM. It 
was a public process, asking for com
ments. 

The Senate immediately has done the 
same thing that it did for 10 years. It 
put a rider on appropriations, saying 
that he could expend no money to go 
forward in that process. He could not 
even read the comments of the gentle
men's constituents who wanted to tell 
him what they thought was good, bad, 
or otherwise about what he was propos
ing. They put that prohibition on. 

This House would not accept it, and 
this House voted on a bipartisan basis, 



October 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 25605 
314 of us, to reject that. That is why 
now we have dealt, with the help of the 
Committee on Appropriations, we have 
dealt with the legislation, because it is 
very clear that we will not get a hear
ing in the Senate. They are planning to 
engage in a filibuster. · 

That is their proposal, to address 
grazing reform, to address our concerns 
for the stewardship of the lands, to ad
dress our concerns for the taxpayers of 
this country who have been subsidizing 
this program. Their answer is gridlock 
and a filibuster. That is not good 
enough. 

Tonight we put an end to that. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise all Members to re
frain from characterizations of the 
other body. 

Mr. MILLER of California. This is 
going to be hard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair understands. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, because of the efforts of this 
committee, not choosing to authorize, 
but the fact that we were provided no 
other forum, and even in these negotia
tions Senator REID invited the Repub
lican Senators, the western Senators, 
to participate. Some of them did, and 
some of them opted out, because they 
preferred gridlock. That is not fair to 
the taxpayers. 

This fee increase will not even pay 
the cost of the program for maybe the 
next 4 or 5 years. We cannot even get 
back the cost of this program with this 
increase. I am not happy with it. I am 
sure the Secretary of the Interior is 
not happy with this, but this is, in fact, 
a compromise. 

In 3 years, they are going to take this 
up to $3.45. This House has voted over
whelmingly to go to $8, recognizing the 
outrage, the insult against the tax
payers of this program. 

Mr. Speaker, I was out in Colorado a 
few weeks ago talking to ranchers who 
farm 5,000, 6,000, 7,000 acres of their own 
land and graze on 10,000 or 12,000 acres 
of BLM land. I asked them about the 
Secretary's figure. They said they did 
not like it. Yes; they could possibly 
live with it. They did not like it. They 
could live with it. 

That is what is really going on 
around here. We owe it to our constitu
ents, in terms of the stewardship of the 
land and the care for the Treasury and 
the taxpayers, to vote for the commit
tee position. It has been 10 years in the 
making and it is long overdue. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this con
ference report. For many years, this House 
has supported substantial reform of the graz
ing program, only to be rebuffed time and 
again by the Senate and by the past adminis
trations. In fact, under those prior administra
tions, the grazing fee actually was reduced, 
and the property rights of the United States 
were compromised through regulatory actions 
that were unauthorized by Congress and 
never subjected to public hearings. 

Finally, we have an Interior S.ecretary who 
intends to enforce the law and utilize his ad
ministrative powers on behalf of consumers 
and taxpayers rather than on behalf of a very 
small number of people who really seek the 
subsidized and exclusive use of tens of mil
lions of acres of public lands. 

Now, personally, I have no quarrel with Sec
retary Babbitt's proceeding with his administra
tive reform of the program: the $4.28 per AUM 
fee, as well as his broad management im
provements. This is well within his authority. It 
ought to have been done years ago, as the 
House voted. 

But I am prepared to stand by the com
promise I have negotiated with Senator HARRY 
REID, along with my colleagues BRUCE VENTO 
and MIKE SYNAR, because that compromise 
retains the essence of the reform plan, and 
because it would provide certainty to the 
ranchers arid to the taxpayers who both have. 
so much at stake. 

But what I will not stand for, and what this 
House must vigorously resist, is the siren call 
of the western Senators who insist on more 
delay, more equivocation, more half-hearted 
proposals that are really the dying gasps of an 
outdated and very expensive public land use 
scheme. 

I know that some Senators are threatening 
a filibuster against this conference report be
cause of the grazing reform. They claim they 
are prepared to delay passage of this bill, hold 
up the funding for dozens of programs that are 
very important to everyone in this body-my
self included-because they want to protect 
the grazing goodies enjoyed by a few of their 
constituents. 

Well, Senators, the House of Representa
tives is fed up with your filibusters, your 
gridlock, and your ultimatums. Filibuster if you 
choose, but do so at your peril. Because if this 
compromise is filibustered, here is what you 
will get in its place: the full boat, the complete 
Babbitt reform package; the very reforms that 
Senator REID and others have labored val
iantly to modify for the benefit of the grazing 
community. 

Mr. Speaker, I don't like playing parliamen
tary games. I think the House and the Senate 
should have a chance to vote this compromise 
up or down. It was developed by strong advo
cates for the ranchers and strong advocates 
for taxpayers and the environment. We have 
had over 300 studies, reports, hearings, and 
analyses of the shortcomings of the grazing 
program. Those who request more in lieu of 
action are not being constructive and are not 
helping to resolve this problem. 

My hat goes off to Senator REID. I have 
known and respected him since his service 
here in the House. He has consistently dem
onstrated the kind of political courage and in
tegrity with which the Congress in general 
could prosper by emulating. If anyone doubts 
the courage it took a Senator from Nevada to 
take the lead in this effort, review the sordid 
rhetoric of the conference committee to see 
how his opponents mischaracterize him. 

tt is important that the membership of the 
House understand that the facts are being se- · 
verely misrepresented by those who want to 
kill this compromise. Taking a page from re
cent House actions, those opponents are pre
tending that the grazing reform plan would 

interfere with property rights and water rights. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. The 
conference report clearly leaves in place all 
water rights and improvements granted to pri
vate parties during the pendency of existing 
rules. 

Nor can we give any credibility to the argu
ment that Secretary Babbitt should not have 
moved ahead with his reforms. On the fee, let 
us recall, the House has voted for a fee nearly 
twice that proposed by the Secretary. And the 
$3.45 compromise· to be reached in 1996 
would not even cover the current cost of ad
ministering the program. Moreover, those 
same people who today criticize the Secretary 
for his action offered no opposition when, a 
decade ago, Secretary James Watt not only 
took sweeping administrative action without 
any hearings, but in doing so gave away tens 
of millions of dollars in public resources and 
rights. 

I also reject the notion that anyone was ex
cluded from the effort to reach this com
promise plan. Everyone knew discussions 
were underway. Those who chose to remain 
out of the process until the very last minute 
have only themselves to blame. They wanted 
to be excluded so they could throw rocks at 
the good work done by HARRY REID and the 
rest of us. The last thing they wanted was to 
be in that room, constructively working to re
form the grazing program. 

In a world of unparalleled political upheaval, 
in which leaders have taken stands that cost 
them their jobs and even their lives, can the 
U.S. Senate confront one great challenge and 
agree to reform the subsidized grazing pro
gram. It is comical and absurd that the Senate 
of the United States could become gridlocked 
over the question of raising grazing fees on 
lands that produce just 2 percent of beef cat
tle. 

Members of the House, we are nearing the 
end of this great debate over the management 
of public grazing lands, and I know that every 
member of the House will sigh with relief, be
cause it has gone on .entirely too long. The 
House cannot walk away from this process. 
We cannot allow the Senate-and a minority 
of the Senate at that-to dictate whether we 
can act on reforms that clearly have the sup
port of a majority of House and Senate mem
berships, and the support of the Interior De
partment and the White House, as well. 

I would hope that, after reviewing the Reid 
plan, the Babbitt draft, and the legislative op
tions, thoughtful Senators will allow the full 
Senate to vote, up or down, on the Reid plan, 
just as we will do in the House. 

The choice is $4.28 or $3.45. The choice is 
national interest or special interest. The choice 
is gridlock or doing the job we are sent here 
and paid to do: make decisions. 
Mr~ REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I will go ahead while 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PACKARD] may have another speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just again em
phasize, these are public lands. They 
are owned by all of the people of the 
United States. We do :o.ot do anything 
in here that affects the private lands. 
Therefore, it is only fair that we have 
some conditions. 
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I would also point out, Mr. Speaker, 

that we grandfather the people who 
have existing facilities that they have 
put on these public lands. They are 
protected. This would only apply to fu
ture improvements and water rights. 
Permittees would understand what the 
rules are going in, in case they want to 
lease these lands. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] pointed out, 
let me say to my colleagues, we spend 
$70 million taking care of these lands. 
We collect $27 million in grazing fees. 
Even with this increase, we will not 
come close to collecting in fees what 
we spend on management of the lands. 

Mr. Speaker, I concede that in man
aging the lands, we enhance the range 
for wildlife , and there are other bene
fits. 
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But, nevertheless, we are not even 

breaking even, and all we are saying in 
this is let us manage these lands in a 
way that is fair to everybody con
cerned, and I think this achieves that 
objective. 

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

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. 

You know we often say that we are a 
government of laws rather than of 
men. Today evidently we are going to 
abandon that premise and become a 
government where powerful people are 
above the laws and the rules. 

The issue here, in my opinion, is not 
the grazing fee issue. I have voted on 
both sides of that issue, depending 
upon the circumstances and what the 
moneys are. But I will tell you, I think 
that there are some real concerns here 
about the 16 pages of sweeping changes 
to grazing management policy that are 
contained in an appropriations bill. We 
are also talking about changing prop
erty rights issues. 

Some of us on the authorizing com
mittees, including some of the chair
men on the authorizing committees 
who are directly concerned with some 
of these issues have said that never 
should we have the appropriators mov
ing in this kind of a direction of doing 
the authorizing in appropriations bills. 
And yet here is not just a minor viola
tion, this is not just a small little item 
that they carved out, but here is a 
major, 16-page change in the entire pol
icy that we are going to adopt as a part 
of an appropriations bill. This may be 
something in technical disagreement, 
but when you violate the rules in the 
way we are doing it here, it seems to 
me that what we do is call into ques
tion the entire process. 

What we have here is nongermane 
legislation on an appropriations bill 
with language that was never subject 

to any congressional hearing. This is 
not just that the appropriators have 
decided to go out and put legislative 
language in the bill. There were not 
even any hearings held on this ap
proach, and so we do not have any 
record to tell what Congress heard in 
order to adopt this particular policy. 

One would think that this legislation 
put in an appropriations bill would 
cause an objection from the authoriz
ing committees. But the problem is 
that we are dealing here with an 
amendment in disagreement, and the 
authorizing committees feel somewhat 
powerless in all of this. 

It is clear then that the only time 
that we follow the House rules are 
when the power elite need them for 
what they want to do, and need them 
for a particular desire or result. But 
when they are not needed, they get eas
ily discarded. And what is happening 
here tonight is that we are seeing the 
rules of this House, and the processes 
under which we are supposed to pro
ceed ignored. 

If the House rules mean anything. 
and specifically if the germaneness 
rule is to have any credibility, this 
waiver should never have been granted. 
We should not be considering this kind 
of legislation on the floor. But, like 
clockwork, when it comes to the needs 
of driving something through the proc
ess, the problem is that we tend to 
make a mockery of our own rules. 

Had we followed the rules of the 
House, this issue would not even be be
fore us. We should have followed the 
rules of the House. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
simply say that this proposal came to 
us after an all night session where the 
gentleman from Nevada, who was 
asked to negotiate the agreement, 
called in .to negotiate that agreement 
only those who were supporting the ad
ministration's position of lifting the 
fees significantly and imposing the 
land use reforms upon the conference. 
No one from the Western States that 
represented the ranchers was invited 
into ·that conference process, and no 
one who represented the views that we 
have heard from tonight that oppose 
this amendment were represented 
there. 

So I am convinced that we could go 
back and negotiate a better settlement 
agreement. But that is not the issue 
tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] to 
close the debate. 

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

Mr. Speaker, you have heard the de
bate, and you have heard it over and 
over again. 

I think the question before the House 
is first are we going to legislate by ex
ecutive fiat. In case we pass this .pro
gram, that is the true story. 

I thought this was a deliberative 
body. the finest in the world, and yet 
we have not been called upon to delib
erate on this issue. We have been over
run. 

Many of the Members on this side 
have written to the Rules Committee 
and to the Appropriations Committee 
especially, saying do not authorize on 
appropriation bills. And that is what is 
happening tonight. 

Now for the effect. We have a study 
from Oregon State University which 
indicates that one-third of the 31,000 
family ranchers are out of business 
with a $3.45 fee, plus the other range
land programs offered, codified in this 
legislation. That is punishment with
out realization of fault. 

I ask those Members who have any 
compassion about the West to use their 
influence to vote against this program 
simply because it is wrong. The idea, 
for instance, that we spend $73 million 
for rangeland management and live
stock do not pay it all, of course they 
do not. If we eliminated the livestock 
from the rangeland management we 
would still spend $50 million per year 
for the other concerns of the range and 
the wildlife. So do not be caught up in 
this idea that the livestock industry is 
not supporting this program and every 
other program. and do not get caught 
up in the idea that we are decimating 
the land in the West, because we are 
not. 

This is a key issue of existence for 
the West. I ask Members to vote 
against it. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, just to keep the record 
straight, these 16 pages of rules did not 
come out of nowhere. These are the 
Forest Service rules. They have been in 
place for a long time. They are iden
tical to what the Forest Service uses 
for the lands that they lease for graz
ing, so this has been part of the public 
policy. 

The BLM rules prior to 1982 were the 
same as what we are proposing here. 
The reason that they were changed is 
because Secretary Watt, by executive 
fiat, changed the rules to eliminate 
these requirements. We are simply 
going back to what was in place prior 
to 1982, and that are consistent with 
the Forest Service. And I think that is 
a very reasonable approach as a policy 
matter. 

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. SYNAR] to close the debate. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I am kind 
of a little bit melancholy tonight as we 
begin what I think will be the last de
bate on this issue of grazing in the ca
reer of most of us. I want to start to
night by giving a few accolades, par
ticularly to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MILLER] and the gentleman 
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from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], who both 
have been very sincere in the negotia
tions over the last couple of weeks that 
have brought us to this point today. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] for his out
standing service, not only to this par
ticular cause, but to the entire cause of 
the Department of the Interior over 
the years, and in some ways apologize 
for having tied up his bill for many 
years on this very vital issue. 

But I want to say the greatest praise 
to a gentleman that I think really 
brings us to this point tonight, and 
that is the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA], my friend and colleague. 
There is probably not a gentleman that 
I have more respect for in this institu
tion than that g~ntleman. It has been 
his sincere tenaciousness as well as 
persuasive factual presentation of the 
case that has made it possible for us to 
finally conclude after 14 years an issue 
which should have been concluded 
many years ago. You are a fine gen
tleman. You are a tribute to the insti
tution, and I am honored and privi
leged to serve with you tonight and all 
of the days that you serve ahead. 

What I would like to do is to try to 
address the two very serious assertions 
and complaints voiced tonight as we 
end this debate. We have long aban
doned the debate on the merits and the 
facts of the issue, and we really come 
down to two major complaints. 

The first is that lihis conference re
port is an attack on private property 
rights. You know, I find it interesting 
that that particular complaint was a 
complaint that the grazers made as 
early as 1906 when they first made that 
allegation, when we first imposed fees 
on Federal lands. And it was in 1911, 
1911 that the U.S. bupreme Court ruled 
that the grazers 'Here wrong then, and 
have been wrong ever since, and that 
grazing permits do not confer any pri
vate property rights. 
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The second major objection to the ac

tion tonight, as posed by those who do 
not want to complete this task, is that 
this conference report changes the re
lationship between the Federal Govern
ment and the West without adequate 
public input and without one single 
public hearing. 

Well, ladies and gentlemen, I am here 
to tell you that that is completely 
false. The facts are that this depart
ment, under the leadership of Bruce 
Babbitt, held not one, not two, but five 
public hearings in the West on this im
portant issue during this year. 

Second, the administration has re
ceived over 30,000 comments on the 
range reform bill of 1994, and they have 
been running 2-to-1 in favor of that re
port. 

Third, these reforms are not new. 
They simply return us to the manage
ment of the BLM lands the way they 

were before Secretary Watt unilater
a.lly changed the grazing management 
in the 1980's. 

Fourth, for those who think we have 
never discussed it, I remind them of 
the hearings that my subcommittee, 
which I chaired, held in 1985 on this 
very issue that documented the prob
lems with our grazing throughout the 
West. It is from that conference report 
that the Range Reform Act of 1994 was 
written and that we have studied this 
issue almost to a point of ad nauseam. 

Finally, need I remind my colleagues 
that we have debated this very issue 
not once but every year since 1976 on 
this floor of the House. 

You know, in the 14 years that we 
have debated this issue, there have 
been very simple facts that have been 
undisputed even as we end this debate 
tonight. 

Fact No. 1 is that the power elite, as 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] would call them, the tax
payers of this country, have lost more 
than a billion dollars during the decade 
of the 1980's subsidizing 2 percent of the 
cattle industry. And the second fact 
which is undeniable, as much as 60 per
cent of the public rangelands through
out our country will continue to be in 
fair or poor condition well into the 
next century. 

Tonight we turn the page of history, 
ending an era of gridlock and con
frontation and opening a new age of bi
partisan cooperation for public land 
and for budget reform. 

I encourage my colleagues to stay 
the course. Let us complete the task. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the mo
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MFUME). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 317, nays 
106, not voting 10, as following: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 

[Roll No . 525] 
YEA8-317 

Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 

Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 

Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (ILl 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 

Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
.Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHu!!'h 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
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Pickle 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sen sen brenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 
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NAYS-106 

Allard Fields (TX) Mica 
Armey Gallegly Michel 
Bachus (AL) Geren Moorhead 
Baker (CA) Gilchrest Myers 
Baker (LA) Gingrich Orton 
Ballenger Goodling Packard 
Barcia Grams Pastor 
Barrett (NE) Hall (TX) Peterson (MN) 
Bartlett Hancock Pombo 
Barton Hansen Pomeroy 
Bentley Hayes Quillen 
Boehner Hefley Roberts 
Bonilla Herger Rogers 
Brewster Houghton Sarpalius 
Bunning Huffington Schaefer 
Burton Hunter Schiff 
Buyer Hutchinson Skeen 
Callahan lnhofe Smith (MI) 
Calvert Johnson (SD) Smith (OR) 
Camp Johnson, Sam Smith (TX) 
Collins (GA) Kingston Stenholm 
Combest Kolbe Stump 
Cox Kopetski Sundquist 
Crane Kyl Talent 
Crapo LaRocco Tauzin 
Cunningham Lehman Taylor (NC) 
DeLay Lewis (CA) Thomas (CA) 
Dooley Lewis (FL) Thomas (WY) 
Doolittle Lightfoot Vucanovich 
Dornan Linder Walker 
Dreier Livingston Williams 
Dunn Manzullo Wolf 
Edwards (TX) McCandless Young (AK) 
Emerson McCollum Zeliff 
English (AZ) Mcinnis 
Everett McKeon 

NOT VOTING---10 
Bateman McDade Whitten 
Ford (TN) Murphy Wilson 
Hall (OH) Oxley 
Hastert Washington 
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Mr. SARPALIUS and Mr. PASTOR 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, and 
GREENWOOD, 

and DUNCAN 
from "nay" to 

Messrs. ISTOOK, 
BROOKS, TANNER, 
changed their vote 
"yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the next amend
ment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 124: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

SEC. 321. 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 en
actment of this Act through and including 
September 30, 1994, the Secretary of Agri
culture, under such regulations and subject 
to such conditions as the Secretary of Agri
culture 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 sepa
ration pay to employees of a defense agency 
in section 5597 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) In the event that an authority is en
acted to offer separation incentive similar to 
such section 5597 of title 5, United States 
Code, but applicable to employees in the ex
ecutive branch generally, the authority 
under subsection (a) shall terminate . 

(c) Such payments may be made to em
ployees who agree, during a continuous 90 

day period designated by the agency head, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
beginning no earlier than the date of enact- yATES] proposes changes in existing 
ment of this Act and ending no later than law as written and is within the juris
September 30, 1994, to separate from service diction of the Committee on Post Of
with the agency, whether by retirement or fice and Civil Service. So the chairman 
resignation. 

(d) An employee who has received a vol- of that committee, the gentleman from 
untary separation incentive under this sec- Missouri [Mr. CLAY] is then recognized 
tion and accepts employment with the Gov- to offer a preferential motion which 
ernment of the United States within 2 years the Clerk will report by title. 
of the date of the separation on which pay- The Clerk reread the preferential mo-
ment of the incentive is based shall be re- tion. 
quired to repay the entire amount of the in- The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
centive to the agency that paid the incen- tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will 
tive. 

(e) Total outlays by the Forest Service be recognized for 30 minutes and the 
pursuant to the cooperative work trust funds gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
accounts (12-8028-0-7- 302) shall not exceed will be recognized for 30 minutes. 
$279,668,000 in fiscal year 1994. Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES Self SUCh time as I may COnsume. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 

motion. support this motion to protect the pre-
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rogatives of the authorizing commit-

Clerk will designate the motion. tees. On October 1, the administration 
The text of the motion is as follows: submitted proposed legislation to es
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede tablish voluntary separation incentives 

from its disagreement to the amendment of on a Governmentwide basis. On Octo
the Senate numbered 124, and concur therein ber 5, I introduced H.R. 3218, the Fed
with an amendment, as follows: eral Workforce Restructuring Act, by 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said request. That legislation has been re-
amendment, insert: ferred to the Committee on Post Office 

"SEC. 320. FOREST SERVICE SEPARATION and Civil Service. Legislative hearings 
PAY.-(a) In order to avoid or minimize the were conducted on H.R. 3218 by the 
need for involuntary separations, effective Subcommittee on the Civil Service and 
for the period beginning upon the date of en-
actment of this Act through and including the Subcommittee on Compensation 
September 30, 1994, the Secretary of Agri- and Employee Benefits on October 13 · 
culture, under such regulations and subject and October 19. The Subcommittee on 
to such conditions as the Secretary of Agri- the Civil Service marked up H.R. 3218 
culture may prescribe, shall have authority today and the Subcommittee on Com
to offer separation pay to employees of the pensation and Employee Benefits will 
Forest Service to. the sam~ extent the Sec- mark up the bill tomorrow. The full 
ret~ry of Defense 1s authonzed to offer sepa- ~ Committee on Post Office and Civil 
rat10n pay to employees of a defense agency . . . . 
in section 5597 of title 5 United states Code. Service IS scheduled to consider this 

"(b) In the event that an authority is en- legislation next Wednesday-and it is 
acted to offer separation pay or a voluntary my intention to bring this legislation 
separation incentive similar to such section before the House as expeditiously as 
5597 of title 5, United States Code, but appli- possible. Similar legislation is pending 
cable to employees in the executive branch in the Senate and has already been the 
generally, _the authority under subsection (a) subject of hearings. 
shall termmate. In our consideration of H.R. 3218 we 

"(c) Such payments may be made to em- . .' . 
ployees who agree , during a continuous 90 hav~ worked clo~ely With the a~mli~Is-
day period designated by the agency head, trat10n. At hearmgs on the legislatiOn 
beginning no earlier than the date of enact- we have heard from representatives of 
ment of this Act and ending no later than the Office of Management and Budget, 
September 30, 1994, to separate from service the Office of Personnel Management, 
with the agency, whether by retirement or the Department of Defense, the Depart
re~ignation. . ment of Energy, the Treasury Depart-

(d) An empl?ye~ who ~as received .a vol- ment and the Department of Housing 
untary separat10n mcent1ve under th1s sec- ' .. 
tion and accepts employment with the Gov- and Urban_ Development. In additiOn, 
ernment of the United states within 2 years my committee has heard from rep
of the date of the separation on which pay- resentatives of all classes of Federal 
ment of the incentive is based shall be re- employees, from rank and file workers 
quired to repay the entire amount of the in- to the senior executive service. While 
centive to the agency that paid the incen- operating on a very quick time sched-
tive." ule, my committee is nevertheless in-

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLAY tent on producing a program that Will 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- truly serve the needs of the American 

tion. people. We are seeking to ensure that 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. agencies will realistically appraise 

MFUME). The Clerk will report the mo- their future needs and not just their 
tion. immediate budget imperatives. The re-

The Clerk read as follows: duction of the Federal work force must 
Pursuant to clause 2(b)(2) of rule XXVIII, be targeted to take into account undue 

Mr. CLAY moves to insist on disagreement to layers of management, the goals of the 
Senate amendment numbered 124. programs administered by the agen

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The cies, the needs of the agencies' clients, 
Chair finds that the motion offered by and their long-term goals. Finally, my 
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committee is developing a uniform pol
icy that will apply to all executive 
agencies that do not have retirement 
incentive authority, including the For
est Service. 

In their version of the Interior appro
priations bill, the Senate incorporated 
a provision authorizing the Forest 
Service to offer separation bonuses to 
its employees. At the same time that 
my committee is considering com
prehensive legislation on this very sub
ject, the conferees are now asking this 
body to legislate on an appropriations 
bill and authorize the use of separation 
bonuses by the Forest Service. I am 
asking the House to adopt my motion 
and reject that language. 

By contrast to H.R. 3218, no one from 
the Office of Management and Budget 
or the Office of Personnel Management 
has ever consulted with my committee 
regarding the Senate provision the con
ferees are asking the House to adopt. 
Indeed, no one from either the Agri
culture Department or even the Forest 
Service ever sought to consult with my 
committee regarding this provision 
until I raised objections to the manner 
of its consideration. It is contended 
that the Forest Service has a pressing 
need, but that need is no greater than 
that of many other agencies in the 
Government, including other agencies 
of the Agriculture Department. Rather, 
at the insistence of the other body, we 
are being asked to adopt authorizing 
legislation that has never been consid
ered by an appropriate authorizing 
committee, that singles out one agency 
for special treatment regardless of the 
treatment accorded other agencies, and 
that may or may not achieve appro
priate ends. If the provision we are 
being asked by the conferees to adopt 
addresses a problem, it is a problem for 
which a more appropriate solution is 
imminently pending. 

We have an established committee 
structure to ensure that the legislation 
enacted by Congress is fully considered 
before it becomes law. On this issue, in 
particular, it is appropriate that we in
sist that regular procedures are com
plied with. I am not simply objecting 
to the fact that the Appropriations 
Committee is seeking to legislate on a 
subject within the jurisdiction of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Commit
tee. In this case, they are seeking to 
legislate on a subject on which my 
committee is already actively en
gaged-on which we have worked close
ly with the administration-and on 
which we will very shortly be bringing 
to the floor a comprehensive legisla
tive proposal. The issue is not whether 
the Forest Service needs to downsize, 
nor even whether or not they should 
have buy-out authority. H.R. 3218 con
fers such authority to the Forest Serv
ice as well as other Government agen
cies. Rather, the issue is whether or 
not the authorizing committees of the 
House are to be able to develop rea-

soned legislation within the jurisdic
tion that has been granted them by the 
rules of the House. The issue is wheth
er or not the Members of both sides of 
the aisle are to be able to influence the 
development of that legislation. The 
issue is whether or not the full House 
will be able to consider such legislative 
proposals in an orderly process that 
permits the Members of this body to 
work their will. I urge the adoption of 
the motion. 

0 2040 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, as the distinguished 

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] 
knows, he and I had a conversation be
fore I went to conference in which I 
told the gentleman that I would do my 

· best to sustain his objection to the pro
vision in the Senate bill. And I did 
that, Mr. Speaker. I worked very hard 
with the Senate in conference, telling 
them what I faced; that I was under an 
imprimatur from the House, a mandate 
not to accept legislation in my appro
priation bill. I pointed out the rule 
that the House,had adopted earlier this 
year that if legislation were adopted, it 
would call for a separate vote. 

We discussed this with the Senate, 
back and forth, literally for days. It ap
pears that President Clinton's Pacific 
Northwest forest plan will result in the 
Forest Service having to reduce an es
timated 1,500 positions related to the 
timber sales program in 1994. The For
est Service estimates that this, due to 
RIF's and resignations, would cost $116 
million. I want to point out that the 
early-out authority in this bill which I 
finally agreed to would save $26 million 
from that amount. 

Second, I want to point out that I in
sisted upon protecting the rights of the 
legislative committee, of protecting 
the rights of the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY], by inserting a provi
sion in the bill that would give prece
dence to any bill that the gentleman's 
committee passed that was enacted 
into law. The gentleman can proceed in 
an orderly fashion, as he says he 
should. He can pass the bill, as they are 
ready to do. The Senate can pass its 
version of the bill, as it is ready to do. 
At such time as that bill becomes law, 
it supersedes what we did in the con
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the only effect that will 
result from the action of the conferees 
is that we will have saved $26 million 
by our action at this particular time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] that I 
am sorry that I had to yield to the Sen
ate. The ways of conferences are like 
that. The gentleman has been in con
ferences himself. He knows that occa
sionally you have to accept a Senate 
provision in order to get a bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the 
House would sustain the committee 
and vote "no" on the motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out 
it is not a partisan issue. This was 
something that was urged upon us by 
the Members of the Senate from both 
parties in the Northwest because they 
were concerned about what happens to 
these people as we downsize the Forest 
Service because of the policy of the 
President and the spotted owl issue. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that it is 
a matter of compassion for the individ
uals involved that there ought to be 
some form of separation. Private indus
try does this all the time when they 
have to separate people. It will save an 
estimated $25 million by not RIFing 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I can understand the 
position of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
I hope they get a bill. We clearly pro
vide that in the event of a bill, all of 
these arrangements drop out and the 
procedure goes forward under the 
terms of any bill that comes out of the 
authorizing committee. 

Mr. Speaker, so we at least will get 
all of the facts out on this. They are 
contained in the report. 

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY]. There is no reason for us to be 
dealing with this issue in an appropria
tions measure. This is a clear case of 
an authorization in an appropriations 
bill. 

The Senate has to stop putting legis
lation in appropriations measures. It is 
often done in conference agreements. 
In last year's conference agreement on 
the VA, HUD, and independent agen
cies bill, the Senate took $400 million 
from VA housing programs. 

Now on this provision, the Post Of
fice ~nd Civil Service Committee, 
chaired by the Gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY], is addressing this 
very issue in his Committee next week. 
The gentleman from Missouri and his 
committee members are the experts on 
this subject matter. It is their business 
to report legislation on this topic, and 
they are in the process of doing their 
job. Let us support the House Rules 
and the role of the authorizing com
mittees. The Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee handles this issue 
which it is well-qualified to do. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
Chairman CLAY's motion. 

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

I thank my colleague and chairman for 
yielding. I have to decide which hat I 
am going to wear tonight. I have been 
wearing most of the time the appro
priations hat. I know the predicament 
we find ourselves in tonight. But par
ticularly tonight it is not an urgency 
which we often find in appropriations, 
where we must authorize because 
something is going to happen if we do 
not that is detrimental to the program. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the Forest 
Service needs more people, not less 
people. But because of the recent idea 
about reinventing government, we are 
going to have to strike some people 
here. I am not sure what the con
sequences are. But what concerns me, 
unlike many times when the Commit
tee on Appropriations must put author
ization in, there is legislation pending 
now before the committee that the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] is 

· chairman of. Something will be done 
later this year, I am quite certain. The 
precedence we establish here, if we 
start providing early-outs for these 
people, what precedence do we provide 
for the legislation we are going to 
come back with, maybe hopefully in 
the next 30 to 60 days? 

So, Mr. Speaker, I must say that 
even though I am a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and also 
the ranking Republican on this com
mittee, I must side with my Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, be
cause we are setting a precedent here 
that I think will be dangerous with 
this type of legislation as to what we 
will have to do in the future. So I 
would hope that Members would know 
it is not the responsibility of the 
House; this was a Senate-added amend
ment here to this committee. I hope 
Members will wait and give at least the 
authorizing committee here, who has 
jurisdictional responsibility, who has 
already started legislation, we are hav
ing hearings, we are going to do every
thing we can, I would hope we would 
wait and give this committee an oppor
tunity to function. 

0 2050 
I hope we will support our chairman 

of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of the motion offered 
by Chairman Clay, that the House in
sist on its disagreement to Senate 
amendment 124 to H.R. 2520, the con
ference report on the Interior and re
lated agencies appropriations bill. 

My first objection to the Senate 
amendment is that it constitutes au
thorizing legislation on an appropria
tions bill. I am sure my colleagues rec
ognize that this is not an unusual type 
of amendment to have returned from 

an appropriations conference. I do not 
fault the House conferees for bringing 
this amendment back to us. This is 
Senate amendment number 124. C)ear
ly, our House colleagues had to make 
more than 100 trade offs with their 
counterparts from the other body. It is 
the other body which originated this 
provision and created this problem. 

It is time to send a message to that 
body that the practice of legislating 
outside the authorizing process has to 
stop. With a new tool provided by the 
House rules, we have greater strength 
in enforcing our prerogatives. 

Rule XXVIII, clause 2(B)(2) estab
lishes a "legislative committee's pref
erential motion to insist." The proce
dure may be invoked by the chair of 
the committee of jurisdiction when the 
motion of the Appropriations Commit
tee's floor manager to dispose of a Sen
ate amendment would have the effect 
of changing existing law. 

In effect, the new rule allows author
izing committee chairs to control de
bate on offending Senate provisions 
where the Appropriations chair has 
taken steps to accept it. This is the 
case here. Chairman Clay has acted on 
his right under the House rule to insist 
on disagreeing to the Senate amend
ment. 

In this case, the Senate amendment 
would authorize the Forest Service to 
establish a separation bonus program. 
Not only does the amendment con
stitute authorizing legislation on an 
appropriations bill, it conflicts with 
H.R. 3218, legislation introduced at the 
request of the administration that is 
under consideration by the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 3218 would authorize executive 
agencies to establish a program to en
courage voluntary separations to mini
mize the need for involuntary separa
tions caused by reductions-in-force. It 
would allow the heads of agencies that 
have no current authority to establish 
voluntary separation programs to offer 
employees up to $25,000 to agree to sep
arate. 

Chairman CLAY has moved aggres
sively to gather views on H.R. 3218. 
Since its introduction, two subcommit
tees have held hearings. A full commit
tee markup is anticipated for later this 
month. 

The Senate amendment would move 
ahead of this process, allowing one par
ticular agency to establish a program 
without taking the responsible step of 
holding hearings and marking up legis
lation. This is an unacceptable eclipse 
of the authorizing process. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the motion. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
will be brief. 

To me this is a battle between the 
authorization and appropriations com-

mittee. I think the other body has done 
a much better job on legislation than 
we have, but in this case I think that 
we are really looking at a precedent. 

As I understood it, when I came here 
in the 102d Congress, we go through the 
authorization process. Then we appro
priate. 

I think we ought to stick to that. 
The gentleman from Illinois, I think he 
has a legitimate concern. I will prob
ably support the gentleman from Illi
nois, if it goes through the authoriza
tion and then the appropriation com
mittee. But the other concern I have is 
with the shortage of those types of in
dividuals. We are going to have legisla
tion here on the California Desert 
Plan. They are going to have over 6 
million acres, and they do not have 
enough people to control it as it is. 

They are going to legislate new Na
tional Parks, and they are still going 
to have a shortage. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, in many ways what the House is 
seeing here this evening is unique in its 
history. I would advise all the Members 
to pay careful attention to it. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY] is invoking, I think for the first 
time, although if it were invoked in the 
case of the Transportation Appropria
tion, I was not watching, a rule that we 
adopted at the beginning of this year 
aimed at the problem of legislating on 
appropriation bills. It did not aim to 
eliminate legislation on appropriations 
bills, as we saw from the previous ac
tion in which we legislated with regard 
to grazing fees on this very same bill. 

What the rule does is allow the House 
to determine, after full debate, whether 
they wish to legislate on an appropria
tions bill. 

I will say to all of my colleagues that 
there are times when we will wish to 
legislate, as we have just dem
onstrated. I have asked subcommittees 
of the Committee on Appropriations to 
legislate on appropriations bills and, 
yet, I am sometimes criticized as being 
a purist who is objecting to everything 
the Committee on Appropriations does. 

I am not. I want this body to operate 
properly, according to its rules, with 
common sense, with an opportunity to 
debate every issue and to come to rea
soned conclusions on it. That is done 
when we abide by the rules and when 
we make them work. We are in the 
process of doing that tonight. 

I urge that we support the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. I have an 
identical situation in NASA where the 
President says, "You have got to 
downsize." They are laying off people 
like mad. 

I have spoken to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] about this. We 
have agreed that it is proper to deal 
with it on a governmentwide basis. 
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I think we can do the same thing 

here. The problem is, if we do it on this 
bill, the Senators are notorious for not 
dealing with the authorization legisla
tion, if they have already acted on an 
appropriations bill. It might be till hell 
freezes over before they pass the bill 
that the distinguished chairman will 
offer. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the motion 
to disagree offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY], the Chairman of the Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an important vote be
cause it represents the first time that a new 
procedure which was included in the House 
rules of this Congress is being used to protect 
the prerogatives of the authorizing commit
tees. 

The great majority of the Members of this 
House who serve on authorizing committees 
should therefore pay careful attention to this 
motion and support the efforts of the distin
guished Chairman of the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the historical role of the au
thorizing committees is to set the basic policy 
framework for the Executive Branch through 
authorization bills. The role of the appropria
tions committee, of course, is to provide fund
ing for the authorized programs, within the 
overall constraints of the budget. These roles 
are clearly spelled out in the House Rules, 
which prohibit any general appropriations bills 
from containing legislation or funding for unau
thorized programs. 

Unfortunately, the separation of the author
izing and appropriating powers is not as clear
ly distinguished (or respected) in the other 
body as it is in the House. For a variety of 
reasons which I will not detail here, there has 
been an increasing tendency in the last few 
years for the other body to add legislative lan
guage to appropriations bills. Under the House 
rules, such legislative amendments must be 
reported back to the House in technical dis
agreement, where it has been procedurally dif
ficult for the authorizing committees to defeat 
the Senate legislative language. 

Over the years, the authorizing committees 
have expressed deep concern about this prac
tice of adopting Senate legislative amend
ments on appropriation conference reports. 
We have brought those concerns to the atten
tion of the leadership, the Rules Committee, 
and the Appropriations Committee, but the 
practice has continued. In response to this 
continuing problem, chairmen of several of the 
authorizing committees last year proposed a 
new provision in the House Rules which per
mits the authorizers to offer a preferential mo
tion to insist on disagreement with the Senate 
amendment. 

We are faced with an example of a legisla
tive amendment with Senate amendment No. 
124, which authorizes the Forest Service to 
establish a separation bonus program. The 
question is not whether this is an appropriate 
policy. The question is whether the role of the 
authorizing committee in determining policy is 
to be respected. 

The Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service is working closely with the Administra
tion on legislation to provide a government
wide voluntary separation bonus authority. 

This Senate amendment, if adopted, would 
provide piecemeal authority for the Forest 
Service which conflicts with the Administra
tion's own legislative proposal. In addition, and 
more importantly in my view, the provision fun
damentally undermines the authority of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee mem
bers to debate and determine what the appro
priate policies should be. 

If the motion to disagree is adopted, this 
provision will be sent back to conference; it 
will not affect any other provision in the con
ference report or any other amendment dis
posed of today. 

Mr. Speaker, a vote for the Clay motion is 
a vote to respect regular order in this body. It 
is a vote to ensure that each of the Members 
who sit on an authorizing committee retains 
his or her right to participate, debate, and vote 
on the policy issues entrusted to their respon
sibility. It is a vote to ensure that the handful 
of Senators who sit on the Appropriations 
Committee do not have greater power to set 
policy than the hundreds of the Members of 
this body who sit on authorizing committees. 

I urge my colleagues to support the author
izing committees and to vote for the Clay mo
tion to insist on disagreement. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair will advise Mem
bers to refrain from all characteriza
tions of the other body. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
Di~trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Clay motion and to sup
port the chairman of the House Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

I am chair of the Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Employee Benefits 
before whom the offending language 
should have come. When the chairman 
of one of our authorizing committees 
objects to the inclusion of authorizing 
language in an appropriations bill, I be
lieve we must support the chair. I can 
appreciate the position that the gen
tleman from Illinois, Chairman YATES, 
was placed in. I am sure that he tried 
as hard as he could. It may be that for 
that reason this body needs to act, be
cause I do not see how he could have 
acted otherwise. 

This language is especially unneces
sary in this case where the chairman 
put the matter on the fastest conceiv
able track and instructed me to do so 
in subcommittee and where the author
izing language inserted in an appro
priations bill, as it turns out, is com
pletely unnecessary. 

We turned somersaults in an effort to 
see if this language would be necessary 
before the bill is passed. Everywhere 
we looked, the answer was no. We de
termined that we were actually ahead 
of the need for this language. I was pre
pared to ask the chairman to consider 
an exception in the event of an emer
gency or a special need, but there 
seemed to be only anxiety, not a need. 

We must not begin to operate in this 
House as the other body has done, espe-

cially because of the size of our mem
bership. We must adhere to well-estab
lished rules and protocol governing the 
manner in which we do business. 

This amendment violates our rules, 
which should not be compromised with
out the unanimous consent of Mem
bers. This is the long and short of it, 
and it should be the end of it. 

Please vote for the Clay motion. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no 

further requests for time, I urge an aye 
vote on the motion, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the preferential motion 
offered by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CLAY]. 

The preferential motion was agreed 
to . 

0 2100 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Clerk will designate the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Senate amendment No. 125: Page 80, after 
line 5 insert: 

Sec. 322. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to study or implement the 
Bureau of Land Management/United States 
Forest Service comprehensive strategy for 
Pacific salmon and steelhead habitat 
( " P ACFISH " ) in the Tongass National For
est. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. YATES 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Mr. YATES moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 125, and concur therein 
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 Bu
reau of Land Management/United States 
Forest Service comprehensive strategy for 
Pacific salmon and steelhead habitat 
(PACFISH) or to impose interim guidelines 
for such strategy in the Tongass National 
Forest: Provided, That nothing in this sec
tion shall be construed to enlarge or dimin
ish minimum timber no harvest buffer zones 
required by the Tongass Timber Reform Act 
or to enlarge or diminish site-specific man
agement prescriptions which increase no 
harvest fish stream buffer zones applied 
under the Tongass Land Management Plan 
and existing standards and guidelines of the 
Tongass National Forest. " 

And on page 52, line 21 of the House en
grossed bill, H.R. 2520, strike "$150,000,000 on 
October 1, 1993, $250,000,000" and insert 
"$125,000,000 on October 1, 1993, $275,000,000" 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the con
ference report and the several motions 
was laid on the table. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably delayed during rollcall votes No. 522, 
523, 524, and 525 on H.R. 2520. Had I been 
present I would have voted "no" on rollcall 
vote No. 522, "no" on rollcall vote No. 523, 
"no" on rollcall vote No. 524, and "yes" on 
rollcall vote No. 525 . 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, on October 

20, I missed roll-call vote 525. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "yea." 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have five legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous and tabular mate
rial, on H.R. 2520, the conference report 
just agreed to. 

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

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2492, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT I 1993 
Mr. DIXON submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2492) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities charge
able in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H . REPT 103-303) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2492) " making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending September 30 , 1994, and for 
other purposes," having met, after further 
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 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 13, 18, and 24 . 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 12, 14, 16, 20, 28 , 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 
46, 47, and 48, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $115 ,888,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 7, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows : 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $892,156,000; 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 with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $711,742,000 ; 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: $882,359,000; 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: $206,191,000 ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21 : 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 21, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert: $2,202 ,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 27, and agree to the same with an 
amendment. as follows : 

Delete the matter proposed by the House 
and stricken by the Senate and delete the 
matter proposed by the Senate; and the Sen
ate 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 matter proposed in said 
amendment, insert: 
SEC. 138. AMENDMENTS TO CHARTER FOR GROUP 

HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL 
SERVICES. 

(a) LEGAL DOMICILE.-The first section of the 
Act entitled " An Act providing for the incorpo
ration of certain persons as Group Hospitaliza
tion , Inc." , approved August 11, 1939 (hereafter 
referred to as " the Act"), is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following : "The District 
of Columbia shall be the legal domicile of the 
corporation.". 

(b) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.-
(]) I N GENERAL.-Section 5 of the Act is 

amended to read as follows : 
"SEC. 5. The corporation shall be licensed and 

regulated by the District of Columbia in accord
ance wi th the laws and regulations of the Dis
trict of Columbia. ". 

(2) REPEAL.- The Act is amended by striking 
section 7. 

(C) REIMBURSEMENT OF REGULATORY COSTS BY 
THE CORPORATION.-The Act (as amended by 
subsection (b) of this section) is amended by in
serting after section 6 the following new section: 

''SEC. 7. The corporation shall reimburse the 
District of Columbia tor the costs of insurance 
regulation (including financial and market con
duct examinations) of the corporation and its 
affiliates and subsidiaries by the District of Co
lumbia.". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect October 1, 1993. 

SEC. 139. (a) Title IV of the District of Colum
bia Omnibus Budget Support Act of 1992 (D .C. 
Law 9-145) is hereby repealed , and any provi
sion of the D istrict of Columbia Retirement Re-

form Act amended by such title is restored as if 
such title had not been enacted into law. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall apply beginning Sep
tember 10, 1992. 

SEC. 140. Section 422(3) of the D istrict of Co
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental Re
organization Act of 1973, approved December 24 , 
1973 (87 Stat. 790; D.C. Code, sec. 1- 242(3)), is 
amended by striking the period at the end of the 
fourth sentence and inserting the following : 
", and except that nothing in this section shall 
prohibit the District from paying an employee 
overtime pay in accordance with section 7 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
207). ". 

SEC. 141 . Effective October 1, 1993, there is 
hereby established pursuant to the District of 
Columbia Fund Accounting Act of 1980, effective 
June 14. 1980 (D.C. Law 3- 70; D.C. Code , sec. 47-
371 et seq.), a Cash Reserve Fund to replenish 
the consolidated cash balances of the District of 
Columbia. 

SEC. 142. None of the Federal funds appro
priated under this Act shall be expended tor any 
abortion except when it is made known to the 
entity or official to which tunds are appro
priated under this Act that such procedure is 
necessary to save the life of the mother or that 
the pregnancy is the result of an act of rape or 
incest. 

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: $6,342,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 34, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $5,202,000; 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: $5,040,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 36, and agree to the same with an 
amendment , as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $20,578,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 37, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $14 ,348,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 5, 6, 10, 19, 
22, 23, 25, 26, 29, 31, 33, and 38. 

JULIAN C. DIXON, 
LOUIS STOKES, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
NANCY PELOSI, 
WILLIAM H . NATCHER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

HERB KOHL , 
PATTY MURRAY, 
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DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C . BYRD, 
CONRAD BURNS, 
CONNIE MACK, 
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 further conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2492) making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes, submit the following joint 
statement of the House and the Senate in ex
planation of the effect of the actions agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 
RETIREMENT OF CHIEF JUDGE FRED B. UGAST 

The conferees note the impending retire
ment of Judge Fred B. Ugast, Chief Judge of 
the District of Columbia Superior Court, 
after 20 years of judicial service , and con
gratulate him on his accomplishments in the 
areas of innovative programs, case process
ing efficiencies. and expanding access to 
court services. Chief Judge Ugast encouraged 
the development of the nationally recognized 
Civil Delay Reduction Program in 1989. His 
administration also developed the Special
ized Felony Drug Calendar program which 
resulted in earlier disposition of criminal 
drug cases. He ,expanded the court's " Settle
ment Week" program into a formalized al
ternative dispute resolution program that is 
integrated into the civil , small claims, and 
domestic relations case processing systems. 
His administration has also emphasized ex
panded access to justice services. 

Chief Judge Ugast's strong leadership and 
vision has truly enhanced the administration 
of justice in the District of Columbia. He 
leaves a lasting legacy of significant accom
plishments in public service. 

DEVELOPMENTAL DAY CARE FOR HOMELESS 
CHILDREN 

Homeless preschool children represent the 
fastest growing, most fragile and vulnerable 
segment of the homeless population. Cur
rently, 725 homeless families with approxi
mately 957 preschoolers live in shelters in 
the District. 

Programs serving homeless preschool chil
dren in the District should receive a fair 
share of day care funds made available to the 
District through Federal child care and 
block grant funding such as the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 
(Public Law 10(}-177). The Department of 
Human Services is urged to review its fund
ing commitments and take expeditious steps 
to ensure that programs serving these home
less children are included in the allocation of 
available day care resources. Although 
McKinney Act funds are provided through 
the District's public schools to assist in 
meeting the needs of homeless school age 
children, the District currently has no pro
gram or special funding available to satisfy 
the very special developmental needs of the 
homeless preschool population. 

The Committee encourages District offi
cials to take the necessary creative steps to 
seek and use available Federal resources to 
meet the acute needs of homeless children 
and their families . In particular, District of
ficials should improve coordination of re
sources directed toward the homeless and 
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seek out additional existing funding avail
able under the McKinney Act. 

NATIONAL CHILD PROTECTION, TRAUMA AND 
RESEARCH CENTER 

The House and Senate Subcommittees on 
District of Columbia Appropriations have 
provided significant support for the National 
Child Protection, Trauma and Research Cen
ter in previous years and the conferees wish 
to reiterate their strong support for the 
project. Although the Subcommittees lack 
sufficient Federal funds in their 602(b) allo
cations at this time to fund the project, the 
conferees continue their strong interest in 
supporting the Center through the appro
priations process. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

The District of Columbia is party to sev
eral court orders and consent decrees meant 
to alleviate overcrowding and to mandate 
staff levels, security requirements, and 
standards of health and sanitation in facili
ties operated by the Department of Correc
tions. In the past 10 years, the Department's 
average daily inmate population has grown 
from approximately 6,500 to over 11,500. In 
order to comply with judicial requirements 
and to avoid additional court fines, the Dis
trict has for several years outplaced pris
oners in private and public corrections facili
ties in other states. In light of budget con
straints, however, and citing a leveling trend 
in prison population, the District has re
cently reduced its out-of-state correctional 
contracting. 

The conferees commend the District in its 
effort to secure the most cost-effective in
mate housing. The conferees note, however, 
that according to information provided to 
them, the cost competitiveness and general 
quality of corrections contractors appear 
well documented. Moreover, the conferees 
are concerned that District inmates not be 
eligible for early release to reduce over
crowding as a result of returning D.C. pris
oners to District-owned facilities. Even if 
this is not the case and inmate population is 
stable at an acceptable level, the prospect of 
future requirements makes it appear prudent 
to maintain some ongoing outside contract
ing capacity until additional new capacity is 
available in District-owned facilities. Should 
the Department of Corrections require ex
panded use of outside contracted prison or 
jail capacity the conferees will consider a 
supplemental or reprogramming request for 
the necessary increased costs, if any. 

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY COGENERATION 
FACILITY 

In 1989, Georgetown University, operating 
under that applicable local and Federal en
ergy policy statutes, initiated District of Co
lumbia approvals to develop a cogeneration 
plant on its campus. It is the conferees' un
derstanding that approvals for this facility 
include three environmental policy acts en
acted by the Council of the District of Co
lumbia and 19 regulatory approvals as well 
as zoning approval granted and upheld by the 
D.C. Court of Appeals. 

The proposed facility would continue to 
provide the much needed steam for the Uni
versity at the same time that it provides the 
Potomac Electric Power Compariy with addi
tional capacity on its system. Because of the 
energy and financial savings and the need for 
additional power, the conferees, encourage 
the District of Columbia to review, with the 
applicants, the basis for withdrawal of the 
environmental approval to construct the co
generation facility . 

TITLE I 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 APPROPRIATIONS 

FEDERAL FUNDS 

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO RETIREMENT FUNDS 

Amendment No. 1: Restores language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate which delays the obligation and expendi
ture of $2,000,000 until September 30, 1994, 
and October 1, 1994, respectively. 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION FOR CRIME AND YOUTH 

INITIATIVES 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $17,327,000 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$15,327,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 3: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have al
lowed the Mayor to use a portion of the ap
propriations for Federal Crime and Youth 
Initiatives for the operation of the Trauma 
Care Fund established in Public Law 102-382 
(106 Stat. 1428). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $115,888,000 
instead of $118,543,000 as proposed by the 
House and $114,781 ,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase of $1,107,000 above the 
Senate allowance reflects final action by the 
Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

Amendment No. 5: 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 requires the District to identify local 
sources of revenues for the account " Admis
sion to Statehood" . 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Amendment No. 6: 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 inserted by said amend
ment, insert: $87,293,000 

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 conference action appropriates 
$87,293,000 instead of $85,348,000 as proposed 
by the House and $85,629,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The increase of $1 ,644,000 above the Senate 
allowance reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $892,156,000 
instead of $907,966,000 as proposed by the 
House and $877,703,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects final ac
tion by the Mayor and Council on the fiscal 
year 1994 budget amendment that was trans
mitted to Congress September 13, 1993 (H. 
Doc. 103-136). 

Police and Fire Clinic.-The conferees were 
recently informed that the District has un
dertaken a study to examine the costs and 
services now provided by the Clinic and plan 
to have a comprehensive package developed 
by January 1994 that will (1) recommend a 
system for providing performance of duty 
medical services to District police and fire 
fighters and for determining the impact of 
the system on Federal agencies currently re
ceiving services from the Clinic on a reim
bursable basis; (2) compare the cost of pro
viding the Clinic 's current services with the 
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cost of providing these services through pri
vate health care providers; and (3) provide an 
implementation schedule and cost analysis 
for establishing the new system. The con
ferees request that the study and comprehen
sive package address the comments and rec
ommendations for the Federal agencies 
using the Clinic 's services. The conferees 
note that the Federal agencies involved 
probably have not had an opportunity to 
consider the impact of changes proposed in 
the Clinic's operations on their fiscal year 
1994 budgets, and therefore request District 
officials to make every effort to ensure that 
no changes are made in the availability of 
the Clinic's services prior to the Federal 
agency's concurrence with the changes or ar
rangement for alternative services. The con
ferees look forward to receiving the com
prehensive package in early 1994, and direct 
that the Police and Fire Health Clinic con
tinue operating in fiscal year 1994 at the fis
cal year 1993 level until such time as the 
comprehensive plan is approved by the Com
mittees on Appropriations of the House and 
the Senate. The conferees commend the Dis
trict for identifying and implementing sev
eral cost cutting measures which have re
sulted in reducing nonpersonal services costs 
by $400,000. The conferees encourage District 
officials to continue their efforts to identify 
and implement cost cutting measures rel
ative to the Clinic's current operations. 

Fire suppression liquid.-The conferees have 
received the Fire Department's report re
garding the features of a fire suppression liq
uid concentrate called Pyrocap B-136. The 
Department's report indicates that the con
centrate greatly reduces toxic smoke, heat, 
and " completely relieves the problem of 
burn back in cases of petroleum fires". The 
conferees urge the Department to use this 
technology whenever possible, and to place it 
on trucks that answer fire emergencies in 
several parts of the city including several 
inner-city areas that have high fire incident 
rates as well as the White House and the 
Federal enclave. The conferees plan to re
view the use of this technology with fire offi
cials at next year's hearings. 

Amendment No. 8: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have pro
vided $4,000,000 "from other Federal sources 
hereafter appropriated" to fund the D.C. Na
tional Guard ($1,100,000); the Office of Emer
gency Preparedness ($1,848,000); and object 
class 70 (equipment) of the Metropolitan Po
lice Department ($1,052,000). 

Amendment No. 9: Restores language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate that prohibit the elimination of the Ad
ministrative Assistants to the Battalion Fire 
Chiefs in the Fire Department. 

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 proposed in said 
amendment, insert: :Provided further, That in 
addition to the $892,156,000 appropriated under 
this heading, an additional $1,025,000 and 11 
full-time equivalent positions shall be trans
ferred [rom the Department of Administrative 
Services to the District of Columbia Court Sys
tem [or janitorial services, pest control, window 
washing, trash collection and removal, and 
landscaping 

. and 
on page 5, after line 7 of the House engrossed 
bill H.R. 2492 insert "(Including Transfer of 
Funds)" as a centerhead. 

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 conference action deletes a proviso 
proposed by the Senate that would have pro
hibited the closing of Engine Company 3 lo
cated at 439 New Jersey Avenue, Northwest, 
and inserts a new proviso that transfers 
$1,025,000 and 11 full-time equivalent posi
tions from the Department of Administra
tive Services under Governmental Direction 
and Support to the District of Columbia 
Court System for janitorial services, pest 
control, window washing, trash collection 
and removal, and landscaping. The con
ference action also inserts a new centerhead 
"Including Transfer of Funds" under the 
Public Safety and Justice appropriation 
heading. 

Regarding the closing of Engine Company 3 
located at 439 New Jersey Avenue, North
west, the conferees have received assurances 
from the City Administrator that the closing 
". . . will not impact on the level of fire pro
tection afforded the U.S. Capitol or any part 
of the Capitol Hill area" and that the "Fire 
Department anticipates upgrading Ambu
lance Number 15, which is currently housed 
at Engine Company 3, to an Advanced Life 
Support unit staffed with paramedics ... 
during the first quarter of fiscal year 1994. It 
will be moved to one of the four fire stations 
within a mile of the U.S. Capitol. " 

This action by the conferees is taken on 
the condition that District officials, at least 
15 days prior to the closing of Engine Com
pany 3, fully brief appropriate officials of the 
Architect of the Capitol on the District's 
plans for closing Engine Company 3 and con
tinuing to provide the excellent service to 
the Capitol complex that has been provided 
in the past. The conferees stress the state
ment made by the head of the Architect's 
fire protection division that, "There needs to 
be assurance that the excellent service pro
vided by the Fire Department in the past 
will not be diminished by any proposed 
change.'' 

The conference agreement approves the 
transfer of $1,025,000 and 11 positions, to the 
D.C. Court System. The conferees were in
formed by the executive officer of the courts 
that the Department of Administrative Serv
ices has agreed to the transfer . of these re
sources to the Court System. The executive 
officer further stated that while the Depart
ment of Administrative Service "appears to 
do the best it can under difficult cir
cumstances, the courts suffer the con
sequences of reductions in service delivery." 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates 
$711,742,000 instead of $711,813,000 as proposed 
by the House and $710,742,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The conference action reflects 
final action by the Mayor and Council on the 
fiscal year 1994 budget amendment that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 12: Allocates $3,474,000 for 
the Commission on the Arts and Humanities 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$3,540,000 as proposed by the House. The re
duction of $66,000 below the House allowance 
reflects final action by the Mayor and Coun
cil on the fiscal year 1994 budget amendment 
that was transmitted to Congress September 
13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 13: Allocates $4,500,000 for 
the D.C. School of Law as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,500,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The increase of $1,000,000 above the 
Senate allowance reflects the restoration of 
$1,000,000 that was included in final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 14: Allocates $487,000 for 
the Education Licensure Commission as pro
posed by the Senate instead of $492,000 as 
proposed by the House. The conference 
agreement reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates 
$882,359,000 instead of $914,830,000 as proposed 
by the House and $869,587,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increase of $12,772,000 above 
the Senate allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Amendment No. 16: Provides that 
$20,905,000 is to remain available until ex
pended for the District's employees' disabil
ity compensation program as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $17,905,000 as proposed 
by the House . The increase of $3,000,000 above 
the House allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Amendment No. 17: Appropriates 
$206,191,000 instead of $215,749,000 as proposed 
by the House and $203,939,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The increase of $2,252,000 above 
the Senate allowance reflects final action by 
the Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment that was transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 

Water and Sewer Utility Administration.
The conference action abolishes 51 positions 
to reflect final action by the Mayor and 
Council on the District's fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment (H. Doc. 103--136). 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

Amendment No. 18: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate which would have au
thorized the use of funds appropriated under 
this heading to pay the debt service for the 
first year on $50,000,000 that the District 
would have been authorized to borrow under 
capital outlay as matching funds for con
structing or modernizing the George Wash
ington University Hospital. 

Amendment No. 19: 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 in said amend
ment, insert: $306,264,000 

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 conference agreement appropriates 
$306,264,000 instead of $312,948,000 as proposed 
by the House and $316,948,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The reduction of $6,684,000 below the House 
allowance reflects final action by the Mayor 
and Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment that was transmitted to Con
gress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103--136). 
The Senate allowance included $4,000,000 to 
cover the first year debt service for 
$50,000,000 in general obligation bonds the 
District would have issued under amendment 
number 24 to provide matching funds for 
modernization of the George Washington 
University Hospital. Section 6 of the Trauma 
Care Systems Planning and Development 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-590; 104 Stat. 2929) 
authorizes a total of $50,000,000 to George 
Washington University Hospital as matching 
funds for the purpose of constructing or mod
ernizing their medical facility. 
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PAY ADJUSTMENT 

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $81 ,680,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$70,680,000 as proposed by the House. The in
crease of $11,000,000 above the House allow
ance reflects final action by the Mayor and 
Council on the fiscal year 1994 budget amend
ment that was transmitted to Congress Sep
tember 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

SEVERANCE PAY 

Amendment No. 21: Inserts new heading 
and paragraph as proposed by the Senate and 
appropriates $2,202,000 instead of $11,033,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The decrease of 
$8,831,000 below the Senate allowance reflects 
final action by the Mayor and Council on the 
fiscal year 1994 budget amendment that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103-136). The Senate action reflected 
the Mayor's proposal as submitted to the 
Council. 

D.C. GENERAL H9SPITAL DEFICIT PAYMENT 

Amendment No. 22: 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 in said 
amendment, insert: 

D .C. GENERAL HOSPITAL DEFICIT PAYMEN T 

For the purpose of reimbursing the General 
Fund for costs incurred for the operation of the 
D .C. General Hospital pursuant to D.C. Law 1-
134, the D.C. General Hospital Commission Act 
of 1977, $10,000,000. 

ENERGY ADJUSTMENTS 

The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for energy costs in the amount of 
$482,000 within one or several of the various ap
propriation headings in this Act. 

COMMUNICATIONS ADJUSTMENTS 

The Mayor shall reduce appropriations and 
expenditures for communicati ons costs in the 
amount of $158,000 within one or several of the 
various appropriation headings in this Act. 

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES ADJUSTMENTS 

_.. The Mayor shall reduce contractual services 
appropriati ons and expenditures within object 
class 40 in the amount of $1 ,500,000 within one 
or several of the various appropriations head
ings in this Act: Provided, That no reductions 
shall be made to agencies not under the direct 
control of the Mayor or to the Department of 
Human Services. 

CASH RESER VE FUND 

For the purpose of a cash reserve fund to re
plenish the consolidated cash balances of the 
District of Columbia , $3,957,000. 

, and 
on page 13 line 3 of the House engrossed bill , 
H.R. 2492, strike "$3,423,000" and insert 
''$3,323,000'' . 

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 conference action appropriates 
$10,000,000 instead of $20,000,000 as proposed 
by the Senate for the D.C. General Hospital 
Deficit Payment to the District 's general 
fund. The reduction of $10,000,000 below the 
Senate allowance reflects final action by the 
Mayor and Council on the fiscal year 1994 
budget amendment transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The con
ference action also inserts three new head
ings and paragraphs requested by the Mayor 
and Council in H. Doc. 103-136 which author
ize the Mayor to reduce appropriations and 
expenditures throughout the District govern
ment in energy ( - $482,000), communications 
(- $158,000) , and contractual services for all 

agencies under the Mayor's direct control ex
cept for the Department of Human Services 
( -$1 ,500,000). The conference action also in
serts a new heading " Cash Reserve Fund" 
and paragraph appropriating $3,957,000 to re
plenish the consolidated cash balances of the 
District government as requested by the 
Mayor and Council in H. Doc. 103-136. 

In addition, the conference action appro
priates $3,323,000 for optical and dental bene
fits as requested by the Mayor and Council 
in H. Doc. 103-136 instead of $3,423,000 as pro
posed by the House and the Senate. 

PERSONAL AND NONPERSONAL SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENTS 

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 as follows: 

Delete the sum stricken by said amend
ment and delete the sum inserted by said 
amendment and strike out line 10 through 
and including line 14 on page 13 of the House 
engrossed bill H.R. 2492, and on page 29, line 
12 of the House engrossed bill H.R. 2492 strike 
out "1993" and insert in lieu thereof "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 conference action deletes reductions of 
$27,062,000 proposed by the House and strick
en by the Senate and $7,000,000 proposed by 
the Senate and deletes the heading and para
graph relative to Personal and Nonpersonal 
Services Adjustments which would have au
thorized the Mayor to reduce appropriations 
and expenditures throughout the District 
government to keep the budget in balance. 
The conference agreement reflects final ac
tion by the Mayor and Council on the fiscal 
year 1994 budget amendment transmitted to 
Congress September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 
The budget amendment distributes the re
ductions proposed by the House and Senate 
to agency budgets. 

The conference action also extends for 12 
months (from December 31, 1993, to Decem
ber 31, 1994) the District's authority to retire 
up to 50 fire fighters or members of the Fire 
and Emergency Medical Services Depart
ment who were hired before February 14, 
1980, and exclude those disability retire
ments from the computation of the rate of 
disability retirements under subsection 
145(a) of the District of Columbia Retirement 
Reform Act (Public Law 96-122). The con
ferees have been advised by District officials 
that the additional 12 months are required to 
properly process these cases. The intent of 
section 132 in H.R. 2492 is to exempt up to 50 
disability retirements from the trigger 
mechanism calculation for any period from 
October 1, 1993 through December 31, 1994. 
The trigger mechanism calculation is in
cluded in Public Law 96-122 and allows the 
annual Federal payment of $52,070,000 to the 
police officers and fire fighters retirement 
fund to be reduced when the disability retire
ment rate exceeds an established limit. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Amendment No. 24: Appropriates 
$108,743,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $158,743,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
Senate allowance included $50,000,000 that 
the District government would have bor
rowed and transferred to George Washington 
University for use as matching funds for 
modernization of the George Washington 
University Hospital. Section 6 of the Trauma 
Care Systems Planning and Development 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-590) authorizes a 
total of $50,000,000 to George Washington 

University Hospital for the purpose of con
structing or modernizing its medical facil
ity. 

Amendment No. 25: 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 in said 
amendment, insert: : Provided further, That 
the District of Columbia government shall trans
mit to the House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations, the House Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, and the Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, no later than April 15, 
1994, a proposed plan providing for the financ
ing of the capital rehabilitation and revitaliza
tion of the medical infrastructure within the 
District of Columbia: Provided further, That 
this plan shall include how the capital needs of 
all hospitals will be addressed: Provided further, 
That this plan shall specifically address the cur
rently authorized George Washington University 
project as part of the overall plan. 

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 conference action deletes language 
proposed by the Senate that would have allo
cated $50,000,000 of the funds borrowed under 
Capital Outlay solely for the purpose of car
rying out section 6 of Public Law 101-590 (104 
Stat. 2929) and would have required the funds 
to be transferred within 45 days of receipt of 
the bond proceeds and inserts in lieu thereof 
a proviso that requires the District govern
ment to transmit a plan by April 15, 1994, to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro
priations, the House Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, and the Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. The plan is to pro
vide proposals for the financing of the cap
ital rehabilitation and revitalization of the 
medical infrastructure within the District of 
Columbia. The conferees request that the 
plan include how the capital needs of all hos
pitals will be addressed and how the plan will 
specifically address the currently authorized 
George Washington University project as 
part of the overall plan. 

The George Washington University Hospital. 
The history of federal support to hospitals in 
Washington, D.C. dates to June 1941 when 
the Congress enacted the National Defense 
Public Works Act that has become known as 
the Lanham Act (Public Law 137, 77th Con
gress; 55 Stat. 361). The Lanham Act provided 
for the construction of waterworks, sewage 
disposal systems, streets, and hospitals. It 
was through this authority that the current 
George Washington University Hospital was 
built. In 1946, the Congress enacted the 
Washington Hospital Center Act (Public Law 
648, 79th Congress) which provided for the 
consolidation of three District hospitals into 
the Washington Hospital Corporation. This 
Act was amended several times to include 
the other hospitals in the city. In the 1968 
District of Columbia Hospital and Medical 
Facilities Construction amendments, funds 
were authorized for seven hospitals because 
the District was unable to raise the nec
essary matching funds to make use of Hill
Burton funds. In 1990, the Congress enacted 
the Trauma Care System Planning and De
velopment Act which authorized a 50-percent 
matching federal grant for George Washing
ton University Hospital to complete its esti
mated $100 million modernization project. 

The conferees believe that the above his
tory makes it clear that the Federal govern
ment has historically played a significant 
role in financ ing the construction, renova
tion, and expansion of medical care facilities 
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in the District of Columbia. Since the last 
use of the original 1946 Act, the enactment of 
the District's Home Rule Act has changed 
the relationship between the District and 
Federal governments. This change neces
sitates a review of the funding mechanism 
for District hospital capitol projects. The 
conference agreement includes language re
quiring such a review and submission of a 
plan contemporaneous with the submission 
of the District's fiscal year 1995 budget on 
April 15, 1994. 

The conferees note that, according to in
formation available to them, most states and 
some local governments provide financial as
sistance to health care facilities within their 
jurisdictions. It has not been necessary for 
the District government to address this mat
ter since Home Rule; however, it has now be
come necessary. As noted above the current 
physical plants of most of the hospitals in 
the District are approximately the same age 
and will soon, if they do not now, require 
substantial rehabilitation, renovation or re
construction. As a general rule the financing 
of the capital needs of public hospitals re
quires some public assistance from govern
ment at some level. To ensure that help is 
applied evenly and that everyone knows 
what the procedure is there must be a plan. 
The conferees have asked the District gov
ernment to develop and submit such a plan. 
In developing this plan, the conferees antici
pate that the District will make use of avail
able resources, including the Mayor's Task 
Force on Long Term Strategies to Improve 
the District of Columbia Public Health Care 
Delivery systems, the D.C. Hospital Associa
tion, the General Accounting Office and 
other interested public and private organiza
tions. 

This plan will specifically address the 
George Washington University Medical Cen
ter because it has an existing authorization 
to undertake a project of renovation and 
construction. George Washington University 
Hospital is a private institution with a pub
lic mission. It is the closest emergency medi
cal facility to the White House, State De
partment and most foreign embassies. Every
one is familiar with the heroic efforts of its 
staff in March 1981 after an assassination at
tempt on the President of the United States. 
The hospital has specific emergency arrange
ments with the White House for such occa
sions and undertake additional preparedness 
during events such as summit conferences 
and major world meetings that take place in 
Washington, D.C. What goes unreported, but 
is more compelling, are the everyday crises 
that befall visitors or government workers 
downtown that find their way to the George 
Washington University Hospital. The emer
gency room currently sees 50,000 patients in 
a space designed for 30,000 annually. The Uni
versity's own consultant has stated that the 
facility is 38 percent too small. Planning for 
expansion and renovation has identified min
imum needs of $100 million. Included are ex
pansion of the emergency room, additional 
operating rooms, and expanded critical care 
areas as well as physical, mechanical and 
space requirements for modern medical tech
nology. 

Children's National Medical Center.-Simi
larly, Children's National Medical Center 
has undertaken construction to house the 
National Child Protection, Trauma and Re
search Center. There is now nowhere in the 
District for such facilities to seek financial 
assistance. This omission should be ad
dressed and a policy decision reached as to 
how such projects will be handled, currently 
and in the future. 

Amendment No. 26: 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 Washington Aqueduct to 
use $500,000 of the funds borrowed under this 
heading to initiate construction of modifica
tions to the Little Falls Dam facility to 
allow passage for anadromous fish on the Po
tomac River. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 27: Deletes section 135 pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate and deletes a new section 135 proposed by 
the Senate. The House language stricken by 
the Senate and the Senate language deleted 
by the conferees are identical and would 
have prohibited the Mayor from contracting 
out for goods and services now provided by 
District employees until the Mayor submit
ted to the Council and the Council approved 
revised contracting policies and procedures 
that (1) provided a cost analysis for each 
contract and (2) showed that contracting out 
would provide savings of at least 10 percent 
over the duration of the contract. 

Amendment No. 28: Deletes language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate that would have prohibited the Mayor 
from awarding certain contracts over 
$1,000,000 until after the Council had ap
proved the proposed contract award. 

Amendment No. 29: 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 section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 137 

, and 
on page 33, line 11 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out "Sec. 137" and insert in 
lieu thereof "Sec. 135" 

, and 
on page 33, line 23 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " Sec. 138" and insert in 
lieu thereof "Sec. 136". 

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 conference action changes section 
number 139 proposed by the Senate to sec
tion number 137 and inserts language pro
posed by the Senate which requires the 
Mayor to report to the Congress within 90 
days on the status of construction of a new 
Federal prison in the District of Columbia 
that was previously authorized. 

The conference action also makes tech
nical changes by renumbering sections 137 
and 138 to 135 and 136, respectively, to reflect 
action by the conferees on amendment num
bers 27 and 28. 

Amendment No. 30: Changes the section 
number from 140 as proposed by the Senate 
to 138 and adds a new section as proposed by 
the Senate amending the congressional char
ter for Group Hospitalization. Inc. to estab
lish the District of Columbia as the legal 
domicile for the corporation. The language 
requires the corporation to be licensed in 
and regulated by the laws and regulations of 
the District of Columbia government. The 
amendments are permanent legislation and 
takes effect October 1, 1993, instead of on the 
date of enactment of this Act. Identical sub
stantive language was included in section 137 
of the FY 1993 D.C. Appropriations Act (Pub
lic Law 102-382; 106 Stat. 1435) for a one-year 
period with the understanding that specific 
authorizing legislation would be enacted. 
The language in Public Law 102-382 will ex
pire September 30, 1993. 

Section 139 repeals three amendments to 
the District of Columbia Retirement Reform 
Act of 1976 (Public Law 96-122) that were in
cluded as part of the District's Omnibus 
Budget Support Act of 1992. Testimony was 
received from the Board's chairman request
ing the repeal of these amendments. In a fol
low-up letter dated September 21, 1993, the 
Board chairman stated "As fiduciaries 
charged with the responsibility of managing 
the retirement funds for the District's police 
officers, fire fighters, teachers, and judges 
. . . the Board believed that the District's 
actions dangerously eroded the independence 
of the Board, and had therefore looked to 
Congress for relief." The three amendments 
that are being repealed: (1) provided the Dis
trict with the authority to determine the 
source of funding for the Board's administra
tive expenses and eliminated the prohibi
tions on the District against specifying how 
the Board could spend its appropriated budg
et; (2) permitted the District to include 
grant funds in its annual contribution to the 
retirement funds; and (3) eliminated congres
sionally mandated prohibitions against 
"party-in-interest" transactions which were 
specifically designed by the Congress to 
guard against conflicts of interest and to en
sure arms-length transactions between the 
Board and the District government. Accord
ing to the September 21, 1993, letter referred 
to earlier, the Board chairman states that 
the repeal of the three amendments are nec
essary " ... to ensure the continued inde
pendence of the Board and financial security 
of the Funds . . . ". · 

The conference action also adds two new 
sections requested by the Mayor and Council 
in H. Doc. 103-136. Section 140 amends the 
Home Rule Act to clarify the District's au
thority to pay overtime to Di-strict govern
ment employees in accordance with the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938. The report ac
companying the District's request states 
that this change will reduce recordkeeping 
costs and the higher costs of more generous 
overtime provisions for employees hired 
prior to enactment of the District's Com
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978. The 
report further states that this amendment 
will not affect overtime provisions in exist
ing compensation settlements. 

Section 141 establishes a cash reserve fund 
to replenish the consolidated cash balances 
of the District government. 

Language in section 142 prohibits the use 
of Federal funds for abortions except when it 
is made known to the entity or official to 
which funds are appropriated that such pro
cedure is necessary to save the life of the 
mother or that the pregnancy is the result of 
an act of rape or incest. 

TITLE II 
FISCAL YEAR 1993 SUPPLEMENTAL 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS 

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment No. 31: 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 in said amend
ment, insert: $14,231,000 

, and 
on page 35, line 12 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out "$10,587 ,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof "$10,242,000" 

, and 
on page 37, line 4 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 after "Provided," insert: 
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"That $7,000,000 of this appropriation, to re

main available until expended, shall be avail
able solely for District of Columbia employees' 
disability compensation: Provided further," 

, and 
on page 37, line 11 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " (Rescission)" and insert 
in lieu thereof " Including Rescission" 

, and 
on page 37, line 12 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 strike out " Of" and insert in lieu 
thereof " For an additional amount for " Pub
lic works", $23,447,000: Provided, That of" 

, and 
on page 37, line 16 of the House engrossed bill 
H.R. 2492 after " rescinded" insert " for a net 
increase of $20,176,000" 

, and 
on page 44, after line 14 of the House en
grossed bill H.R. 2492 insert "Sec. 203. Not
withstanding any other provision of law, ap
propriations made and authority granted 
pursuant to this title shall be deemed to be 
available for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993." 

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 conference agreement appropriates 
$14,231,000 instead of $15,133,000 as proposed 
by the House and $15,501 ,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The decrease below the House 
and Senate allowances reflects the District's 
revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental request 
that was transmitted to Congress September 
13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

The conference agreement also rescinds 
$10,242,000 under the Economic Development 
and Regulation appropriation title instead of 
$10,587,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate. The reduction of $345,000 below the 
House and Senate allowance relates to the 
Office of International Business as reflected 
in the District's final action on the revised 
fiscal year 1993 supplemental request that 
was transmitted to Congress September 13, 
1993, too late for consideration by the House 
or the Senate. 

The conferees have agreed to a new proviso 
requested by the District under "Human 
Support Services" that allows $7,000,000 to 
remain available until expended for employ
ees' disability compensation. 

Under the Public Works appropriation title 
the conference action inserts " Including Re
scission" as a centerhead and appropriates 
an additional $23,447,000 requested by the 
District in H. Doc. 103-136 for payment to the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au
thority (WMATA) to cover the July-Septem
ber 1992 quarterly operating subsidy. This ac
tion provides a net increase of $20,176,000 
under the Public Works appropriation title 
instead of a rescission of $3,271,000 as pro
posed by the House and the Senate. The Dis
trict's fiscal year 1992 supplemental request 
included a $26,000,000 reduction to reflect a 
change in the method used by the District to 
make its quarterly payments to WMATA. 
The District proposed to change from a for
ward-payment basis to a pay-behind basis. 
Although the proposal was not approved, the 
necessary budget authority was not pro
vided. The conference action provides the 
budget authority required in order for the 
District to legally pay WMATA the amount 
owed for fiscal year 1992. The conferees have 
been informed that with this action the Dis
trict has sufficient authority to pay the re
maining fiscal year 1992 quarterly payment 
and all four fiscal year 1993 quarterly pay
ments in accordance with current policies 

followed by WMAT A and the Compact juris
dictions. 

The conference action also inserts a new 
section 203 that deems the appropriations 
and language provisions in Title II to be 
available for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993. This language in effect ratifies 
all obligations and expenditures made in an
ticipation of the enactment of the District's 
fiscal year 1993 supplemental request as ap
proved in title II of this Act. 

Amendment No. 32: Rescinds $6,342,000 in
stead of $4,760,000 as proposed by the House 
and $7,162,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). 

Amendment No. 33: 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 in said amend
ment, insert: $7,889,000 

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 conference agreement provides a net 
increase of $7,889,000 instead of $10,373,000 as 
proposed by the House and $8,339,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The action by the con
ferees reflects the District 's revised fiscal 
year 1993 supplemental request that was 
transmitted to Congress September 13, 1993 
(H. Doc. 103-136). The reduction of $450,000 in 
the net increase below the Senate allowance 
reflects a reduction in contractual services 
in the Office of City Administrator/Deputy 
Mayor for Operations. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 34 and 35: Appropriate 
$5,202,000 for a net decrease of $5,040,000 in
stead of $1,047,000 for a net decrease of 
$9,540,000 as proposed by the House and 
$6,047,000 for a net decrease of $4,540,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conference action reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The in
crease of $500,000 in the net decrease pro
posed by the Senate reflects a reduction in 
the District's Employer-Assisted Housing 
Program. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 36 and 37: Rescind 
$20,578,000 for a net decrease of $14,348,000 in
stead of $18,921,000 for a net decrease of 
$12,691,000 as proposed by the House and 
$21,078,000 for a net decrease of $14,848,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised fiscal year 1993 supplemental 
request that was transmitted to Congress 
September 13, 1993 (H. Doc. 103-136). The re
duction of $500,000 below the net decrease 
proposed by the Senate reflects an increase 
for the purchase of police vehicles and radio 
equipment. 

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 
which provides that unspent funds remaining 
in the personal and nonpersonal services 
budget of the Metropolitan Police Depart
ment at the end of fiscal year 1993 shall re
main available for the exclusive use of the 
Metropolitan Police Department for the pur
chase of equipment in fiscal year 1994. The 

House language provided for the carryover of 
unspent no~personal services funds. 

Amendment No. 39: Corrects a misspelling 
in the printing of the bill as proposed by the 
Senate. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 40 and 41: Appropriate 
$4,000,000 for the public schools of the Dis
trict for a net decrease of $3,257,000 in the 
Public Education System appropriation as 
proposed by the Senate instead of a net de
crease of $7,257,000 in the Public Education 
System appropriation as proposed by the 
House. The Senate action reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

Amendment Nos. 42 and 43: Appropriate 
$81,772,000 for a net increase of $79,551,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $70,772,000 
for a net increase of $68,551,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House . 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates $11,059,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$19,051,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement reflects the Dis
trict's revised supplemental request for fis
cal year 1993 which was not available at the 
time the bill was under consideration by the 
House. 

PERSONAL AND NONPERSONAL SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Amendment No. 45: Deletes language pro
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen
ate which would have authorized the Mayor 
to reduce $29,730,000 in fiscal year 1993 appro
priations and expenditures throughout the 
District government to keep the budget in 
balance because of declining local revenues. 
The Senate action agreed to by the conferees 
reflects the District government's revised 
supplemental request for fiscal year 1993 
which was not available at the time the bill 
was under consideration by the House. The 
revised supplemental request allocates the 
reduction proposed by the House and strick
en by the Senate to agency budgets reflected 
throughout Title II of the bill. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment Nos. 46, 47, and 48: Delete lan
guage proposed by the House and stricken by 
the Senate concerning requirements of the 
Buy American Act as codified under 41 
U.S .C. lOa et seq. These provisions already 
apply to all procurements made by the Dis
trict of Columbia government since 41 U.S.C. 
5a defines the word "department" as follows: 
" The word 'department' as used in this Act 
shall be construed to include independent es
tablishments, other agencies, wholly owned 
Government corporations * * * and the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia * * *.". 

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: 

Federal Funds 
New budget (obligational) 

authority , fiscal year 
1993 ... ....... .. .. ... ........ .... ... . $688.000.000 
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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 ..... . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1994 ... .. . 

House bill, fiscal year 

705,101,000 
700,000,000 
698,000,000 

700,000,000 

+ 12,000,000 

-5,101,000 

1994 ..... .... . .... .......... .. . .. .. . .. ..... ............. ... . . 
Senate bill, fiscal year 

1994 . ...... .......... . . .......... . +2,000,.000 

District of Columbia Funds 
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, fiscal 

year 1994 .. .. ..... ..... .... ...... . . 
Conference agreement com

pared with: 
New budget (obligational) 

authority , fiscal year 
1993 ... ....... .... ... ... ..... ... . . 

Budget estimates of new 
(obl igational) authority , 
fiscal year 1994 ... ..... .... . . 

House bill , fiscal year 1994 
Senate bill , fiscal year 1994 

3,988,421,000 

3,740,382,000 
3, 753,705,000 
3' 777,932,000 

3,740,382,000 

(248,039,000) 

0 
(13,323 ,000) 
(37,550,000) 

JULIAN C. DIXON , 
LOUIS STOKES, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
MARCY KAPTUR, 
DAVID E . SKAGGS, 
NANCY PELOSI, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HERB KOHL, 
PATTY MURRAY, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
CONRAD BURNS, 
CONNIE MACK, 
MARK 0 . HATFIELD, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

TAMPER-PROOF ID FOR BOTH 
WORK AND HEALTH CARE ELIGI
BILITY 
(Mr. FISH asked and was given per

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

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, over a decade 
ago, the Select Commission on Immi
gration and Refugee Policy recognized 
that the magnet of job opportunities in 
the United States is a potent induce
ment to illegal immigration. Although 
Congress in 1986 passed legislation 
making it illegal knowingly to employ 
aliens lacking work authorization, we 
have not yet provided the essential 
missing element in the enforcement 
scheme. What remains lacking is tam
per-resistant identification to facili
tate accurate determinations of em
ployment eligibility. The ready avail
ability of fraudulent identifiers defeats 

the efforts of conscientious employers 
to avoid hiring persons illegally in this 
country. 

In 1980, as a member of the Select 
Commission, I welcomed the oppor
tunity to vote in favor of recommend
ing employer sanctions combined with 
secure identification. After having 
sought for many years to implement 
the concept of secure identification, I 
am pleased to note that the time for 
successful action along these lines 
seems to be approaching quickly. 

Today I want to share with my col
leagues recent correspondence between 
Father Theodore Hesburgh, president 
emeritus of the University of Notre 
Dame, and Doris Meissner, the new 
Commissioner of the Immigra~ion and 
Naturalization Service. Father 
Hesburgh advocated an upgraded, coun
terfeit resistant Social Security card 
years ago when he chaired the Select 
Commission on Immigration and Refu
gee Policy. It is very significant that 
this great civil libertarian and former 
Chairman of the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights continues to emphasize 
the importance of a noncounterfeitable 
identification card, pointing out this 
would simplify the participation of em
ployers in verifying work eligibility. 

Recently, the President has rec
ommended a health care identifier to 
obtain health care benefits. Why 
shouldn't the tamper-resistant docu
ment that prospective employees 
present be a new combined work eligi
bility card and health care identifier? 
Father Hesburgh, I am pleased to note , 
reacted favorably to my suggestion re
lating to the potential dual use of a 
new health care card; U.S. citizens and 
permanent resident aliens will carry 
such a card anyway to obtain health 
benefits. 

Finally, I believe Commissioner 
Meissner's recognition of the ID issue's 
importance will be most helpful in the 
months ahead. 

The correspondence referred to fol-
lows: . 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, 
Notre Dame, IN, June 21 , 1993. 

DORIS M. MEISSNER, 
Commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR DORIS: Best congratulations on your 

appointment by the President to become 
Commissioner of INS. I was delighted to read 
the oratory report of your abilities and wis
dom in the New York Times. Of course , I al
ready knew about that. 

As the years have passed since we worked 
together on reforming the Immigration Law, 
I am still of the opinion that the simplest 
way to achieve progress against illegals is to 
have a non-conterfeitable ID card which 
could operate as simply as credit cards do. I 
would prefer that it be the Social Security 
card since it serves so many other useful 
purposes in our society. This, of course, puts 
a burden on employers but we already did 
that in the latest Immigration Law. This 
simplifies their participation. You have al
ready heard me say this many times , but I 
simply repeat it because I think it is the one 
glaring weakness in the present enforcement 
rules. 

Be sure of my best wishes and prayers for 
all success in your new endeavor. I am sure 
you will be a breathe of fresh air, as well as 
bringing new hope to your Service. 

With cordial best wishes and prayers for all 
success. 

Ever devoted in Notre Dame, 
(Rev. ) THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 

President Emeritus. 

CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT 
FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, 

September 20 , 1993. 
Rev. THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 
University of Notre Dame, 
Notre Dame, IN. 

DEAR FATHER TED: Thanks SO much for 
your kind words and good wishes. 

You know I agree with your thoughts on 
matters of employment enforcement, and 
I'm pleased to know they remain of concern 
to you. One of my goals is to press the debate 
on ID issues from the platform of a credible 
INS that inspires public confidence in the 
government 's ability to handle its respon
sibilities effectively . Perhaps that will help 
influence public attitudes in favor of what 
you correctly suggest. 

I hope you are well and thriving. All best 
wishes . 

Sincerely, 
DORIS M. MEISSNER, 

Senior Associate. 

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, 
Notre Dame, IN, September 28, 1993. 

DORIS M. MEISSNER, 
Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DORIS: I had a call from Hamilton 

Fish today asking why we could not use the 
proposed card for the new health service . It 
would also serve as an identification for em
ployment, especially in the case of immi
grants who may or may not be legal. I told 
him I had the same idea the first time I saw 
President Clinton waiving that card on tele
vision . I am sure Al Simpson and Ted Ken
nedy will also be in favor of this. 

Thanks again for your note. 
Ever devotedly yours, 

(Rev.) THEODORE M. HESBURGH, C.S.C., 
President Emeritus. 

ON THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE
TRADE AGREEMENT 

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

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, we are 
all faced with contradictory views on 
what NAFTA means for U.S. jobs. 
Maybe we would be wise to focus on the 
view from Mexico. 

I am holding an ad paid for by the 
Government of Yucatan. It shows an 
American business executive stating: 
" I can't find good, loyal workers for a 
dollar an hour within a thousand miles 
of here. " 

The ad's response is: "Yes you can. 
Yucatan. " 

Here is another. "You can't cut labor 
costs 300 percent in 90 minutes. Yes, 
you can, Yucatan." 

Keeping wages low is a part of the 
Mexican Government's strategy for at
tracting United States investment. 
This isn ' t anti-Mexico rhetoric. It is 
the unfortunate truth. 
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A NAFTA which fails to reverse 

Mexico's policy of menial wages and 
fails to bolster Mexican labor rights is 
bad news for their workers and bad 
news for our workers. It is one of the 
reasons why I cannot support this 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the ads to which I referred: 

" YOU CAN'T CUT LABOR COSTS 300% IN 90 
MINUTES." 

YES YOU CAN 

YUCATAN 

Where labor cost average under $1 an hour, 
including benefits. Far, far less than in the 
Far East. And less than CBI. Central Amer
ica and even less than the rest of Mexico. 

The employee turnover rate is less than 5% 
a year. 

We're only 460 miles and 90 m.inutes by air 
from the U.S . 

And you can save over $15,000 a year, per 
worker, if you had an off-shore productio·n 
plant here. 

So if you want to see how well you or your 
plant managers can live here while making 
your company more competitive in world 
markets, call for a free video tour of the 
State of Yucatan at 708-295-1793. 
When the U.S. is too expensive and Far East 

too far, 
" Yes You Can in Yucatan." 

Government of the State of Yucatan, 
Mexico . 

Department of Industrial and Commercial 
Development. 

" I CAN ' T FIND GOOD, LOYAL WORKERS FOR A 
DOLLAR AN HOUR WITHIN A THOUSAND MILES 
OF HERE ' ' 

YES YOU CAN 

YUCATAN 

We're only 460 miles and 90 minutes by air 
from the U.S. 

Labor costs average under $1 an hour, in
cluding benefits. Far lower than in the Far 
East. And less than CBI, Central America 
and even less than the rest of Mexico. 

The turnover rate is less than 5% a year. 
And you could save over $15,000 a year, per 

worker, if you had an offshore production 
plant here . 

So if you want to see how well you or your 
plant managers can live here while making 
your company more competitive, call for a 
free video tour of the State of Yucatan at 
708-295-1793. 

When the U.S . is too expensive and the Far 
East too far, 

" Yes You Can In Yucatan." 
Government of the State of Yucatan, 

Mexico. 
Department of Industrial and Commercial 

Development. 

VACATING SPECIAL ORDER AND 
GRANTING SPECIAL ORDER 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to change the 60-
minute special order on October 21, 
1993, for the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. OWENS] to a 5-minute special 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

OPERATION OF AMTRAK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the well of the House tonight to ex
press my extreme displeasure with the 
tactics presently being used by Am
trak. With the conference report on the 
Transportation appropriation bill 
scheduled to be considered in this body 
tomorrow, Amtrak has taken actions 
over the past few days to notify station 
managers and workers in 15 stations 
across the country that their facility 
will be closed-some as soon as Tues
day of next week. That is only 5 days 
notice. 

Although I hate to make this as
sumption, it seems like Amtrak is 
playing political games with Congress. 
Mr. Speaker, as you know, Amtrak re
quested $381 million for operating ex
penses in 1994. The administration's re
quest, however, was for only $331 mil
lion. Although the conference report 
contains $352 million, Amtrak officials 
seem to have started actions to show 
the American people, and especially 
Members of this body, why they need 
the additional $29 million not included 
in the Transportation appropriations 
bill-and I do believe they need the ad
ditional money. 

In my conversation today with W. 
Graham Clayter, Jr., president of Am
trak, I was informed that these cuts 
have to be made because of the lack of 
operating capital. However, Mr. 
Clayter informed me that not one per
son in Amtrak's Washington office 
would lose their job. While some 30 em
ployees in the 15 stations listed by Am
trak for closing today will lose their 
jobs, not one person in the stable of 
lawyers and other highly paid execu
tives at Amtrak's headquarters will be 
effected. 

.Mr. Speaker, personally I find that 
decision to be absurd. While shutting 
down stations such as McComb, MS, lo
cated in my Congressional District, 
with only two employees-and the 
source of some $20,000 per month in 
revenue, Amtrak has decided that top 
heavy management is more important 
than their presence in local commu
nities. 

I also think that it is ridiculous to 
think that Amtrak can save the $29 
million they claim to need by closing 
the stations in Amsterdam, NY, 
Centralia, IL, Cheyenne, WY, Chil
licothe, IL, Del Ray Beach, FL, Devil's 
Lake, ND, Forth Wayne, IN, Malta, 
MT, Matoon, IL, McComb, MS, Poca
tello, ID, Southern Pines, NC, Temple, 
TX, Youngstown, OH, and Hattiesburg, 
MS. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure if Amtrak 
is trying to send a message by taking 

these steps or what. However, I am ap
palled not only that Amtrak has taken 
the steps to close these stations during 
the debate on their appropriations bill, 
but also that they would take such a 
step without first notifying the Mem
bers of Congress that have stations 
that will be effected by these closures. 

The very last thing a business would 
do when trying to get its' financial 
house in order would be to close the 
doors where the money comes in. It 
makes no sense-it is absurd. When you 
close these stations, you lose money. If 
a station is losing money, then there is 
an argument that it should be closed. If 
a station is making a profit, there is 
absolutely no-! repeat, no-reason to 
close it. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this whole situ
ation causes me to question the en
tirety of the funding for Amtrak. In 
the future ·if they do not get their way, 
what will they do? 

AN ALTERNATIVE TO NAFTA: A 
CONTINENTAL AGREEMENT FOR 
DEVELOPMENT, EQUITY, AND 
EMPLOYMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening I would like to read in to the 
RECORD remarks of a woman leader 
from Mexico on the proposed North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. I will 
not give her name for the RECORD, be
cause I do not want to jeopardize her 
personal safety in her own country, but 
when our women's delegation visited 
down there last May she pleaded with 
me to read this suggestion to our 
President of the United States, Bill 
Clinton, as an alternative to the pro
posed agreement that we will be voting 
on shortly here. 

She says: "What we really need is an 
alternative to the NAFTA, a continen
tal agreement for development, equity, 
and employment." She goes back many 
years and says, 

The forerunner of an Hemispheric policy is 
the Alliance for Progress, which, though an 
answer to the Cuban Revolution, was in
spired in a framework of democracy and 
shared development on a continental level. 
On the other hand, NAFTA, the North Amer
ican Trade Agreement, tries to use the coun
tries of the South as cheap labor, raw mate
rial, and minor manufacturing supplies, and 
as a vast field for investments. 

She calls upon the new Democratic 
administration of the United States to 
bring together the Organization of 
American States and other regional en
tities as well, where the finest experts 
of the hemisphere could lay out the 
foundations for a different agreement. 

0 2110 
She says the lack of competitiveness 

in North America is not caused by bar
riers to trade, or by the lack of institu
tional stimuli to investment, but by 
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deep structural imbalances brought by 
the unregulated and predatory atti
tudes of the multinational corpora
tions. 

She says until the late 1970's the so
called Third World countries sought to 
implement formulas to establish a code 
of conduct for multinational conglom
erates, but these enterprises have 
helped to develop an ideological cli
mate that weakens national sov
ereignty in favor of the what she calls 
"globalizers." This rarefied atmos
phere makes the rights of individuals 
and communities diluted in the face of 
these conglomerates. 

It becomes increasingly clear that a 
handful of European, American, and 
Japanese corporations will direct what 
will be a new world economic order. 

And she says NAFTA is just another 
version of trickle-down economics ap
plied to all of North America that will 
only mean more corporate profits, and 
income concentration, and less jobs be
cause of the intensive use of capital 
and automatized technology, and more 
pressure to occupy badly paid jobs. 

She says NAFTA was negotiated with 
no other objective than giving 
transnationals more power and aban
doning medium and small industries to 
their own fate. Besides the interest of 
wage earners, peasants, and other sec
tors of each country are ignored as well 
as the asymmetries between future 
partners. 

She says NAFTA is the final thrust 
of a vertical integration process that 
began several years ago after the sign
ing of the letter of intention with the 
International Monetary Fund in 1982. 
Since then, the IMF and other institu
tions linked with the interest of the 
United States has been able to exert an 
enormous influence in Mexico's macro
economic policies, especially in the fi
nancial and public sectors. 

And she says even though great vol
umes of capital have come in, they are 
mostly speculative and therefore force 
the monetary authorities to safekeep
ing a high amount of reserves to 
confront eventual instabilities in the 
external sector. The government, far 
from stimulating public investment 
from infrastructure, productive and so
cial development, raises taxes and 
withdraws longly held social benefits. 

She says NAFTA neglects the fact 
that Mexico has already taken advan
tage of its closeness to the world's 
largest market by selling 70 percent of 
its exports and buying from it 68 per
cent of its total imports. Factors like 
the strong reappearance of high defi
cits in the commercial and payments 
balances, which commanded no less 
than $20 billion in 1992, are spoken of in 
low whispers. Productive infrastruc
ture is severely deteriorated in key 
sectors such as highways, railroads, 
water, and the oil industry. 

And she says finally that we believe 
a visionary focus is needed, one of 

great perspective, not unlike the Alli
ance for Progress that President Ken
nedy envisioned, that failed because of 
the resistance and even sabotage of the 
Latina-American oligarchies, among 
others. 

She says unlike NAFTA, this pact 
must recognize the differences in living 
standards, development and productiv
ity of the various economies. 

And she says continental integration 
implies stimulating the Central Amer
ican Common Market, the Andean 
Pact, the Mercosur and similar associa
tions, and adjusting them to the bases 
and principles of the Hemispheric Pact. 

She says the realization of such an 
agreement is already in the minds of 
many organizations, among them the 
Latin American Parliament, and she 
says it is a big purpose, it is a high 
goal, but I suspect it should be Ameri
ca's purpose too, the shared purpose of 
millions of people from the whole con- · 
tinent, the continent that once upon a 
time called itself the New World. 

And I would say to our President, if 
he is listening this evening, and others 
who are listening tonight, to hear from 
a women who is a human rights activ
ist in Mexico bears repeating in this 
Chamber of our free people because, in 
fact, these words cannot be uttered on 
the floor of the Parliament of Mexico 
in Mexico City. In fact, I cannot even 
read in to the RECORD the name of this 
woman this evening. But she has a vi
sion of not just this continent, but of 
South America and our neighbors in 
the Caribbean that goes far beyond this 
particular treaty. 

We need to give people who have this 
type of vision a chance to have their 
ideas enacted as we move into the 21st 
century. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD 
this evening an alternative to NAFTA 
written by a leader in Mexico. God 
bless her. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to yield 
my 60-minute special order this 
evening to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. MCINNIS]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

MULTIPLE USE OF PUBLIC LANDS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MciNNIS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take the opportunity this 
evening, I know we have had a lot of 
discussions in the last few days in re
gards to grazing on public lands, and I 

think it is necessary tonight for us to 
take a little time, sit back and get a 
picture of what the history looks like 
in regards to the public lands. 

I, of course, am elected from the 
Third Congressional District of the 
State of Colorado. That particular dis
trict contains about 90 percent of the 
public lands in the State of Colorado. 
In Colorado we have about 20 million 
acres, 20 million acres of public lands. 

Let us start back more or less at the 
beginning of the country and talk 
about how public lands came about. 
Many of my colleagues recall the say
ing, "Go West, young man." That all 
started when the United States decided 
that it wanted to expand this Nation, 
this newly conceived Nation from the 
Atlantic Ocean to the Pacific Ocean. 
And in carrying out that manifest des
tiny, so to speak, they decided, the 
government decided at that point that 
they wanted to give incentives so that 
the settlers would move toward the Pa
cific Ocean. 

That occurred. There were a lot of in
centives. You may remember some of 
the Gold Rush days, the land give
aways and so on. But what occurred in 
the early days of that wave of people 
going from the Atlantic Ocean to the 
Pacific Ocean is that not a lot of them 
stopped in the mountains. They did not 
stop in the Colorados, and they did not 
stop in the Wyomings, and they did not 
stop in the Oklahomas or the Utahs. 
They went through that area and went 
to the Pacific. 

The Federal Government wanted 
communities in the mountain States. 
The Federal Government wanted set
tlements in the mountain States. They 
wanted grazing, they wanted harvest
ing of the beautiful natural resources 
that we have, the timber. So what they 
did was they offered special incentives 
under the Homestead Act, or the 
Desert Lands En try Act or some of the 
other acts our history books would 
show us to try and get the people that 
were going to the West, these bold, 
young, tough settlers to go ahead and 
stay in some of these mountain States 
and to try and to develop that commu
nity as a part of a growing nation. And 
a lot of people did so. 

In fact, in the mountains of Colorado 
it has often been assumed that the first 
people to settle there were the cattle
men. That is not true. It was the min
ing community and the miners. The 
cattlemen came later to provide food 
for the miners. Then, of course, we had 
the railroads and so on. 

As part of the incentives the U.S. 
Government gave away land, and dur
ing the first part of the last century 
that is how they gave the incentives, 
and really the energy for these people 
to go out, and that is to give land to 
these settlers so that they went to 
these Mountain States they could get a 
start, they could have a head start, and · 
hopefully they could develop commu
ni ties. It worked very well. In fact, 
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many small communities began pop
ping up all over the mountains. 

It is interesting. I am sure a lot of 
you vacation in the State of Colorado 
and you have been up in that very high 
country. You can get very high in the 
Mountains and you will see the re
mains of old settler camps. You can 
imagine how hard the life must have 
been back then. 

But as the turn of the century came, 
the Federal Government began to 
change its policy. The Federal Govern
ment decided that it should adopt the 
policy of instead of giving away the 
land that the Government would no 
longer dispose of the land but keep its 
land within its own ownership. That 
was the policy, that while there was 
some disagreement, most people agreed 
with it. 

But the basic ingredient, and prob
ably the most critical ingredient that 
we need to discuss today, was the in
centive that the Government kept in 
the program in order that these com
munities, which by then had been un
derway for many many years, and the 
traditions of the Western life, which 
was the dream of most of the people in 
this fine young country, the policy was 
to allow those people to continue mul
tiple use, multiple use of the public 
lands. No longer would this Federal 
Government dispense with the Federal 
lands. Instead it would keep the Fed
eral lands, but allow multiple use of 
those Federal lands, and that is the 
policy that is in effect today. 

But sadly, I must report to all of my 
colleagues, I think it is under serious 
threat by people who I think have very 
little knowledge of the history of how 
these public lands came about, by peo
ple who are more concerned about their 
own personal agendas than they are 
about the tradition and the genera
tions of families that settled back in 
the Colorado Rockies, or the Wyo
mings, or the Oklahomas, or the 
Kansases. 
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What is multiple use? What is mul
tiple use? Let us talk about multiple 
use. 

Multiple use on public lands means 
that while the Government owns the 
land, it has the philosophy that that 
land should be used for many different 
purposes. 

Let us take an example: the environ
ment. There are a lot of people in this 
country, and in fact I am proud to say 
I think the majority of people in this 
country, who want a beautiful environ
ment. 

So one of the things that the Govern
ment first did with its lands was to 
begin to name parks, set aside things 
like the Yellowstone National Park up 
in Wyoming, like the Rocky Mountain 
Flat Park in Colorado. They began to 
set aside forests, like the White River 
National Forest in the State of Colo-

rado; beautiful areas were. to be pre
served for the future. 

But they did not put all of these 
areas in a park. They did not put all of 
these areas in a national forest. They 
sat down and, I think, through very 
long studies said a portion of this 
should be used as protection-they did 
not use the word "environment" back 
then, but that is the word we use 
today-protection of those resources in 
its primitive form so that people can 
see what this country was like many, 
many years ago. 

A portion of these public lands need 
to be used to support agricultural com
munities. A portion of these lands 
needs to be used for recreation. Back 
then they never even heard of skiing. 
They did not hear of some of the 
things, rafting of the rivers, at least 
not rafting the rivers for recreation. Of 
course, they were rafting the river with 
primitive rafts, nothing like we are 
using. But their recreation was hunt
ing, so they preserved a part of that for 
hunting. They preserved a part of the 
Federal lands for transportation of 
water because in States like Colorado. 
Colorado is the only State of the Union 
where all of our water runs out of the 
State, none of the water comes into the 
State. And the very finest and purest 
water, of course, falls like snow on the 
top of the mountains and it is nec
essary to store water, necessary to 
move water by ditch, by canal, by pipe
line. The Federal Government knew 
that was · going to be necessary, and 
they preserved lands for that. 

In fact, that policy became so strong
ly embedded-that is, the policy of 
multiple use-so strongly embedded in 
the Government's agenda that still 
today you can travel into these Federal 
lands and you will see a big sign that 
says, "You are now entering the White 
River National Forest," and under
neath the sign it says, "A land of many 
uses.'' 

A land of many uses: Well, I think 
there is a strong attempt to ignore 
that history, to ignore the traditions of 
the ranching families, the families who 
for generations have worked with the 
land, who love the land, who care for 
the land, who made the land produc
tive. 

They want to take that sign that 
says, "The land of many uses," and re
place it with a sign that says, "No tres
passing.'' 

What are some other multiple uses 
that a lot of us do not even think 
about? You know, in the big cities like 
Washington, DC, and so on, you have 
cellular telephones, you have all kinds 
of the ability for communications. But, 
of course, in the mountain country, in 
the remote rural of America, it is nec
essary for us to use satellites, micro
wave beams; just the same as it is nec
essary for us to transport water in ca
nals and in ditches across large areas 
of land, it is also necessary for us to 

put on the high mountain peaks radio 
antennas, microwave equipment, so 
that we too in the mountain areas and 
the rural areas of America can share in 
the great communication accomplish
ments that our country has. 

So the location of towers, as I men
tioned earlier, water storage on Fed
eral lands. Recreation, there are prob
ably not many of you in this room who 
have not enjoyed recreation on public 
lands, whether ' it is a nature walk 
through Yellowstone, rafting down the 
Colorado River, or going through Dino
saur National Park in the northeast 
corner of Colorado and Utah, or wheth
er it is skiing at one of the fine ski 
areas in one of those States. 

It could be hunting, it could be hik
ing, it could be taking a mountain bike 
and enjoying the public lands in that 
sense. All of that is recreation. 

Some of you will have heard in the 
last few weeks that the multiple use of 
the Federal lands is draining the Fed
-eral budget, that that is the cause of 
the Federal deficit, that it is not carry
ing its own load. Let us look and see 
which industries are the heaviest sub
sidized. Recreation is, of course, the · 
heaviest subsidized multiple use on 
Federal lands. But does that mean they 
are not carrying their fair share? To an 
extent, it does. But to an extent it does 
not, because a lot of these people 
helped watch that land, they were kind 
of chaperones of the lands. What is 
really happening back here, in my 
opinion, is that there is a strong effort 
for people to mask their own agenda 
with very pretty words, "Cheese"; pro
environment means you want single 
use of the environment; pro-environ
ment means there is no room for 
ranchers, generations of families that 
have worked on that land, depended on 
that land, raised their families on that 
land. They put all kinds of buzzwords 
to put a pretty face on their own per
sonal agenda. And it cannot work. 
They are going to ruin, they are going 
to ruin the history of this country and 
a very proud tradition; they are going 
to ruin many, many families and lives; 
they are going to wipe out agriculture 
on the public lands. 

We need to maintain a balance, that 
commonsense ingredient that some
times is very difficult to find amongst 
politicians and bureaucrats. 

How do we do that? I think what we 
have to do is to study very carefully 
each of these uses and the importance 
that they have in those communities. 
We have to give heavy weight to the 
history and to the families that live on 
those particular areas that are going to 
be affected. 

It is somewhat discouraging to hear, 
especially as you come back here to 
the Nation's Capital, that there seems 
to be more weight giveR to people who 
do not make a living off those lands, 
who do not live on the lands that are 
being affected, but yet their opinion 
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and their pushing of non-use of these 
lands, pushing these lands to single 
use, seems to carry the day. 

So we need to slow that down. The 
best way we can slow that down, in my 
opinion, is to begin to try and educate 
the importance of multiple use. There 
is plenty of room for everyone on those 
public lands. You need to have timber 
harvests, it needs to be managed care
fully. If you have somebody who vio
lates it, they need to be punished se
verely. We need to have national parks, 
we need to have wilderness areas, such 
as the one we just put into the 3d Con
gressional District in the State of Colo
rado; we need to allow for exploration, 
some exploration of minerals; we need 
to allow people who want to ski; we 
need to allow the mountain bikes up 
there; we need to allow the people who 
would like to hike or people who 
maybe are too elderly to hike who love 
to drive up and enjoy the mountains 
and that country. 

Those are some of the things that I 
think are going to be very, very impor
tant to us. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California, [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just wanted to add, as I have lis
tened to his discussion about the need 
for multiple use of property, public 
property, and the need to allow Ameri
cans to use this land, I have a lot of 
this property in my district also. You 
know, we have a series of legislative is
sues coming before us, bills coming be
fore us that basically lock out the pub
lic. There is a definite difference be
tween preserving the public lands, pro
tecting the public lands, and protecting 
the public lands from public use; that 
is, letting the American people use 
that land. 

I listened to the gentleman and ap
preciate very, very much his articulate 
statements. I hope we can work to
gether to help maintain, preserve 
America for American use and allow all 
our kids to do all the things on public 
lands that they enjoy: hunting, fishing, 
trailbiking, also our commercial inter
ests, those people who mine and graze 
cattle and do all the other things that 
good stewards of our land do. 

So I thank the gentleman and I look 
forward to listening to the rest of his 
remarks. 

0 2130 
Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from California for his 
contribution. 

I think it is important to the gen
tleman from California and to all my 
colleagues and, of course, the people 
who are able to observe some of the 
comments that we are able to make, 
that we keep a very, very close eye on 
one of the most important ingredients 
that made this country great, and that 
is the opportunity to enjoy the owner-

ship of land. I can remember as a small 
child it was always my dream someday 
to own some acreage, to have a horse, 
to have the opportunity to have a 
home. 

As we move into this next decade, I 
am very concerned that the strength of 
private property is being weakened 
under the guise of the language of the 
public good. 

I think any kind of infringement on 
private property ownership must be 
watched with the same kind of scru
tiny that our government watches 
some of the dissidents and some of 
those policies over the last 20 or 30 
years that took place. 

So for the gentleman from Califor
nia, I look forward in the next few 
days, hopefully we can have a discus
sion on this floor about private prop
erty and some of the threats that we 
see occurring. 

But before we can continue on with 
private property, we need to maintain 
or update, excuse me, an understanding 
of why it is so important that we keep 
multiple use on public lands. 

Let me tell you a short story. I have 
a ranching friend in Colorado. He told 
me that an activist who was not really 
too excited about ranchers being on 
public lands came to the rancher and 
said, "You know, we think we could 
reach an agreement with some of the 
ranching community if we could come 
on to your ranch and see a baby 
growth, just a beginning growth of 
some vegetation, a middle-age growth 
and an old growth of vegetation." 

And the rancher told me that he 
looked at this very young person and 
said, "I completely agree with you, but 
you have forgotten one ingredient. I 
want to be able to come on to this land 
and see what you have asked for, but I 
also want to see a baby rancher, a mid
dle-aged rancher and an old rancher." 

In other words, there is room for 
both. 

So to my colleagues this evening, I 
hope that as we continue our debates 
on grazing and some of these other is
sues that we look at the long-term im
pact of what some of the changes are 
that are being proposed here in this 
U.S. Congress. 

Let me tell you that in the last cou
ple months the Secretary of the Inte
rior, Mr. Babbitt, has proposed not 
only a hike in the grazing fees, but a 
very, very significant change in the 
management of public lands. 

What has discouraged me the most 
about Mr. Babbitt's motives is that it 
appears his own personal agenda is 
moving ahead of the agenda of the in
terests of the people of this country. 

Let me tell you that we recently 
have gotten our hands on an internal 
memo, a memo from Mr. Babbitt's 
right-hand people to the Secretary of 
the Interior, Mr. Babbitt. In that 
memo, the language says: 

Mr. Secretary, we know that it is your in
tent to use the grazing fee increase as a 

straw man to divert attention away from 
these other management issues. 

These are the management issues, 
Mr. Speaker, that I was talking about 
just a few minutes ago that are so crit
ical to the future management of those 
lands. 

So you can see what is happening 
here is to divert everybody's attention 
to grazing fees and then let us sneak 
in, grab the water, let us sneak in and 
put in management changes that will 
be the most dramatic changes, nega
tive changes that we have seen in this 
century. 

The memo goes on even further from 
that, and the gentleman from Califor
nia will be interested in this. The 
memo goes on to say that their own 
records, the Department of the Interi
or's own records show that the riparian 
areas in this country are the best they 
have been in this entire century. 

The memo says further: 
So we must make deliberate attempts to 

show the bad riparian areas. We must be able 
to manage the comments that are coming in 
from the public so that it looks like these 
management changes-
which by the way narrow the oppor
tunity for multiple use-
so that it makes the changes look like they 
are reasonable. 

I have to say to the people of this 
country, the frontiers of the mountains 
and the western states and the plains 
of Kansas, it still exists. It exists with 
people on it. 

In fact, I think it has been made bet
ter by the good and fine people who 
have spent generations out there; but 
slowly and surely, if we continue to let 
the U.S. Congress in Washington, DC, 
chip away at those rights, chip away at 
·those traditions, we are going to be 
reading about ranching communities 
and multiple uses on federal lands in 
our history books. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER}. 

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

Mr. Speaker, once again I thank the 
gentleman for his good words. I just 
wanted to say one thing about what I 
consider to be one of the most impor
tant American ideals, and that is the 
American conservation ethic. 

The gentleman mentioned that the 
riparian areas are just as good as they 
have been for the last 40 or 50 years 
right now. 

I might add something to that. If you 
look ~t our wild game species, there 
are more white-tailed deer in America 
than there have been for several hun
dred years. There are more white-tailed 
deer in America now than since when 
Lewis and Clark came through the 
great Northwest. 

Our restocking programs for game 
animals have been tremendously suc
cessful. We have more elk than we have 
had in the last 30 or 40 years, more an
telope on the Great Plains in Wyoming 
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and Idaho and Montana and, of course, 
in the great State of Colorado we have 
enormous game herds, because Ameri
cans are good stewards of the land, and 
because they are good stewards of the 
land without a government bureaucrat 
looking over them and making them do 
things, the American conservation 
ethic that is a private ethic is what 
keeps this land in good shape. 

I look forward to working with the 
gentleman toward expanding that con
servation, that private ethic, and pull
ing the bureaucracy out of land use and 
land control. 

Mr. MciNNIS. Mr. Speaker, the com
ments of the gentleman from Califor
nia are well-taken. 

I am very excited about what we 
have done in Colorado, in the Mountain 
States and some of the States sur
rounding in our environment. We are 
learning a lot about how to protect 
that environment; but do you know 

. what, we are able to protect that envi
ronment without running off the 
ranching communities, without de
stroying the skiing opportunities, 
without forcing us to tell the people 
who are riding mountain bikes, you 
can no longer ride your mountain bikes 
or ride your horses, but you can still 
have access to some of the most beau
tiful country in the world. We can do 
both of them. They are not opposite, 
they do not run opposite courses. 

The opportunity for multiple use and 
the opportunity for protection of the 
environment has been proved in Colo
rado; but that is not the agenda, unfor
tunately, of some of our colleagues and 
of some of the bureaucrats in Washing
ton, DC. They think they know best. 
~et me conclude this by simply say

ing that I am looking forward to next 
week. I would like to talk a little 
about the water and the issues of water 
in the West and how important it is. 

I can say that I am very proud to be 
from the West. I think we have a won
derful, wonderful time ahead of us if we 
could just maintain that balance. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the balance of my time be al
lotted to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
NAFTA AS IT RELATES TO THE STATES 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, may I in
quire how much time is remaining in 
the gentleman's hour? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman has 40 minutes. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding his time 
to us on this issue. 

I would just say before I get into dis
cussion on the other issue, I think it 
really does tie into the issue that the 
gentleman from Colorado was discuss
ing a moment ago, and that is the issue 

of the rights of Federal land use. Those 
of us who come from the West and have 
lived out there understand the need to 
be able to be competitive in our world 
economy. 

As a matter of fact, the cattle ranch
ing business, and I represent a fair 
number of cattle ranchers, has been 
enormously successful in competing in 
what is a very tough environment 
today. In fact, with our neighbor to the 
south of us, the cattle industry has 
been very successful. We have taken a 
very large share of the Mexican cattle 
market, because our cattle are pro
duced more cheaply, because we are 
more productive in our management 
techniques, because we are able to 
produce a better quality of beef. 

So I think all these things lead very 
nicely into the issue that I want to 
take the remaining time to discuss, 
and that is this evening to focus on the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, and specifically how it relates to 
the States, how do States gain from 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, how important is trade with 
Mexico on a State level. 

0 2140 
Well,. the very simple answer to this, 

and the broad answer, is that Mexico is 
our faster growing export market in 
the world. It is the second most com
mon destination for our manufactured 
goods that are in export, and State-by
State export data show the continued 
importance of trade with Mexico. 

I say to my colleagues, "If you were 
to underscore the importance of this, it 
would be with these words: Virtually 
every State has benefited from the 
rapid growth in United States exports 
to Mexico from 1987 to 1992.'' 

Now, first question, I think, that has 
to be addressed is: Why is this the 
case? How is this so? 

And the simple answer to that is that 
Mexico joined the General Agreement 
on Trade and Tariffs in 1986, and, when 
they did that, they began a systematic 
reduction in their tariff structure, and 
the result is that the United States, 
with our more productive processes, 
with our tremendous manufacturing 
techniques, we have been able to sell 
more and more of our goods to Mexico. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. KOLBE. And each and every 
State has gained from that, and I 
would like to yield to the gentleman 
from California, and, as I do that, I 
would point out that his State, the 
State of California, has seen an in
crease in the last 5 years. This is not 
the total amount, but an increase of 
$47.3 billion in additional sales of goods 
to Mexico on an annualized basis in the 
last 5 years, and with that I would like 
to yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Arizona 

[Mr. KOLBE], for yielding to me, and I 
would like to congratulate him for all 
of the effort that he has put into pas
sage of what I clearly believe to be the 
most important domestic and inter
national policy vote we are going to be 
facing here, and I would also like to 
compliment him for his stellar per
formance on the Cable News Network's 
"Crossfire" program which was on a 
couple of hours ago. 

Let me just say, following on the one 
point that my friend made, he said vir
tually every State has seen a tremen
dous increase in the level of exports to 
Mexico over the past 6 or 7 years, and 
the fact of the matter is, with the ex
ception of only two States, we have 
seen an increase in the level of exports 
to Mexico that has ranged from a 100-
to a 300-percent increase in the level of 
exports, and it has come about not 
only because of the fact that the Mexi
can Government joined in 1985, as they 
did, the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade which is designed to de
crease trade barriers, but also due to 
the tremendous level of privatization 
which has taken place in Mexico in 
that same period of time as we watched 
the Mexican Government move from 
Socialist policies toward a bold free
market system. And I think it is very 
important for us to realize that, and we 
are gratified by the fact that so many 
Members of Congress are finally begin
ning to get the message that there are 
tremendous benefits to both sides of 
the border on this issue, and I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Mr. KOLBE. Certainly, and I hope 
that we will continue this dialog. 

As the gentleman said, the stakes 
have increased so tremendously. Again 
let me emphasize the figures for the 
gentleman's State: 

In 1987 California sold $2.3 billion of 
goods and services to Mexico. Now, 
even in the midst of the recession that 
the gentleman's State has been suffer
ing from, last year they sold $6.6 bil
lion of goods and services to Mexico. 
They are the second highest; no other 
State except Texas sells more to Mex
ico than does the State of California. 

Mr. DREIER. The gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] has convinced me 
to support NAFTA. 

Mr. KOLBE. So, it is almost a three
fold increase right there, and I think 
that is one of the really significant as
pects of this, and I see that my col
league, my friend, from Arizona, is 
over on the other side there, and I 
would be happy to yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not want to leave my colleague from 
the Copper State quoting only Califor
nia statistics, and I have some Arizona 
statistics from the State that we share, 
and the point is that it is not just big 
States that have benefited. It is also 
some of the smaller States such as Ari
zona, and in Arizona we have seen total 
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Arizona exports from Mexico in 1987 
were about a little under $650 million, 
are now $1.8 billion, and the most sig
nificant fact, I think, to emphasize is 
the growth that we have seen are in ex
actly those sectors of the economy 
that we want to encourage. Some of 
the areas where we have seen the 
greatest increase are in fabricated 
metal products which is up over 2,800 
percent in that period. Electric and 
electronic equipment, which exports 
from Arizona, grew. This is the growth 
of over $350 million and transportation 
equipment where the absolute dollar 
change was about $300,000. 

Mr. Speaker, these numbers show 
that the types of businesses that have 
benefited from access to the rapidly 
growing Mexican market are generally 
exactly those types of high-growth, 
high-value-added businesses that we 
need to encourage. 

Whatever the cause has been, Mexico 
is growing, and exactly those busi
nesses we need to encourage to be com
petitive have benefited thereby. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's comments, and 
the gentleman is absolutely correct 
when he talks about the different types 
of products that would benefit so tre
mendously from having a North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement, and I am 
sure that my friend from slightly north 
of me in Arizona, from the Valley of 
the Sun, is aware of the fact that even 
with the tremendous reductions in tar
iffs that has taken place in Mexico 
they continue to have a tariff that is 
21/2 times on average, 21/2 times greater 
than ours--

Mr. COPPERSMITH. And that is just 
an average tariff if th6-

Mr. KOLBE. That is an average tar
iff. 

If the NAFTA were, and I am going 
to cover a few that are not so average, 
but if NAFTA were to be implemented, 
more than 50 percent of all products 
would go to zero the first day of imple
mentation. 

Now that means that basically there 
is going to be a complete reduction in 
taxes by Mexicans on our products. 
Now I cannot understand why some
body is against having the Mexicans re
duce taxes on our products being sold 
in Mexico. That is what the North 
American Free Trade Agreement is all 
about. 

And as the gentleman pointed out, 
some of these products have a much 
higher tariff. For example, our tariff on 
chemicals that come in from Mexico 
are at 4 percent. The tariffs that the 
Mexican applies to our chemicals, and 
it is a huge industry in the United 
States, the chemical industry, is 20 
percent, so the ration is 5 to 1, and 
there is some that is even more than 
that. 

For example, household appliances. 
Now here is an area where Mexico's 
economy, with the growth in dispos-

able income, people have more money 
to buy refrigerators, to buy stoves, to 
buy other things, and yet Mexico con
tinues to apply a 17-percent tariff to 
household appliances, and we apply a 1-
percent tariff, a ratio of 17 to 1. 

I guess we could take the one that is 
the most of all, and that is flat glass 
where there is a 20-percent Mexican 
tariff and there is a three-tenths of a 
percent U.S. tariff, and I see that the 
gentleman from California down there 
in the well has some of these statistics 
shown in a very graphic fashion, and I 
would like to yield to him for a mo
ment to describe some of these. 

Mr. DREIER. Well, I have set it up in 
such a way that I cannot see it, but I 
know that computers are on here first. 
It has an average tariff of 10 percent. 
Actually it is as high as 20 percent for 
computers, for U.S.-manufactured com
puters, going into Mexico, whereas the 
tariff on Mexican computers coming 
into the United States is only 2 per
cent, 2.2 percent, so, as my friend from 
Phoenix has said very accurately, that 
21h times disparity is only an average, 
but it is much greater, and the Presi
dent of IBM has said that if we do not 
pass the North American Free Trade 
Agreement he will have no choice but 
to move more operations to Mexico. 

Why? Because that 10- to 20-percent 
tariff will remain, and unfortunately 
he will have to gain access to the Me xi
can consumer market by moving there 
rather than doing what he would rather 
do, and that is manufacturing in the 
United States. 

Mr. KOLBE. And, as that chart goes 
on to show, that we have no tariffs 
whatever on computer chips, for exam
ple, while the Mexicans apply a 10-per
cent tariff. So, we would have a tre
mendous advantage when the · Mexican 
tariff was reduced. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield--

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I think that it 
is important to note that the charts in 
front of us show only the relative tar
iffs between the United States and 
Mexico, what happens now, what hap
pens after NAFTA. But what many peo
ple may not realize is that after 
NAFTA the Mexican tariff goes to zero 
only for goods from the United States. 
That 20-percent tariff for computer 
products and 10-percent tariff for com
puter chips remains in place for the 
Japanese and for the Western Euro
peans. What NAFTA does are two 
things. First, it requires far more of 
the Mexicans than it does of us in the 
tariff structure. They have to lower 
their tariffs far more than we need to. 
The second thing it does is ensure pref
erential access to the rapidly growing 
Mexican market for American workers 
and American products. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the comments that the gen-

tleman from Arizona [Mr. COPPER
SMITH] has made because I think they 
very accurately reflect the realities of 
the gains we are going to make with 
this kind of trade agreement. 

I am going to yield in just one mo
ment to the gentleman from Arkansas 
who has been a real stalwart on this 
issue. Before we do and before we leave 
these charts, the next one deals with 
cars, and light trucks and auto parts, 
and I cannot help but make a comment 
about that because we have seen the 
opposition that has come from labor 
unions representing the automobile in
dustry on this agreement. 

0 2150 
The irony is that automobiles and 

auto parts and truck manufacturers in 
the United States will be among the 
biggest beneficiaries of the Free Trade 
Agreement. To understand why that is 
the case you have to understand what 
the situation is today. There is a law in 
Mexico, very simply put, called the 
Pact, the Auto Pact, which says that if 
you want to ship a car to Mexico, if 
you want to import a car into Mexico 
and sell it, that is, if General Motqrs 
wants to send a light truck down there 
and sell it, you first have to export two 
trucks or two automobiles from Mexico 
to the United States. So that has 
forced manufacturers to establish 
plants in Mexico and to get into the ex
port business. 

With NAFTA, over the course of the 
next 10 years, all of that will change 
and there will be no such limitation. It 
will be possible for manufacturers to 
rationalize their production, do their 
production of automobiles here in the 
United States and ship them to Mexico 
without having the tariffs on them. 

Indeed, even with the initial reduc
tion in tariffs that are expected at the 
beginning of this agreement, the big 
three auto makers estimate that their 
exports of automobiles to Mexico will 
increase from 1,000, which is almost 
nothing, to 66,000 the first year. By the 
end of the 10 years, with full implemen
tation, they expect that they-will have 
exports to Mexico of several hundred 
thousand cars per year. That means lit
erally tens of thousands of auto manu
facturing workers in the United States 
are going to be employed because of 
the sales that we are going to be mak
ing in Mexico. That is tl}e tremendous 
advantage that this agreement has for 
the United States and for workers in 
the automobile industry. 

With that, let me yield to my good 
friend from Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY], a 
close friend, who has really been one of 
the individuals who has worked so hard 
on this to understand what this is 
about. His State is one of our major ag
ricultural producers in this country 
and stands also to benefit from selling 
more agricultural products in Mexico. 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to add to 

this discussion the definition of market 
share. I own two Taco Bells in Pine 
Bluff, AR. We started out in 1985 with 
the idea that we were going to try to 
get all of the market share of Mexican 
food, and we did it. We got as much as 
we could possibly get. 

We then had to move forward, and we 
did it with quality, low cost, cleanli
ness, and speed. 

We then moved into what we called 
the hamburger market share, and we 
went after the hamburger market 
share. We have now started competing 
with the value menu and so forth like 
that, and we now have the market 
share. We are gaining market share in 
that particular industry in the ham
burger business. 

What does that mean as far as this 
NAFTA discussion is concerned? Mar
ket and market availability is the 
most important thing that you can 
have in this business. You can do the 
best job in every way, with quality, 
with speed, with cost, with cleanliness, 
or whatever, and you can only get your 
share of the market. 

When you can find other markets 
that are available, it is imperative that 
you move forward, if in fact you want 
to gain jobs and have your economy 
grow. 

Our United States has hit the ceiling. 
The market share has been cut down. 
It is dwindling. Our global competition 
and our efforts in that direction have 
reached a limit, and we must have mar
ket share. 

Here on our border to the south are 
90 million people who are trying to 
raise their standard of living, trying to 
find ways to buy more products, and we 
have a chance to get that market 
share. What is limiting us right now is 
the tax, or the tariff. We cannot get to 
those people as well as we could with
out the tax. 

The 10,000 jobs we are losing a month 
are an indication of what the market 
share is doing and how our particular 
economy is going. We cannot blame 
that on Mexico. We can blame it on the 
fact we are not competing worldwide, 
and we need to gain more of the mar
ket globally. 

We have got 90 million people, as I 
mentioned, 700 million people in all of 
South America. This, businesswise, is a 
bonanza, a place where we can go and 
sell our goods and export. And when we 
export, we export with salaries and 
jobs that are higher paying than ordi
nary. 

This is something we should have 
ambition for. We should want the mid
dle class to grow in Mexico, for a lot of 
reasons. One is so they can buy more 
American products. 

But we have this tax standing in our 
way. What was mentioned about the 
light trucks and the cars, we have 25 
percent on trucks, 20 percent on cars. 
This is what happens in business. If we 

have got that tax on all of the things 
that we are selling down there, it lim
its our competition. 

If someone wants to move a plant to 
Mexico and they are paying that tax, 
they can finance the construction of 
manufacturing a Mexico building there 
and avoid that tax, which means that 
the 20 or 25 percent that they would 
have to pay is no longer necessary for 
them to pay. It compels plants to look 
at moving to Mexico, even when they 
do not want to. 

It is not even necessary for plants to 
locate there. We have the finest work
ers in the world in the United States. 
There is no question about it. We are 
acting as if we do not. We are acting as 
if somebody in Mexico could give a bet
ter quality product, better productiv
ity, and they cannot. 

So what we are having to do is we are 
having to get our plants and our manu
facturing units, particularly auto
mobiles, to consider moving down 
there to reach this market. 

We cannot deny that we need mar
ket. We cannot deny that there is a 
market down there. So what we do, if 
we vote for NAFTA, we knock those 
barriers down. The people can live in 
the United States, plants can service 
that market share with products from 
America, and we can have our goods 
sent there value-added. 

An indication of that, of the produc
tivity of the American worker, re
cently a European manufacturer moved 
to South Carolina from Europe. They 
had a choice to move to Mexico, but 
they chose not to, because we have the 
best workers. We have the cheapest 
productivity, because our workers can 
do better than anybody else. 

Lee Iacocca said today we can build a 
car in America cheaper than anywhere 
in the world. So why force people to 
consider moving down there with this 
tariff and this tax? 

Speaking of moving, our Arkansas 
assets are tied to the land. We have 
timber and we have agriculture, and 
these are assets that cannot be moved. 
So we are pretty secure. We also are in 
close proximity to the border. 

I am puzzled why anybody from Ar
kansas would ever consider NAFTA a 
bad deal. I would consider that Arkan
sas would get a boon in economics and 
in development of our economy. We 
cannot deny that. But we also have to 
look at America's problems, not just 
those of Arkansas. 

So we hear people say "no" to 
NAFTA from other parts of the coun
try. Historically we have sent our raw 
materials up North and we have gotten 
their value-added sent back to us, 
where we buy it. 

To give an illustration, historically 
we have our workers at $2.50 an hour 
trying to buy cars being built by work
ers who are getting $10 an hour. That is 
the status quo. But what is happening 
is we can get in the same position, ac-

cept the same role in our looking at 
Mexico and South America. Here the 
people who are wanting the status quo, 
who want things to stay the same, do 
they want to keep us in that position? 
I do not think so. Heaven forbid, they 
may consider the fact that they have 
to move to the lower States in the 
South to relocate when the jobs are 
really brought to our area of the coun
try. 

It has been hard struggling like that 
in Arkansas, but we are ready to step 
up and take our position. 

We also have other reasons for the 
opposition. One is political, and it is 
hard to figure. It· is hard to figure how 
jobs, higher paying jobs, can actually 
be any harm to anybody. But it is this 
failure to want to relocate, to adjust, 
to get away from the status quo, that 
is causing this. 

We either can look back, or we can 
look forward, and we are asking you as 
proponents of NAFT A to look forward. 
If we do not pass NAFTA, what hap
pens? Well, we then have the progress 
that Mexico has brought upon itself by 
reducing the tariff, we have that 
progress halted. We have further need 
for immigration, further need to bur
den our system with health care costs, 
schooling costs, welfare, and unem
ployment. We also have enforcement 
problems that come from this. 

So what we are saying is you say 
"no" to NAFTA and you increase the 
chances of that happening. You say 
"yes" to NAFTA and we decrease the 
chances of that happening. So we not 
only make more money on our exports, 
pay more tax revenues, but we have to 
do less as far as defending our borders. 

The other thing that might happen is 
that Japan and Germany are sitting 
wanting us to turn NAFTA down. 

0 2200 
They want to come in there and build 

these markets. They cannot do it now 
because of our competition, and that 
goes back to market share. But if they 
start building their system of delivery 
and their infrastructure so that they 
can deliver goods to Mexico and Mexico 
has to turn to them and say, here is no 
tariff to you, then we are going to lose 
this market. And it is going to be all 
but impossible to get it back. 

We are going to have trouble explain
ing that to our Nation, to our children, 
and to our grandchildren. 

What we have to do is to look at 
what the status quo will do. It will suf
focate Mexico. It will suffocate us. We 
can look back to nothing. We look for
ward to market share, more jobs, more 
tax revenues, more help for our labor, 
more help for our economy and better 
bargaining power in the global market. 

I say "yes" to NAFTA for these rea
sons, and I think these reasons are 
compelling. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Arkansas for his con
tribution, and I think he is absolutely 
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right when he talks about market 
share and how we build that. 

When we speak about market share, 
one of the States that has done so well 
in that regard is the State of Washing
ton, which in the last 5 years, with 
Mexico alone, has increased its exports 
by $482 million, a rather substantial 
figure, one of the top 10 States, as a 
matter of fact, in terms of the in
creases of exports to the country of 
Mexico. 

I yield to the gentleman from Selah, 
WA [Mr. INSLEE], on this issue. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate that, and the gentleman is cor
rect. The State of Washington has 
paved the way to show the importance 
of free and fair trade with Mexico. And 
as you have pointed out, the State of 
Washington has created over 2,000 new 
jobs in the last 5 years because we have 
had a certain medicine we have used 
for this problem of jobs and job loss in 
this country. 

The people we represent, they want 
job creation. They want better wages. 
And in the State of Washington, we 
have had some medicine we have 
taken. And that is fair trade with Mex
ico. 

That medicine has been that we have 
got Mexico to bring down, to knock 
down their tariff barriers half of what 
they used to be 5 years ago, and the re
sult of taking that medicine is that we 
have created over 2,000 new jobs in my 
State alone. 

The problem is, we have not solved 
that sickness down in Mexico, as pre
vious speakers have alluded to. We still 
have a 10-percent tariff sickness that 
we have got to cure in Mexico so that 
we can create more jobs. 

Americans who may be watching this 
debate this evening wonde!' whether 
this is going to be a job creator or, as 
the opponents argue, it is a job loser. It 
is kind of like, it seems to me, as if we 
have a sickness. Who would we trust to 
decide what medicine to take. It seems 
to me if we had pneumonia, we would 
trust a doctor. We would not trust 
someone who is a bus driver or a law
yer. We would trust a doctor. 

In this case, look what people who 
have studied this issue say. They have 
awarded, in the international commu
nity, 12 Nobel Prizes to economists who 
are American in the past 30 years, and 
what do these Nobel Prize-winning 
economists say? Every single one of 
them says this is going to be a job cre
ator and a wage enhancer in this coun
try. And it seems to me that we need to 
give some credence to the people who 
have studied this, including all six 
Presidents who have said this is a job 
creator. And we know that because in 
the State of Washington it has been ex
actly that. 

Let me just close by saying one 
thing: More importantly than the 
Nobel Prize winners, more importantly 
than the Presidents, let me tell you 

who else believes NAFTA is a good deal 
for America. That is the people I meet, 
who are working people. 

I went back and met with some work
ing people last week in my district. I 
said, "Folks, if I could knock down a 
Mexican trade barrier that is twice as 
high as ours, take theirs from 10 to 0 or 
ours goes to 4 to 0 so you will not have 
to pay that unconscionable tax that 
you are now paying, do you think I 
should do that?" And to a person, they 
said, "You're darn right. Not only do 
we want you to do that, we expect you 
to do that." 

I said, "Fellows, that is NAFTA." 
And when the American people, who 
are the most important, more impor
tant than the Nobel Prize winners, 
more important than Presidents, when 
they learn that this evens the playing 
field with Mexico, they support 
NAFTA. That is why we ought to pass 
it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's comments. I 
think he has put his finger right on it, 
when he talks about NAFTA is really a 
tax issue. It is an issue of Mexicans 
taxing our exports to their country. 
And when that happens, when they tax 
it, we cannot sell as much product or 
as much services. When we take that 
tax off, we will sell more and that, of 
course, means jobs here in the United 
States. I appreciate the gentleman's 
con tri bu tion. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. KNOLLENBERG], who comes 
from a State which, because of the 
automobile industry, will be certainly 
very much affected by NAFTA. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I appreciate the time to partici
pate in this special order. I have 
watched with some humor as the de
bate over NAFTA has escalated in the 
past year. 

It has often been said that truth is 
the first casualty of war. 

Well, in this war of words, the first 
casualty has been our sense of perspec
tive. 

Just look at what we listen to day 
after day. On one side, we have people 
like Ross Perot claiming that passage 
of NAFT A will throw millions of people 
out of work, cause a full blown depres
sion-and I guess, turn us into nomadic 
bands of economic refugees hunting for 
nuts and berries. 

Admittedly, we also have naive 
freetraders who tout the NAFTA as the 
cure for all America's economic ills. 

In reality, NAFTA is not that big of 
a deal. While there is nearly universal 
consensus among economists and busi
ness analysts that NAFTA will create 
jobs and spur export-driven economic 
growth, its overall impact on the U.S. 
economy will be small compared to 
other factors like interest rates, taxes, 
and Government regulation and man
dates. 

But there are notable exceptions
take Michigan for example. Michigan 
is home to arguably the biggest winner 
under NAFTA-the U.S. auto industry. 

It's true, the U.S. auto industry prob
ably stands to gain more from NAFTA 
than any other sector of the American 
economy-and not just for the guys in 
the boardroom. 

This agreement will create new jobs 
at every level: Blue c·ollar and white 
collar, on the line and in the office, de
signers, assemblers, engineers, market
ers, suppliers-you name it. 

Ironically however, the very State 
that stands to benefit most, has be
come the epicenter of NAFTA opposi
tion. 

I personally believe this opposition 
emanates not so much from the details 
of the agreement, but from an 
unfocused fear that America is losing 
its competitive edge. 

After all, Michigan watched for 20 
years as the Big Three's grip over the 
American market dissolved into ruth
less international competition, and 
many workers lost their jobs during 
this transition, as plants were moved 
elsewhere and became increasingly 
automated. 

Because of their experience, I can see 
how some people make the leap and be
lieve that open trade costs jobs. 

But I am here tonight to tell you 
that past experiences do not apply to 
NAFTA. Here's why. 

NAFTA is about lowering Mexican 
tariffs. Presently, Mexico's tariff on 
United States built cars is 20 percent, 
eight times higher than the 2.5-percent 
tariff the United States levies on Mexi
can-built autos. By eliminating them 
all together, the United States obvi
ously comes out ahead. 

But the untold story lies with Mexi
co's nontariff barriers. Right now, they 
essentially say, "If you want to sell 
cars and trucks here, you have to make 
them here.'' 

Specifically, the Mexican Govern
ment requires that American car com
panies maintain an import/export ratio 
of 1.75 to 1 with Mexico. 

That means, if GM or Ford wanted to 
export a $10,000 car to Mexico, it would 
have to import $17,500 worth of vehicles 
and parts from their plants in Mexico 
into the United States. 

Because of these restrictions, Amer
ican carmakers are left with no choice 
but to locate plants in Mexico. 

Consider the most recent example: 
Chrysler will soon introduce its Neon 
subcompact in North America. The 
company plans on selling 300,000 Neons 
in America next year, and 75,000 in 
Mexico. While the main Neon plant is 
located in Illinois, Mexican rules have 
forced Chrysler to build an additional 
plant in Mexico to produce those 75,000 
cars destined for the Mexican market. 

As Chrysler president Bob Lutz stat
ed recently, "If we had NAFTA, we 
wouldn't have had the expense of put
ting in the Mexican facility.'' 
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Under NAFT A, the import/export 

ratio would be halved immediately and 
eliminated altogether over 10 years. 

You will also notice that Chrysler did 
not choose simply to build all of its 
Neons in Mexico. And I doubt they 
opted for U.S. production out of pity 
for the American worker. They located 
here because American workers are 
second to none. 

And, believe it or not, it is actually 
cheaper to build a car here in America 
than it is in Mexico. The Congressional 
Office of Technology Assessment did a 
study on auto production in Mexico. 
They found that because of higher 
parts, shipping, and inventory costs, it 
costs over $400 more to build a car in 
Mexico, regardless of · its cheaper 
wages. 

Yet, because of prohibitive tariffs 
and quotas on United States-built cars, 
we only ship 1,000 cars into Mexico 
each year. If NAFTA is implemented, 
the Big Three plan to increase that 
number to 60,000 in the first year alone. 
And as Mexico's restrictions are phased 
out, that number is sure to grow. 

Taken together, lower tariffs and 
more access to the Mexican market 
means more sales, more profits, and 
more jobs for American auto. compa
nies and their workers. 

Now, let's take a look the three most 
common myths about NAFTA as it re
lates to the auto industry-

Myth No. 1. NAFTA will accelerate 
the movement of car plants to Mexico. 
As I just explained, United States 
carmakers have moved to Mexico be
cause they are forced to by the status 
quo trade policy. But I ask you, if it 
were the intention of the Big Three to 
move their plants south of the border, 
wouldn't they have done so already? It 
makes absolutely no sense that an 
agreement that makes it easier to ex
port cars from the United States would 
somehow act as an incentive for U.S. 
companies to move across the border. 

Myth No. 2. The Mexican people are 
too poor to afford our cars. Trade sta
tistics don't lie. According to the 
International Trade Commission, 
"Mexico has the fastest growing mar
ket for motor vehicle cars in North 
America, and the market in the year 
2000 is expected to be as large as the 
Canadian market." 

In fact, Mexico's need for light and 
heavy trucks is so great, that people 
are actually smuggling them over the 
border and selling them on the black 
market. · 

What's more, NAFTA will allow fi
nancing companies like GMAC to do 
business in Mexico, thus making cars 
more affordable to the average 
consumer. 

Myth No. 3. Under NAFTA, Mexico 
will become a giant export platform 
into the United States. In fact, NAFTA 
prevents foreign automakers from 
dodging tariffs by assembling cars in 
Mexico with imported parts, then ship-

ping them to the United States. Under 
NAFTA, cars built in North America 
must have at least a 62.5 percent local 
part content-local meaning United 
States, Canada, or Mexico--to receive 
duty-free treatment. 

Let me make one final point. There 
is one common theme that runs 
through the arguments of NAFTA's op
ponents--that somehow, Mexican 
workers are dollar for dollar, better 
than their American counterparts. 

I happen to disagree. Like anything 
else, you get what you pay for. Sure, 
Mexican wages are cheaper, but so is 
the workmanship. 

The other day, I was looking through 
the latest issue of "Car and Driver" 
and I was struck by the comments of 
staff writer Frank Markus on the Mexi
can-built Volkswagen Jetta. He writes, 
and I quote: 

The Big Three have been praised for put
ting new models in rental fleets to get real
world feedback on quality control before 
they sell the cars to the public. 

VW expanded this idea by selling a full 
year's production of the Mexican-built Jetta 
and Golf in Mexico before bringing the cars 
here. So our test car can be assumed to rep
resent normal series production quality. 

Unfortunately, the four cylinder engine 
was reluctant to start, the reasonably styled 
dash buzzed, and the manual windows re
quired incredibly high effort plus a zillion 
cranks. Can we pllleeease have all our Jettas 
built in Germany? 

Again, you get what you pay for. 
On average, the wages of American 

manufacturing workers are paid 4.6 
times more than their Mexican coun
terparts, but they are also 4.5 times 
more productive, making the so-called 
wage differential is really is nonissue. 

The State of Michigan and the U.S. 
auto industry needs NAFTA now. 

We need the lower tariffs; we need to 
be rid of onerous quotas and import re
strictions; we need to use our extra 
production capacity, now going to 
waste, to serve Mexico's burgeoning 
market; and above all, the world needs 
the quality automotive products that 
only American men and women can 
build. 

It's time to put the rhetoric aside 
and do the right thing: pass NAFTA. 

D 2210 
Mr. KOLBE. I think the gentleman 

from Michigan for his comments. I can
not think of a more lucid explanation 
of what this really means. 

I note in my list where it states rank, 
that Michigan is the fourth ranking 
State in terms of total exports to Mex
ico, despite its distance from the bor
der. It is interesting, the first three are 
Texas, then California, and now, I 
might add, Arizona. We used to be 
fourth, behind the gentleman, but now 
we are third. We passed him up just 
last year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is still indicative of 
the importance of this trade, the fact 
that Michigan has such a tremendous 

trade with Mexico. Of course, it is very 
largely in the area of auto parts. 

Another individual, if I might, who 
has very recently been talking about 
this issue, I know in his own State, is 
an individual for whom I have the 
greatest respect. I yield to the gen
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
MACHTLEY]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about a 
few issues surrounding NAFTA. Today 
a Mr. Charles Reid and his son, Charles 
Reid, came at their own expense to 
Washington to try and talk to us in 
Congress about the real world, what 
happens beyond the beltway. They are 
in the import-export business. They 
have been dealing with Mexico for 
many years. They are in the gallery at 
this moment, because they care about 
making sure that the truth of NAFTA 
is promoted, and not many of the false
hoods and exaggerations which the op
ponents of N AFT A have tried to per
petrate on the American people. 

The truth is that the Mexican econ
omy is really one-twelfth the size of 
the United States economy. They have 
less than 5 percent of our gross domes
tic product. There is no question that 
they are not in the same economic 
league as the United States. They are 
going to reduce their tariffs by an aver
age of about 10 percent. We are going 
to reduce our tariffs by an average of 
2.8 percent. 

We, as the major manufacturer of 
consumer products in the world, are 
going to have an enormous benefit, 
much greater than Mexico. Despite 
what some may say about this great 
sucking sound which will occur in Mex
ico, the reality is that if businesses 
wanted to go to Mexico, they would al
ready be there. 

Clearly there is a differential in 
wages. As Michael Porter has indicated 
in his research from Harvard, wages is 
a very small factor in business deci
sions. The factors which affect compa
nies moving are quality of work, edu
cation of workers, productivity, and 
the ability to use technology. 

Many companies have already gone 
to Mexico, and they have come back 
because, while the wages of the Mexi
can worker are very low, their edu
cational structure is very inadequate, 
their training of their workers is at the 
moment very inadequate, their produc
tivity is much less than what we have 
in the United States right now. 

That is not to say that in the future 
they will not be a better society and 
have a better educated work force, but 
today the American worker is still the 
most productive worker in the world. 

If we are willing to understand the 
realities of what we are dealing with 
today, then we are not afraid of com
petition. We will understand that this 
is the beginning of a worldwide trade, 
making sure that we open up this 
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hemisphere and that we are, even more 
importantly, going to tell all of the 
countries in La tin America and South 
America that we are going to help our 
hemisphere. 

President Salinas has done a great 
deal for his country. He has moved it 
towards a more productive and more 
democratic nation. If we turn our 
backs on President Salinas it will send 
the message to all of Latin America 
that we do not care about their 
progress towards democracy. If we turn 
our backs on this agreement, it is my 
opinion that the peso will be devalued, 
that the wages will drop in Mexico, 
that we will have even more people mi
grating into this country, and that the 
problems associated with not passing 
NAFTA are going to be far greater. 

In fact, if we do not pass NAFTA, as 
many companies have told me, from 
large international auto makers to 
small companies who are manufactur
ing goods and sending them into Mex
ico, they will have to go to Mexico be
cause of the content limits on goods 
which are currently in existence in 
Mexico, to open up their plants, to 
build their goods in Mexico. 

It is essential, Mr. Speaker, for this 
country to recognize that if we are 
going to deal in a global marketplace, 
we have to be competitive. That means 
that we have to get rid of these trade 
barriers that we can see. The chemicals 
have a 10 percent to a 20 percent trade 
barrier that Mexico is willing to drop, 
15 percent for pharmaceuticals, and in 
my State of Rhode Island, they have a 
tariff on textiles of 14 to 20 percent. In 
my State, which does a lot of textiles, 
we are actually going to benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of labor in 
our State. We have a lot of people who 
are concerned about jobs. Unfortu
nately, this NAFTA agreement has, I 
think, crystallized the fears of Amer
ican workers who have lost their jobs, 
thinking that this is the reason, or 
that it will precipitate more losses of 
jobs in the future. 

My view is, frankly, it is going to 
help our economy. In my State, which 
has created the industrial revolution 
with the creation of the Slater mill in 
the early 1700's, we increased our ex
ports to Mexico this last year alone 
from $21 to $44 million, a 77-percent in
crease. NAFTA is good for jobs in 
America. It is good for our leadership. 
With that, I would like to turn it back 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. We 
have heard here tonight representa
tives from six States, from Arizona, 
from California, from Michigan, from 
Washington, from Arkansas, from 
Rhode Island, talk about how NAFTA 
is going to increase jobs in their State. 
During the course of the next several 
weeks we will have an opportunity to 
continue this discussion about why 

NAFTA is good for jobs, is good for 
America, is good for the American 
worker. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CON SID ERA TION OF 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 281, 
FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-304) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 282) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 281) 
making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
once again this evening with my col
leagues, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. STUPAK], the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN], the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK], to talk 
about the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

To be honest, Mr. Speaker, the longer 
this debate goes on, and the more I lis
ten to the arguments of the people in 
favor of this treaty, once again I can
not help but think of that story about 
those two brothers who went up to the 
wilds of Canada to hunt moose. 

They hunted for a week, and each of 
them had bagged a huge moose. 

When their pilot landed to take them 
home, he saw all their gear and the two 
moose and said, "I can't fly you two 
out of here with all that stuff. The load 
will be too heavy." 

One of the brothers said: "I don't un
derstand. Last year, each of us had a 
moose, and the pilot loaded every
thing.'' 

"Well," said the pilot. "I guess if you 
did it last year, I can do it, too." 

So they loaded the plane. It moved 
slowly across the lake, over the trees, 
and toward the mountain. but it was 
too heavy and it crashed in to the 
mountain. 

Luckily, no one was hurt, and as they 
crawled out of the wreckage, one 
brother asked, "where are we?" 

The other brother looked around and 
said, "Oh, about a mile farther than we 
got last year." 

The point, is, the brothers didn't give 
the pilot all the information he needed, 
and the plane crashed. 

NAFTA supporters have been trying 
to keep some information about 
NAFT A from going public because they 

know if the truth comes out NAFTA 
will crash. 

As I said last week, since this debate 
began, there has been a deep, dark se
cret hidden within NAFTA. 

It is something NAFTA supporters 
wouldn't talk about. 

They did their best to hide it. 
And they acted like it didn't exist. 
But the public is catching on. 
The truth is coming out. 
And the more it does, the closer 

NAFTA comes to crashing. 
Mr. Speaker, the deep, dark truth be

hind NAFTA is that it is going to cost 
more than $50 billion to implement. 

$50 billion that we don't have. 
And if NAFTA supporters have their 

way, we're going to be asked to raise 
taxes to pay for it. 

NAFTA supporters want us to raise 
taxes in order to send our jobs to Mex
ico. 

And make no mistake about it, Mr. 
Speaker. NAFTA will send our jobs to 
Mexico. 

We have lost 500,000 jobs to Mexico 
the past 12 years, and NAFTA will send 
another 500,000 jobs to Mexico. 

How do we know? Because business 
leaders told us so. 

Do not take my word for it. Listen to 
their own words. 

0 2220 
Mr. Speaker, I put these charts up 

because I think they make my points 
better than I personally could make 
them. 

Last year, the Wall Street Journal 
asked business leaders what impact 
NAFTA would have on their business 
decisions. 

I think the headline just about says 
it all. It reads, "Heading South: U.S. 
Companies Plan Major Moves Into 
Mexico". 

The study found that, "in a sign of 
American eagerness to expand in Mex
ico, 40 percent of respondents say it's 
very likely or somewhat likely that 
they will shift some production to Mex
ico in the next few years. That share is, 
even higher-55 percent-for executives 
at companies with $1 billion a year in 
sales.'' 

Let me say that again: If NAFTA 
passes, 55 percent of America's largest 
businesses said they'd move manufac
turing to Mexico the next few years. 

And what's more damning is what 
they said about wages. 

Even if they don't move directly to 
Mexico, the poll found that "about one
quarter of executives surveyed say 
they are very likely or somewhat like
ly to use the trade accord as a "bar
gaining chip" to try to hold down 
wages in the U.S." 

Again, one out of every four business 
executives said they'd use NAFTA to 
force down our standard of living. 

And this is just what they'd admit. 
When you look at their track record 
the past 10 years, you know the reality 
has got to be a lot worse. 
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And on top of all that, we are going 

to be asked to raise taxes to make it 
all happen. 

Now you have American business 
suggesting to us that they will move 
down to Mexico once NAFTA is passed 
in huge numbers, 40 percent in one in
stance, 55 percent in the other. Twen
ty-five percent say they are going to 
lower wages. 

Now what does the Mexican Govern
ment have to say about all of this? 
Well they say very clearly, very clear
ly, Mr. Speaker, in this chart right 
here that we have been showing for the 
last few months that you can come 
down to Mexico if you have a business 
and you can pay workers, with bene
fits, less than a dollar an hour. You can 
save $15,000 per worker, and you and 
your plant manager can live very well. 

So we have the government inviting, 
the Mexican Government inviting busi
ness down, and business in this country 
saying we are going. 

I do not have to make the case, BART 
STUPAK does not have to make the 
case, SHERROD BROWN, MARCY KAPTUR, 
RON KLINK, and my independent friend 
from Vermont, BERNIE SANDERS, we do 
not have to make the case. The busi
ness communities in this country as 
well as the Government of Mexico have 
made the case, and they want us to use 
your taxes to send our jobs there. 

If that doesn't sound like the straw 
that broke the camel's back, I don't 
know what is. 

Mr. Speaker, we have come to this 
floor once a week for the past 5 months 
to talk about NAFTA. 

We have talked about the high .cost 
of implementing NAFTA. 

We have talked about the fact that 
the European Community took 40 years 
and spent over $100 billion the past 4 
years to integrate economies much 
closer than ours and Mexicos. 

And in all that time, we have not 
been able to find one NAFTA supporter 
who would come forward and tell us 
how they were going to pay for this 
treaty. 

Not one person could tell us how, in 
these tight budgetary times, we were 
going to make up the $2.5 billion we'll 
lose in tariff revenue under NAFTA, 
every year. 

Or how we'll pay the $21 billion it 
will cost to clean up the environmental 
cesspool on the border. 

Or how we'll pay the $15 to $20 billion 
the Secretary of Commerce has told us 
it will cost to rebuild roads, bridges, 
and sewer systems along the border. 

Not one person has come forward to 
tell us where we're going to find the $10 
billion that Texas alone has requested 
to implement NAFTA. 

Or where we'll find the $5 billion-plus 
it will cost to replace workers whose 
jobs leave for Mexico. 

Or where we'll find the money to pay 
increased unemployment benefits ex
pected, or increased agriculture price 

supports that NAFTA will force, or 
extra customs inspectors to stop drugs 
from coming over the border. 

Not one person could tell us how 
we'll make up the loss of revenue and 
dislocation costs we experience when 
500,000 workers lose their jobs. 

Like I said earlier, all told, even con
servative estimates of the cost of im
plementing NAFTA say that it will 
cost the United States somewhere be
tween $40 -$50 billion. 

That is $50 billion. 
That's the $50 billion question 

NAFTA supporters have been ducking 
for 5 months. 

That's the $50 billion question that 
not a single NAFTA supporter would 
come forward to answer, only because 
the answer is one of two things. 

You cut existing entitlement pro
grams or programs you raise taxes. 

Two weeks ago, the New York Times 
reported that the administration is 
planning to double customs, immigra
tion, and agricultural fees in order to 
pay for the tariff revenue loss from 
NAFTA. 

It also says that the administration 
has been looking at imposing border 
crossing fees on trains, trucks, and in
dividuals who cross the border. 

And that's just the beginning. 
According to the story, U.S. Trade 

Representative Mickey Kantor said 
that "there are a number of different 
alternatives" under consideration. He 
says: "Higher customs fees are only 
one of them. We've looked at 15 or 20" 
different alternatives. 

And when an aide was asked to cite 
what areas they were looking at as al
ternatives, he said, "Medicare, disabil
ity, and Social Security.'' 

Now, Mr. Speaker, are they really 
considering taking money from Social 
Security in order to pay for NAFTA? 

Are they really thinking about tak
ing money from Medicare in order to 
pay for this treaty? 

Are they really considering ways to 
use money from disability payments to 
come up with the money for NAFT A? 

Well, if they are, they better think 
again. We're not touching Social Secu
rity or Medicare to pay for this fatally 
flawed treaty. 

Of course, after this report came out, 
some of NAFTA's strongest supporters 
sent a letter to the White House saying 
they could not support a NAFTA which 
includes tax increases." 

And if NAFTA's strongest supporters 
say that, you know it's got to be bad. 

But even still, today Budget Director 
Leon Panetta came out of a meeting on 
NAFTA financing and said that 
NAFTA would have to be paid for by ei
ther increasing taxes or cutting enti
tlement programs. 

And he added, that cutting Social Se
curity, and Medicare, and disability 
payments "to pay for the trade agree
ment would be even more controver
sial" than tax increases. 

But, he said,•he is willing to listen to 
possible entitlement cut suggestions, 
but so far he has not heard any. 

Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, right now 
we're not talking about the $50 billion 
price tag of implementing NAFTA. 

We're just talking about how to 
make up the $2.5 billion that we'll lose 
in tariff revenue under NAFTA. 

Earlier today, the Senate Finance 
Committee in the other body voted to 
extend the proposed NAFTA disloca
tion program from 18 months to 5 
years. By doing that, they added $47 
million to the price tag. And they 
couldn't even come up with a way to fi
nance that. 

If we can't even find $47 million
that's with an m-how are we supposed 
to find $50 billion-with a b-to pay for 
NAFTA? 

Are we going to be asked to raise 
taxes in order to send our jobs to Mex
ico?· 

Are laid-off autoworkers in Michigan 
going to have their taxes raised to 
clean up environmental waste coming 
from Mexican factories that took their 
jobs? 

Are garment workers in North Caro
lina going to have their taxes go up to 
pay for new bridges carrying products 
from Mexico that used to be made in 
North Carolina? 

Are laid-off furniture workers in 
California going to have their tax bill 
go up to rebuild the roads that carried 
the trucks that took their jobs and 
their factories to Tijuana? 

Are workers in the Northeast and the 
Midwest who lose jobs going to be 
asked to pay extra taxes out of their 
unemployment checks to help with 
economic development in border States 
that have taken their jobs? 

Where does it end, Mr. Speaker? 
Well, I say it's got to end here. 
The buck has got to stop here. 
We have got to defeat this treaty 

here. 
There's no question who will pay the 

costs of NAFTA. 
The American people will pay the 

costs. 
In lost jobs. 
In a lower standard of living. 
In higher taxes. 
In uprooted families. 
In decimated communities. 
And the years spent wondering how 

we will put the lives of our families and 
our neighbors back together after 
NAFTA will be extremely difficult. 

0 2230 

America's business leaders them
selves told us they will use NAFTA to 
send our jobs south and force wages 
down. They told us that. We cannot af
ford these social costs, we cannot af
ford these human costs, we cannot af
ford these economic costs, and we can
not afford to raise tax&s in order to 
send our jobs to Mexico. This charade 
has gone on long enough. We have got 
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to stand up and when we vote on this 
on the 17th or whenever they call it up 
under the administration, we have got 
to say "no" to this NAFTA. 

I would be happy at this time to yield 
to my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] 
and then to the gentleman from Ohio 
and others so that they may contribute 
to this dialog. I thank them for staying 
so late tonight to inform the American 
people and our colleagues about their 
deep concern over this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and for organizing this spe
cial order on NAFTA tonight. 

You know, the gentleman mentioned 
the Wall Street Journal article which 
over a year ago, September 24, 1992, 
was that poll in which they indicated 
55 percent of the major companies 
would be moving their plants to Mexico 
if NAFTA passes. Probably a more dis
gusting statistic is that 25 percent are 
already using the threat of NAFTA, 
moving their jobs, moving our jobs to 
Mexico, if our employees do not take 
lesser wages. They have been beating 
them over the head with this North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

We could go on and on about how bad 
NAFTA is and how terrible it would be 
for our country. 

I would like to read a letter from a 
constituent of mine, Adolph Kratt. Mr. 
Kratt is a retiree. He lives up in Hub
bell, MI. Hubbell is the copper country 
of Michigan, where the snow has al
ready fallen. The copper country was 
the home of the first mining boom in 
this country. Copper was the ore that 
they mined. 

Today on this floor I argued for some 
money to create the Keew National 
Park to honor the labor of those first 
miners which gave birth to the U.S. 
labor movement. But more than money 
for the national park honoring his 
labor, Mr. Kratt asked a more fun
damental question that I think we 
should all be asking ourselves. I will 
start with the second paragraph of this 
letter. 

It says: 
I am going to tell you a true story and ask 

you what you think. My wife and I went up
town , we bought a new car, one of the most 
popular makes. I then went to the K-Mart, 
we needed house slippers and a mason trowel 
and home light switch, my wife needed a 
saucepan. When washing the saucepan, my 
wife said this pan is made in Mexico. I 
looked at the switch, and it said, " GE. Made 
in Mexico." The slippers. made in China; the 
trowel made in Japan; and our candy made 
in Germany; our car made in Canada with 
European tires on it. We paid about $20,000 
for all , and not Sl went for American labor. 
Bart, what is wrong with our good old party 
and our Government? Please give me an an
swer. 

Well, Mr. Kratt, what do I think? 
What has happened to our country? I 
think we forgot you, Mr. Kratt, we for
got American pride. With NAFTA, we 

forget, we forgot an American way of 
life, which was our pride in manufac
turing, our pride in mining. Some peo
ple want to ship everything we stand 
for to Mexico. Our textiles, our ap
parel. They want to ship that to Mex
ico. Our auto industry, they want to 
ship that to Mexico; our electrical 
components, they want to ship that to 
Mexico. 

I said Mr. Kratt is a retiree, and I am 
proud of the labor that he performed 
that helped create the high standard of 
living that we enjoy today in the 
United States. Mr. Kratt and his wife 
Irene are retired, but can still go out 
and buy an American car, while maybe 
not made here, certainly sold here in 
the United States. But the point is he 
can buy one. Why? Because of his pen
sion, because of his labors, because of 
his labor union, because of the labor 
movement. 

What is wrong, Mr. Kratt? Mr. Kratt 
hit it on the head: Not $1 went to an 
American worker or to an American 
plant. Yet Mr. Kratt, as his letter stat
ed, he spent $20,000 and not $1 was here 
in this country for our people. 

What will become of our consumers 
when we do not put any money back 
into our plants or back into our Amer
ican workers? Mr. Kratt, we are all 
here tonight to fight for you, to fight 
against NAFTA, to fight for American 
workers, put money back into our 
American plants, into our American 
products. 

We must defeat NAFTA, and maybe 
we will not have some more letters 
such as those we have been receiving 
from people like Mr. Kratt who are 
concerned with American jobs, who are · 
concerned with American labor, who 
are concerned about the American 
economy and who want to protect our 
standard of living. 

Mr. Kratt knows what we all here 
know tonight: We must defeat NAFTA 
to protect the American worker, to 
preserve the American workers, our 
American pride, but most importantly 
our American standard of living. 

I thank Mr. Kratt for writing me that 
letter. I thank him for being so con
cerned, as I know so many Americans 
listening to us tonight are. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
·for his comments and for bringing to 
our attention the concern of his con
stituent. 

It is obviously not something that we 
are not familiar with. We receive these 
letters on a constant basis all year 
round, but they have been particularly 
heavy as a result of this debate that is 
now raging in the country and cer
tainly in this body. 

I think every one of us here can point 
to letters like that that we have re
ceived. People are tired of having our 
jobs shipped overseas or to Mexico, and 
they certainly want us to do something 
about it. We have a wonderful oppor
tunity to do just that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen
tleman [Mr. BONIOR]. I echo the words 
of my friend, BART STUPAK from Michi
gan, that there are Mr. Kratts all over 
this country whom you know are not 
economists, they are not newspaper 
editors or newspaper publishers or 
newspaper owners, not corporate ex
ecutives with Fortune 500 companies. 
But they very much feel the fear of 
NAFTA. When 55 percent of American 
executives of large companies say they 
are going south, they are going to 
move a lot of their production to Mex
ico if NAFTA passes, they sense that 
fear. It is a real visceral kind of thing 
for most Americans that the jobs are 
going to go south if NAFTA passes and 
if jobs do not go south corporations in 
this country are going to use NAFTA, 
use the threat of NAFTA going to Mex
ico as a threat to keep wages down, or 
wage givebacks, loss of health care 
benefits and all those kinds of things. 

I want to talk, as Mr. BONIOR did ear
lier, about this whole cost issue. 

There are so many reasons to oppose 
NAFTA, as BART STUPAK and MARCY 
KAPTUR, RON KLINK and BERNIE SAND
ERS and DAVID BONIOR and others who 
said the issues such as food safety, 
truck safety, job loss, depression of 
wages, environmental issues, and all of 
those reasons that NAFTA is a bad deal 
for all of us Americans. The one issue, 
though, as the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] and others have said 
in the last couple of weeks, the pro
ponents do not want to talk about is is 
this a $50 billion new Government pro
gram, $50 billion that this Government 
has to come up with either through an 
increase in taxes or cutting social pro
grams or cutting programs of some 
sort to make up for this money. That is 
a $50 billion new program. 

The problem with that, in addition to 
the overall cost, is the speed with 
which all of this has happened. The Eu
ropean Community took 30 years to 
put together some sort of economic 
unit so it would help all the countries 
in Europe-Greece, Spain, Portugal, 
the poorer countries, arid Germany, at 
least in central western Europe, Ger
many, Sweden, France, and England
the wealthier countries. They took 30 
years to do this. George Bush, 3 years 
ago, set off with fast track on NAFTA 
to try to rush this agreement through 
as a self-imposed deadline. Then when 
Bush wanted to make that announce
ment prior to the election in 1992 to 
help his campaign, and right after the 
election they had the signing real 
quick of the agreement by Mulroney of 
Canada and Bush and Salinas of Mex
ico. Two of the three leaders are out, 
and the third one is soon to be out in 
Mexico. 

The speed with which this adminis
tration wants us to get a vote on 
NAFTA, hurrying up to the side agree
ments, hurrying up with this November 
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17 vote, hurrying up so that on Decem
ber 31 or January 1 the agreement will 
go into effect. They have rushed and 
rushed and rushed through this proc
ess, and then all of a sudden, when Mr. 
BONIOR comes forward and says, "How 
are you going to pay for this $50 billion 
program," they do not have any an
swers. 

They have rushed through this, one 
issue after another issue, and never fig
ured out how to tell the American peo
ple what they are going to do because 
they do not have the answers as to how 
they are going to pay the $50 billion. 

Some people want us to see a tax in
crease, the Republicans have said we 
are not for tax increases, we are for 
cuts, but they will not tell us what the 
cuts are. They just say, OK, "Pass 
NAFTA and then · we will figure out 
what the cuts are and how much they 
are going to hurt the American peo
ple." 
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The fact is that it is a bad idea. It is 

bad to rush this through. They are not 
being honest. They had a closed hear
ing in the Ways and Means Committee 
today to figure out how they are going 
to raise this revenue, to figure out how 
they are going to make the cuts, how 
to make up this $50 billion one way or 
another. 

It is just one more reason, almost as 
good a reason as the others we have 
cited, why it is a bad idea. Clearly, a 
$50 billion new Government program is 
not what the people want, especially 
when that new program costs jobs, de
presses wages, and does all the other 
things that NAFTA hurts us as a coun
try·. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for his contribution. I 
just want to underline and underscore 
again the choices that we are facing 
here. 

Assuming we are going to go ahead 
and do this NAFTA thing, which I fer
vently believe that we will not do, we 
will defeat it, but let us assume it is 
going ahead. The choice the people who 
support it will have to make is that 
they are going to have to raise taxes. 
They are going to have to waive the 
Budget Act, get the votes to do that, so 
that we can add it to the deficit, or 
they are going to have to cut some en
titlement programs to make up the 
horrendous dollar costs of this thing. 
That is it. 

The payback on that, even if you be
lieve the rosiest of scenarios is down 
the line, a decade or a generation 
away. 

So the question that supporters of 
this have to face is are they willing to 
raise taxes on the American people to 
send their jobs south to Mexico. Are 
they willing to cut Social Security, 
Medicare, disability insurance, what 
are they willing to do to pay for this 
program that the American people do 

not want. Every poll that I have seen 
now shows a widening margin of people 
disagreeing, despite the $25 million or 
$30 million that the administration is 
putting into ads in the campaign. 
Every poll is showing the American 
people sense this is a bad deal. 

The Canadians will probably throw 
out their government over this issue of 
trade. 

The latest polls in Mexico, the ones 
taken in Mexico City show a huge drop, 
down to 32 percent that support this 
treaty. The rest do not feel this treaty 
is worth it or worth going through on. 

So the support is eroding and it is 
eroding simply because people try to do 
this at the top. The elites try to do it, 
the corporate leaders, the political 
leaders, without consulting the people 
who actually do the work and will pay 
the costs on this thing. That is why the 
bottom is falling out on this. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentlewomen from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] 
who has been so staunch and strong in 
her disagreement with this, and then I 
will move to my friends from Vermont 
and Pennsylvania. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] so very much for his strong 
and continuing leadership in this im
portant effort to take the case against 
NAFTA to the American people. It is a 
real pleasure to be here with my col
leagues this evening in the closing 
hours of today's work to perhaps give a 
bit of history to the important infor
mation that the gentleman from 
Michigan has brought forward this 
evening. 

America has only signed two other 
free trade agreements in our entire his
tory. The first was back in 1985 with Is
rael, a nation that has a work force of 
a little over a million people and an av
erage income of about $11,000 a year. 

In 1989 we find a second free trade 
agreement with Canada, a work force 
about 14 times that much, 14 million 
workers up in Canada, with an average 
income, GDP divided over their work 
force of about $14,000 a year. 

Now we are being asked to sign a free 
trade agreement with a country that 
has a work force of 37 million people 
and an average earned income of about 
$3,000 year. 

Never before in America's history 
have we signed a free trade agreement 
with a nation whose standard of living 
is as low as Mexico's, and certainly we 
have never signed a free trade agree
ment with a nation that is not free and 
is not a functioning democracy. 

This is an historic proposal and the 
first post-cold-war trade agreement 
this Nation has been asked to approve, 
so this is very, very serious business. 

For the life of me, I cannot under
stand why as we are moving into the 
21st century, not the 20th or the 19th, 
we cannot try to link trade, as we 
must, to democracy building around 

the world and to deal with some of the 
related issues that go beyond the sim
ple issue of moving goods or money 
across borders, but rather ways of life, 
standards and benefits, environmental 
improvement, and at the base of all of 
it, true democracy building. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tlewoman will' allow me to comment, 
because it all relates, I mean, it is all 
interrelated. The Europeans were very 
wise. They understood the inter
relationship between free labor unions, 
free elections, the empowerment of the 
people in terms of making sure that 
people would have the resources to 
trade freely and to produce well. 

What we have failed to understand 
here in this agreement is that if you do 
not have free labor unions, independent 
unions, whieh they do not have in Mex
ico, if you do not have free and fair 
elections, which they obviously have 
had some difficulty proving over the 
last many years, if you are not free 
from human rights abuses, those things 
are going to inhibit countries from 
trading with you, No. 1, and they are 
going to inhibit your people from de
veloping a standard of living which will 
allow them to purchase products from 
us so that we can produce jobs here. 

It is fundamental in the mix, that is 
why the Europeans before they allowed 
Greece, Portugal, Spain, and now Tur
key to enter into the common eco
nomic community of Europe, required 
them to raise those standards, and 
with those standards wages automati
cally rose and people were able to en
gage in free and fair trade. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I think the gentleman 
brings up a very good point, because 
trade without freedom cannot possibly 
be free. Trade without democracy can
not be free, and even after World War II 
we recognized that to bring Turkey 
into the Common Market, certain in
ternal changes had to occur within 
that nation. 

After the Korean war when we at
tempted as a free nation to help South 
Korea move up its standard of living, 
we just did not cash out our corpora
tions to South Korea, but in fact we 
worked with South Korea in order to 
link any investment to democracy 
building as well as to the acceptance of 
a high-wage policy as a part of that de
velopment activity. 

We should have learned a lot from 
that. It is amazing to me that we are 
going to a throw-back approach which 
really is so very short-sighted. 

I just wanted to say that this week in 
the Wall Street Journal there was a 
very interesting set of figures, that in 
this country which we are elected to 
represent, in the last year over half of 
the jobs that were created, over 60 per
cent have been in three areas; first of 
all, and not surprising to me, tem
porary work. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is the big thing in 
the country, temporary work. You do 
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not have to deal with benefits if you do 
not want to . 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is right. 
Mr. BONIOR. You have got flexibil

ity, and everybody out there knows 
who have families in the neighborhoods 
that that is what is going on. They are 
just hiring temporary workers, and the 
other two categories are interesting as 
well, and I will yield further to my col
league, the gentlewoman from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Restaurant work. 
Mr. BONIOR. Restaurant work. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Not exactly the high

est paying work, and finally health and 
health care, all service-related activi
ties that do not go to the heart of 
value-added production in manufactur
ing and agriculture in our country. 

I just want to thank the gentleman 
this evening for bringing up this infor
mation, because in fact what we have 
here is the inability of a political body, 
in fact the Government of the United 
States, to take control of its own econ
omy in a way that it can raise the 
standard of living of its own citizens as 
we move into the 21st century and help 
bring up the standard of living of our 
neighbors to the South, East, and West, 
but in fact we are going down a very 
narrow path here, and what a tragedy 
if this agreement is approved as it is, 
because it will be a precedent-setting 
agreement for the 21st century for the 
entire developing world. If we cannot 
do better than this and if the President 
of the United States cannot do better 
than this, then we do not deserve to be 
elected. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentlewoman is ab
solutely right, in terms of this prece
dent-setting pattern that we are doing 
here. 

I will yield to my friend, the gen
tleman from Vermont, on that issue in 
a moment; but what we are setting 
here is a pattern for the rest of Latin 
America, certainly. 

We are saying to Mexico, "It was OK 
for you to have fraudulent elections. It 
was OK for you to throw people like 
Agapito Gonzalez in jail because he 
wanted to organize free and independ
ent labor unions in Matamoras for the 
workers who were so pitifully treated. 
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It was OK for you to allow 60-some 

journalists to be killed in the last dec
ade or 58 opposition leaders in the last 
few years. It was OK to do all of those 
things and keep the wages of your 
workers lower today than they were in 
1979, and that's OK. I mean you do 
what you want, but we are going to en
gage in a free-trade agreement so our 
corporations and companies can have 
access to cheap labor." 

We are sanctioning this, Mr. Speaker, 
if we agree with this NAFTA agree
ment, and we are telling Chile, Argen
tina, Brazil, Colombia, and all the 
other Latin American companies that 

. this is the standard in which we want 

to engage them in future trade rela
tions. 

What a tragedy. How unconscionable. 
What did we fight human rights 

abuses in Nicaragua and El Salvador 
for, for the last 12 years; to do this? I 
mean what did Reuther, what did Phil
lip Randolph and all our great labor 
leaders, what did they go through such 
pain and agony for, for human decency 
and worker rights, King and all the 
great civil rights leaders in our coun
try? What did they struggle for if we 
are just going to kind of throw it all 
away here in the last weeks of this ses
sion by OK'ing this agreement? 

My colleagues, it is not as if we do 
not know any better. I mean the Mexi
cans are inviting us down. They brag 
about, "You come down and pay less 
than a dollar an hour, say $15,000 a year 
per worker," and our American busi
ness folks in a poll done by the Wall 
Street Journal, commissioned by them, 
done by Roper, say that, "Yeah, if it 
goes through, we are taking our pro
duction down there," 40 percent to 55 
percent big corporations, "We are 
going." They are telling us that, and 25 
percent of them are telling us, "Well, 
we are going to use the NAFTA to 
drive down our standard of living and 
bargaining.'' 

Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear. I do 
not know how much more clear it can 
be made, and unbelievable, and yet we 
keep inexorably moving toward the 
point where this might happen. 

We have a chance to stop this. People 
ought to let their legislators know 
about their total anger and frustration 
over this as we move into the last 4 
weeks, and I · yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND
ERS] on this issue. 

Mr. SANDERS. I say to the gen
tleman, "Thank you very much, Mr. 
BONIOR.' ' 

I would imagine that for the viewers, 
people who are watching this debate, 
the issues are pretty complicated. In 
the last hour we had people on the 
floor, our colleagues, who are saying 
NAFTA is going to create more jobs, 
going to increase production in Mexico, 
going to raise our wages, and we are 
here saying something different. 

I would ask the viewers as they try 
to form an opinion on this debate, and 
that is to understand who. is on whose 
side: 

If you have confidence and if you believe 
that the multinational corporations in 
America, and virtually every one of them, is 
fighting for the NAFTA agreement, if you 
think they are on the side of the average 
American worker and if you think that their 
track record in the last 20 years is in terms 
of lifting up the wages and benefits of the av
erage American worker, then you might 
want to support the NAFTA agreement. And 
if you think that the Mexican government, 
which is dominated by a handful of billion
aire families, and that government is putting 
some $30 million into this campaign to per
suade this body to vote for NAFTA, if you 
think they are on the side of the American 

worker, well then you may want to support 
NAFTA. But if you believe that virtually 
every trade union in Canada and in the Unit
ed States, people who have been fighting for 
the rights of working people for decades, if 
you believe that they are on the side of the 
American and Canadian workers, then you 
might want to be in opposition to NAFTA. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BoNIOR], "As I heard the discussion 
here last hour by those people who are 
supporting NAFTA, it reminded me of 
a song that was played in this body 
about 11 or 12 years ago, and that was 
the beginning of Reaganomics, and you 
remember what that song was about. 
What that mantra was about was, they 
said, if you give tax breaks to the 
weal thy and if you give tax breaks to 
large corporations, what they are going 
to do is reinvest in America and create 
new jobs. That's all you got to do: 
Trust those people, trust the multi
nationals, trust the wealthy. They are 
on the side of the American worker, 
and they want to create new jobs. 
That's all they really want to do. They 
don't want to make more money." 

Well, we know what happened in 
Reaganomics. We know that the 
wealthiest 1 and 2 percent saw a tre
mendous increase in their incomes 
while the vast majority of working 
people sort of declined in their stand
ard of living. Well, after a massive 
transfer of wealth in the 1980's from 
the working people and the poor to the 
rich, well, these guys got a new song, 
brandnew tune, and the tune is free 
trade with Mexico, and how the song 
goes is: 

Trust us. We, the multinationals, are on 
your side, and allow us free access to Mexico. 
We are not going to throw you out on the 
streets; oh, no . We are going to create new 
jobs because we love the American worker. 
Just trust us. 

Let me say, if I might, Mr. Speaker, 
"If you believe that, that's fine. I think 
most sane Americans do not believe 
that. Let me give you a little bit of a 
context for what I believe the NAFTA 
discussion is about." 

Twenty years ago in the United 
States of America we led the world. We 
were No. 1 in wages and benefits that 
our workers had. Today we are 12th. 
That is the trend. Since 1973 the real 
wages of American production workers 
have declined by 20 percent. We are be
coming a poorer nation. 

This is important because I think 
this is really what the whole NAFTA 
discussion is about: 

In 1965, Mr. Speaker, 27 percent of the 
jobs in America were in manufactur
ing. In 1991, 17 percent of the jobs were 
in manufacturing. That means we are 
hemorrhaging manufacturing jobs, we 
are in the process of deindustrial
ization, and that is what this whole de
bate is about. 

Some of us believe that the only way 
we can turn that trend about is to re
industrialize America, say to the mul
tinationals, "You can't build your 
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shiny new state-of-the-art plants in 
Mexico or in the Far East where you're 
hiring slave labor for a buck an hour or 
a buck fifty an hour. We want you to 
come back home and reinvest in Amer
ica.'' 

That is what the debate is about, 
and, as the gentleman indicated quite 
properly, and I have that same poll 
right here, our friends, the chief execu
tive officers of the major corporations, 
they have already said it. What they 
have said is, "If NAFTA goes through, 
we are taking our plants to Mexico," 
and it is common sense that they will. 
Why are they going to pay an Amer
ican worker $10 or $15 an hour when 
you got hard-working people in Mexico 
for a buck, a buck fifty an hour? 

I say to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], let me mention 
something that I did today which I 
think is relevant. I get a kick out of 
many of our pro-NAFTA friends here 
who are saying to the American work
ers, "Hey, we can do it, American 
workers, We can be competitive with 
the workers in Mexico. So what if they 
are making 58 cents an hour, minimum 
wage, or a buck an hour. We can take 
them on; don't worry about the loss of 
your jobs." 

So, today I introduced a very simple 
piece of legislation, and what the legis
lation says is that for the Members of 
Congress, if they believe that our truck 
drivers, and our dairy farmers · in Ver
mont and the people in the automobile 
plants, if they believe that it is OK for 
our workers to compete against the 
desperate and impoverished workers of 
Mexico, if that is what they want to 
see, then I have got a simple sugges
tion: "Why doesn't the U.S. Congress 
take a leadership role and show how 
courageous we are, say that we will 
place our salaries on the line and we 
will earn the same salaries as Mexicans 
who are in the House of Representa
tives there?" 

And, as the gentleman may know, 
the Mexican Chamber of Deputies, 
their equivalent to the House of Rep
resentative-s, they earn $35,000 a year. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say, if the Con
gress wants farmers and workers to be 
competitive with Mexicans, support my 
legislation, Members of Congress, so 
that we can lower, if NAFTA is passed, 
our salaries to the same level as our 
Mexican Members of Congress, and the 
Mexican President and the Mexican 
Senate receive. Let us take a leader
ship role and show the American people 
that we are not afraid to compete. We 
will cut our salaries by 75 percent. 

I yield back. 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague, the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS] for his comments, 
and let me just, before I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KLINK], talk a little bit about 
the NAFTA math. I call it NAFTA 
math because we are going to hear a 

lot of figures thrown around in the last 
month about how we have increased 
our exports to Mexico. 
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We have now a $6.5 billion surplus. 

But what they will not tell you is 21 
percent of that surplus to Mexico is for 
factory parts and buildings. In other 
words, drills, presses, and construction 
material for factories. That other 64 
percent is for parts that are manufac
tured here, some of them in 
maquiladoras on the border and 
brought back here. Fully 85 percent 
never touch the Mexican consumer 
markets. They never buy it at all. 

Basically what we are doing is ship
ping our factories down there, and our 
jobs are certainly following that. 

Another NAFTA math lesson here is 
how they compute the fact that we are 
creating jobs by trade with Mexico. Let 
me give you a good example: Smith Co
rona, 850 workers in their plant in New 
York. They decided to go to Mexico. 

They go down to Mexico, shut the 
plant up in New York. That plant in 
New York was also being fed by about 
2,000 jobs with smaller suppliers in the 
New York area. Now, the plant goes 
down to Mexico, takes the 850 jobs. The 
way they figure it out with NAFTA 
math is not that we lost 850 jobs to 
Mexico, but that we gained 2,000 jobs, 
because the suppliers in New York now 
are supplying Mexico. It is absolutely 
crazy, and it is fraudulent and decep
tive, and it is not right. 

It sort of reminds me a little bit of 
the University of Maryland football 
team. The University of Maryland foot
ball team scored about 24 points a 
game. They may have 450 yards a 
game. You think, well, that is a pretty 
impressive record, until you under
stand that they give up 42 points a 
game and give up 500 yards a game and 
their record is 1 and 6 or something 
like that. 

It is the difference between net prod
uct and gross product. They do not tell 
you the full story. 

So as we move into this debate, peo
ple ought to be very conscious of the 
figures. 

Now I yield to my friend from Penn
sylvania, who has been so patiently 
waiting this evening to talk about this 
issue, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KLINK]. 

Mr. KLINK. I thank my friend from 
Michigan. I came here tonight really to 
take part in this and came without 
notes because I wanted to speak from 
my heart about this NAFTA debate and 
what some of my concerns are. 

Mr. BROWN from Ohio and myself 
were talking, Mr. STUPAK, the three of 
us are new Members. We realized that 
as we came into this 103d Congress as 
new Members that we would take on 
this NAFTA issue, and we may never in 
our minds, if we are here 40 or 50 years, 
take on a battle that is more impor-

tant to the people who we represent 
and to the ·people of this country. 

I have to tell you that I am not here 
at 11 o'clock at night eastern time, nor 
Mr. BONIOR, nor the rest of the speak
ers, because we enjoy being on tele
vision and because we want to bore 
people with details about something 
that is not important. We are here be
cause, just as those workers that Mr. 
SANDERS talked about from the labor 
unions who fought, and in some cases 
died, to get those wages up, to get cer
tain working conditions for the work
ing people of this area. Those battles 
took place in Homestead, PA, in Flint, 
MI, in the coalfields of southern Ohio, 
Kentucky, western Pennsylvania, 
southern Pennsyivania, in the textile 
mills and steel mills of the east coast. 
Everything that those people have 
fought for we stand to lose by one vote 
in this 103d Congress, and the people 
have to understand that. 

You talked about NAFTA math. It is 
true. My previous life was as a news re
porter. I was a very young reporter, 
and I stood on a line one time. They 
were picketing. They were on strike. 

I talked to an old-time labor orga
nizer who was there and said, "How can 
you be on strike? The company said 
that they have their books and they 
can show us figures that they cannot 
afford to pay you a dime more." 

The fellow told me something that 
stuck with me a long time, and it 
sticks with me in this NAFTA debate, 
and that is that figures don't lie, but 
liars sure know how to figure. And 
there is an unusual way of figuring out 
all of these different math equations 
that have to do with NAFTA. 

But let us just ask one thing, and 
that is if NAFTA is so good, if there is 
such a great market in Mexico, the 
people that are proponents of NAFTA 
will agree that even without NAFTA 
we are losing jobs, General Motors, all 
the electronic firms, the car firms, 
Volkswagen in my own area that was 
in New Stanton, PA. They took 5,000 
jobs out of Pennsylvania that are now 
outside of Mexico City. So those jobs 
are going there without the NAFTA 
agreement. 

They will point to that and say, 
"What is your answer to that?" 

My answer is this: Why, from 1980 to 
1992, when productivity in Mexico went 
up 30 percent, did the real wages of the 
Mexicans go down 30 percent? If you 
say we want to get into that period 
after the problems in the oil market, 
then we will say fine. Why since 1987, 
after those problems, did the produc
tivity go up 24 percent, yet the real 
wages went up less than half that? 

So that is the real math. The Mexi
can people, quite frankly, cannot afford 
to buy our goods. They cannot buy the 
things that we have to sell them. 

The gentleman is absolutely correct. 
What originally happened, and I do be
lieve this part from the NAFTA pro
ponents, companies went down there 
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for the opportunity, General Motors 
and other corporations, for the oppor
tunity to be able to manufacture in 
Mexico so that they could acquire a 
portion of that market. But they found 
out once they got there, my goodness, 
we have struck the mother lode. We 
have got more free labor here, or near
ly free labor, than we could ever imag
ine. And now we have to figure out a 
way to be able to take advantage of 
this labor and ship not across an ocean, 
not across a continent, but across the 
Rio Grande ditch, to the largest 
consumer market in the entire world. 

That, ladies and gentlemen, is what 
this NAFTA agreement is about, pure 
and simple. 

Mr. BONIOR. And that consumer 
market is the United States. It is ship
ping back here. The market is here. It 
is not in Mexico. Mexico is a country of 
80 million people. They have basically 
70 million people that cannot afford to 
purchase our American products. Mex
ico will be used as a platform by Japan 
and by European countries to ship into 
this country. It is absolutely the wrong 
solution for a very serious problem. 

Mr. KLINK. If I can continue, the 
gentleman from Michigan made a point 
just before I started to talk, and I just 
want to go back on that again. 

We hear all these figures. You talk 
about NAFTA math, about the $450 to 
$500 the average Mexican family 
spends. And the gentleman is right, 
that is if the Mexican family is buying 
factories and equipment. That is if 
they are buying all the parts for our 
automobiles that are then turned 
around and shipped back here, if they 
are buying all the parts for our tele
vision sets and our stereo equipment, 
when those parts are shipped down to 
Mexico, assembled into final products, 
and brought here. 

The other thing they scare us with is 
the fact if we do not do this, then 
Japan will do it. The only interest that 
Japan has in Mexico is it is an import 
platform. They can import to the Unit
ed States from that platform that is 
created in Mexico. That is the only rea
son that Japan has any interest, be
cause they understand that those same 
poor Mexicans down there that are not 
making even a dollar an hour in most 
cases are not going to be able to buy 
goods and services that are manufac
tured in Japan. So that is just ludi
crous. 

I just want to end, my good friend, 
Mr. BONIOR, by saying this: I spent the 
last 14 years, as I said, in my previous 
career in Pittsburgh, PA, as a tele
vision newscaster. During that time I 
was the one who was standing outside 
the factories while they closed, while 
workers walked out with stunned looks 
on their faces, in many cases with 
tears running down their eyes, know
ing that thousands of them were going 
to be displaced. 

That experience is what moved me to 
run for Congress. In one town in my 

district 13,000 people worked at a fac
tory, a steelmill that covered 71/2 miles 
along the Ohio River. There are less 
than 700 people that work there today. 

That is why at 10 minutes after 11 
o'clock, RoN KLINK is here talking 
about NAFTA and the ill effects, and 
Mr. BONIOR from Michigan is here, and 
our other good friend from California, · 
and our good friend from Wisconsin, 
who I think is going to join us. 

We know that this is going to be the 
most important vote that we will ever 
take. 

I wish the gentleman good luck and 
Godspeed. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for his comments and for his concern 
for the workers of the State of Penn
sylvania in his district. He is abso
lutely correct. 

I yield now to my friend froni Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I appreciate the effort 
that he is making in this debate. 

I wanted to offer, having heard a 
number of concerns, and I think well
placed concerns about NAFTA, from 
my colleagues on the Democrat side of 
the aisle, I thought I would offer the 
conservative Republican perspective on 
this issue. 

First, I want to verify and restate 
what the whip has said, what Mr. 
BONIOR has said, over and over again, 
and that is the fact that the math that 
is being used, the numbers that are 
being used to support the pro-NAFTA 
argument, are smoke and mirrors. In 
fact, they give smoke and mirrors a 
bad name. 
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I have participated now on our side of 

the aisle in about eight debates on 
NAFTA. A number of Republicans are 
very concerned about it. A number of 
conservative Republicans feel that it 
goes against our basic principles. 

And the $40 billion figure that is still 
being used by the Clinton administra
tion and by Trade Ambassador Mickey 
Kantor has been totally refuted by the 
facts. 

The facts are, as the Whip said, that 
that includes what we call "U-turn ex
ports." That means that if this podium 
right here that I am standing in front 
of was made here in Washington, DC, 
by American workers, put on a bus, 
driven down through my district near 
San Diego, CA, and taken to Juarez to 
be sanded and varnished for say $10, let 
us say it is made in America for $100, 
when it crosses the line on the bus, 
Mickey Kantor will count that as an 
export to Mexico, sanded and var
nished, put back on the bus and sent 
back to be sold to the United States in 
Washington, DC. So it is mostly made 
by Americans, sold to Americans, and 
that will be counted as a $110 export to 
the United States. So the $40 billion 
figure that then is used to extrapolate 

700,000 jobs created by NAFTA is a 
phony figure, and I hope that the pro
ponents on the other side, since they, 
in at least the debates that I partici
pated in and the debates that I have 
seen, none of them have been able to 
challenge that fact, that about 30 per
cent of this is U-turn exports that are 
not real exports. I hope they will stop 
using the $40 billion figure. I think 
that has been fairly well, that point 
has been made. It has been raised. I 
think that that has been revealed to be 
fake. 

I think the American people are enti
tled to just some basic facts about 
NAFTA. 

Let me just offer to my friend and 
colleague that the NAFTA debate 
should not be a labor versus business 
debate. There are a lot of great busi
nesses in America who do not want to 
go south, who are fighting NAFTA. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. There are some businesses 
in this country who understand inher
ently how negatively they will be im
pacted in this country. A number in 
the agriculture industry are concerned 
about it; the flat glass industry is an
other industry. I could go on and on 
and name other businesses, especially 
small businesses. Small businesses un
derstand that once a community dries 
up, once the jobs are gone, the grocer. 
the hardware store, the dentist, the 
doctor. all of these people are affected 
negatively. 

I can take the gentleman through 
towns in Pennsylvania and Ohio and 
Michigan and Illinois and other places 
that have been devastated over the last 
12 years because of the movement of 
jobs and plants and facilities to Mexico 
and show how those communities have 
been uprooted and people's lives have 
been destroyed, including a lot of de
cent, good business people. 

When large plants go, of course, feed
er plants follow as well. So I under
stand the gentleman's point well. 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is abso
lutely right. I would offer something 
else, that a lot of American business 
men and women want to keep their 
companies in the United States and do 
not want NAFTA to pass for another 
reason. And that is because they feel a 
loyalty and a kinship and a bond with 
the working people that work in their 
companies and factories. 

The gentleman has shown that, and 
that comity between business people 
and labor and working people in this 
country has been one of our great na
tional assets. Many of our people who 
take capital and create factories and 
create employment and have compa
nies feel a great loyalty to the people 
that work in those companies, and 
those people do not want to see NAFTA 
happen. 

My father falls in that category. As a 
businessman who built houses for 
many years and could have bought for
eign steel, for example, and one~ you 
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drive a nail in a framing job into a 
stud, nobody kriows where it came 
from, but he always said that it was 
important for people to make good 
paychecks in this country because that 
enabled them to maintain a standard of 
living and buy houses and cars and all 
the things that make America such a 
wonderful place. 

Mr. BONIOR. That was the secret, as 
the gentleman well knows, of Ford 
Motor Co. Henry Ford decided at some 
point that his workers were not being 
paid enough. He went into the $5 a day 
pay, which was extraordinarily high at 
that point. His workers were able to 
purchase automobiles. And things took 
off from there. Unlike the situation in 
Mexico today, where real. wages for 
workers are 32 percent below what they 
were in 1979. 

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is right 
on point. The reason Henry Ford said, 
"I pay my people good wages so they 
will be able to buy my cars," is a point 
that is not shared by many entre
preneurs in Mexico, because those en
trepreneurs do not rely on their people 
ever acquiring the capability to buy 
consumer i terns. They rely on exports 
to somebody else's market to make 
their money. And keeping labor low 
means that they are going to make a 
bigger profit and a bigger delta be
tween costs and sales price. 

Mr. BONIOR. I might say to my 
friend from California, here is where 
labor comes in. 

If the people in Mexico were able to 
organize free and independent labor 
unions to challenge that, they would 
have an avenue to increase their own 
standard of living and at least be com
petitive in the labor market. But if you 
try to do that in Mexico, you are liable 
to end up in jail, as Mr. Gonzales, as I 
have indicated, was thrown in jail for 6 
months for trying to organize in 
Matamoras. And there are examples 
after examples of this occurrence. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. He is right on point. 

Let me leave him with one idea from 
a conservative Republican who is a 
supply sider and believes that freeing 
up capital is good for workers and for 
management. 

Basically, NAFTA is shaped to make 
Mexico investment friendly so that our 
production will move south. I agree to
tally that the market remains in the 
United States, meaning that we are 
moving good blue collar jobs south. We 
should work to make American invest
ment friendly. Labor and management, 
Democrats and Republicans, liberals 
and conservatives all have a stake in 
making America investment friendly 
to the point where people free up cap
ital, where they build factories instead 
of moving factories, where they build 
housing development tracts instead of 
taking their money and putting it in 
government bonds, and where Ameri
ca's economy grows and people feel 

good about investing in this country. 
.That is a job that is an unfinished job 
before this House. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for staying this late and joining us. We 
had Republicans, Independents, Demo
crats, all talking about the importance 
of this issue. 

I just want to repeat one more time, 
before I yield back my time, Mr. 
Speaker, that it is quite unbelievable 
that we have a situation in which the 
Mexican Government has invited our 
corporations to come down, to pay less 
than a dollar an hour to save $15,000 a 
year per worker, and our corporate 
leaders in this country, at least in a 
poll, suggest that they, in fact, many 
of them suggest that they will go. So 
the question is quite clear. We have got 
to resolve this issue legislatively and 
do this carefully, thoughtfully, over a 
period of time and not rush to it over 
a 2- or 3-year period. 

I thank my colleagues for joining me 
this evening. 

MORE ON NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER] is recognized 
for 15 minutes.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to say just a couple of things that I 
think are important to come from the 
Republican side of the aisle with re
spect to NAFT A. I enjoyed having a 
discussion with the majority whip 
about the need to make American in
vestment friendly. 

Let me just give a couple of reasons 
for Republicans to be against NAFTA. 
First, Republicans believe in good busi
ness deals. We have often been called 
the party of business. I like to think 
that we are the party of working peo
ple also. 

I would like to think that our tradi
tion is with Theodore Roosevelt, that 
great protectionist, who told Henry 
Cabot Lodge, in a letter in 1904, when 
we were putting our party's platform 
together, we must see to it that we 
have tariffs that represent the dif
ference in pay between American work
ing men and their foreign counterparts, 
because the standard of living of Amer
ican working men is a centerpiece of 
the Republican Party. 
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I would like to see a time when that 

is once again a part of the Republican 
platform. Let me tell the Members just 
about a couple of myths that free trad
ers, professors and philosophers have 
discovered in the real world, and are 
discovering particularly with respect 
to NAFTA. 

First, Mr. Speaker, the idea of 
NAFTA is that somehow we are going 
to have open trade with Mexico, that 
we are going to make Mexico invest-

ment friendly, which we are doing, 
NAFTA or no NAFTA, and even as 
business moves south that Mexican 
workers are going, perhaps, to increase 
productivity. 

The theory is that as they increase 
productivity they are going to see their 
wages go up from $2,500 a year per cap
ita to something much greater than 
that, and they are going to end up buy
ing American goods. Let me tell the 
Members what has really happened. 
The philosophers, as we have found out 
so many times in the real world, with 
respect to armed services, for example, 
that we are often surprised by what 
happens in the real world, and that 
things do not seem to work out accord
ing to the book. 

We saw that when the war started in 
the Falklands, and we are seeing it 
now, as we are dragged into a quagmire 
in Somalia that nobody would have 
predicted a few months ago. We also 
see it in economics. 

The philosophers have said, with re
spect to NAFTA, that Mexican wages 
will rise, and that as those wages rise, 
a so-called rising tide lifts all boats, 
and that they will be buying products 
from the United States of America. 
That has not happened. 

When the maquiladoras were founded 
about 20 years ago, or about 13 years 
ago, in 1980, the philosophers told us 
and the academicians and the theorists 
who tell us now that NAFT A will work, 
they told us that when the 
maquiladoras were well under way two 
things would happen. First, they said 
Mexican wages would go up, and then 
they said illegal immigration will be 
cut dramatically, because Mexican 
workers will be making good wages in 
their own country. 

We now have 500,000 Mexican workers 
working in maquiladoras, the . twin 
plants on the south side of the border. 
What has really happened is that wages 
have actually gone down since 1980. 
They have gone down about 30 percent 
in real buying power. Illegal immigra
tion has skyrocketed. 

The professors, the academicians, the 
theorists are back at their table. They 
say. "This time we really think we are 
right." One professor, Harley Shakin, 
of the University of California, for
merly at San Diego, has punctured an
other error in their formula. That error 
is this. Harley Shakin has discovered 
that Mexican workers are increasing 
productivity, and not only are they in
creasing productivity, but they are ac
quiring the productivity to do high 
technology work. 

The theory under NAFTA, the whole 
free trade theory, is that we are going 
to have a division of labor. That means 
Americans are going to do the high 
technology things, the good paying 
jobs, and the Mexican workers are 
going to make brooms and make ce
ramics and make other things that are 
low technology. and they are going to 
have the low technology jobs. 
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What has really happened is this. 

American companies have gone to Mex
ico, and they have undertaken experi
ments. One experiment is the Ford 
plant in Hermosillo, Mexico. At the 
Ford plant in Hermosillo, Mexico, 
where Mexican workers make 168,000 
cars a year to sell to American con
sumers, none of them are sold in Mex
ico. The workers make about $2.38 an 
hour. Interestingly, however, these 
workers are excellent, productive 
workers. 

That Ford plant in Hermosillo just 
got fifth place in the very prestigious 
J.D. Power Quality Award for having 
the fifth ranking plant in terms of 
quality of the 46 automobile plants in 
North America. They beat out a host of 
American companies, and they beat 
out five Japanese companies in this 
quality competition. 

In machine yield, which is one of the 
best measures of productivity, the 
Mexican workers did a very, very fine 
job. They came very close to the pro
ductivity level of the American work
ers. These experiments showed this. 
They showed that while Mexican work
ers historically have had a low produc
tivity level, when they are well 
equipped, when they have the best 
equipment, and when they are well 
trained, they have a very high produc
tivity level. 

Didn't we Americans always know 
that? Aren't we the people who realize 
that when we give people what it takes 
in terms of equipment and opportunity, 
that they will produce? We are not 
elitists. People come to America from 
all over the world and become produc
tive, working in the American infra
structure, in American manufacturing. 

When these companies go south, and 
they provide the equipment and the 
training for their workers in Mexico, 
they are going to be very productive. 
What does that mean to an American 
worker? That means to an American 
worker that you have on the other side 
of the border, from your perspective, 
the worst of all worlds. You have a 
counterpart in the Mexican worker 
who is able to take your job from a 
quality standpoint, and yet he is not 
making enough money to buy your 
products. 

This incredible situation was illus
trated a couple of days ago in a story 
in the Union Tribune in San Diego. 
When they did a story about Mexican 
workers at the twin plants in Tijuana, 
just south of my district, who walk out 
of huts with dirt floors and they walk 
into so-called clean rooms, sterile 
rooms at the Hughes electronic plant, 
and they make high technology elec
tronics equipment for $1.20 an hour, all 
the professors hopping around saying, 
"Those people should be getting more 
wages, the wages will rise and they will 
be able to buy large numbers of Amer
ican consumer items, thereby stimulat
ing the American market," have been 
proven wrong. 

The average worker in the twin 
plants in Tijuana works about 3 hours 
a day doing a high-technology job to be 
able to buy a pound of meat for his 
family. The average worker at the tele
vision plant there, at the Sony plant, 
could work for an entire year and not 
feed his family and not pay rent. He 
could not buy a single television. 

The world, just like in the military 
and in national security policy, the 
world is a lot more complicated and 
very much a different world from that 
which the theorists and the philoso
phers and the academicians paint. 

What are we getting with NAFTA? 
What we are getting is very plainly a 
bad business deal. We are getting ac
cess to a market that is a very small 
market. The entire nation of Mexico 
has a smaller consumer market than 
the city of San Diego in real terms. We 
have exposed the U-turn exports, we 
have exposed the fact that when Briggs 
& Stratton takes $2 million worth of 
equipment south, Bill Clinton, Presi
dent Clinton, calls that a job creating 
export, when the flatbed truck carry
ing our machine tools crosses the bor
der after we have fired our workers. 

That is the theory, if all of American 
industry went south, Bill Clinton 
would register a giant surge in Amer

' ican exports. The plant going south he 
counts as exports. It is quite remark
able. 

What are we getting? We are getting 
a very small consumer market that is 
not going to grow any time soon, be
cause President Salinas cannot allow it 
to grow. He is telling international in
vestors, "Come on in. I will give you 
cheap labor." He cannot turn to us and 
say, "The labor is not going to be 
cheap any more, because I want to give 
them enough money, make sure they 
make enough money so they can buy 
your products." He cannot make his 
workers rich and poor at the same 
time. He cannot have the wages low 
and high at the same time. 

What he should do is make America 
investment-friendly. Democrats and 
Republicans, labor and management 
and business, should come together and 
put together a plan for America to pass 
a capital gains tax cut that will spur 
investment in the United States. We 
should pass investment tax credits, and 
we should deregulate the industries 
that are saddled with many regulations 
that have no real beneficial effect on 
the environment, but have become, 
nonetheless, bureaucratic messes. 

In San Diego, California, it takes 
about 4 years to subdivide 10 acres of 
land, just to do the paper work, before 
you can move. We have a workmen's 
compensation system where you can 
get money if you say that you are 
stressed, and you get a doctor to con
firm that you have been stressed. You 
can then pick up a nice pay check. 

We have clean air regulations that 
are driving our businesses out of the 

State, going to other States. That is a 
microcosm of the United States. The 
United States has become unfriendly to 
business. I think labor and people who 
are concerned about business, conserv
atives and liberals, Democrats and Re
publicans, understand that now. Com
panies are voting with their feet. 

We want to defeat NAFTA, but on 
the heels of defeating NAFTA we want 
to create an investment-friendly Amer
ica, where people are incentivized to 
build plants, but not in Hermosillo and 
not in Tijuana, but in San Diego, CA; 
in Buffalo, NY; in Des Moines, IA; and 
across this Nation, where American 
working people, in the vision of Theo
dore Roosevelt, make a good enough 
wage to have a high standard of living 
in this country. 

D 2320 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order this 
evening. 

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

There was no objection. 

SATURDAY NIGHT MASSACRE 
ANNIVERSARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. THORNTON] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, in the 
early 1970's, this country faced com
plicated issues-energy shortages held 
us hostage; our economy was distressed 
by inflation; and there were doubts 
whether Government could resolve 
these issues. There were serious prob
lems associated with trade and the se
curity of our Nation both at home and 
abroad. Few people were concerned 
about who was to blame for the 
breakin at <the Democratic head
quarters during the summer of 1972. 

I have taken this special order this 
evening to remember that 20 years ago 
today, on October 20, 1973, events oc
curred which awakened the Congress 
and the nation to the Watergate crisis. 
Those events, which culminated in the 
dismissal of the Attorney Gener~l, a 
Deputy Attorney General, and the spe
cial prosecutor investigating the Wa
tergate burglary, became known as the 
Saturday Night Massacre. 

People who had not been concerned 
much about the Watergate breakin 
were stunned when President Nixon, 
demanding that someone dismiss Spe
cial Prosecutor Archibald Cox, began 
dismissing Justice Department offi
cials who refused to cooperate. Elliot 
Richardson and William Ruckelshaus 
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were expelled from the Nixon adminis
tration before the President found 
someone willing to remove Mr. Cox. 

As Mr. BROOKS of Texas says: 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my col

leagues in recognition of the twentieth anni- · 
versary of the infamous " Saturday Night 
Massacre. " As Members will recall, Presi
dent Nixon was determined to block Inde
pendent Counsel Archibald 's Cox's investiga
tion into the Watergate affair and directed 
his attorney general to remove Mr. Cox from 
office. To his credit, Attorney General El
liott Richardson refused to honor such an 
outrageous suggestion and honorably re
signed his cabinet position. This act was fol
lowed by Deputy Attorney General William 
D. Ruckelshaus' refusal to remove Cox from 
office and his subsequent resignation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the balance of 
Mr. BROOKS' statement at this point in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

So twenty years ago, our Nation found it
self in the midst of a national crisis that 
threatened the foundation of our constitu
tional system. This crisis, most thoughtful 
Americans then agreed, was brought on al
most singlehandedly by President Richard 
Nixon's disregard for the American constitu
tional process. It was a critical juncture in 
American history and future generations 
will be forever grateful for the integrity, de
termination, and courage of men like Elliot 
Richardson and William Ruckelshaus who re
fused to knuckle under to the demands of a 
presidency out of control. When we needed it 
most, we had leaders in the Justice Depart
ment who had profound respect for the Con
stitution of the United States and an intense 
commitment to the democratic process. 

As events would have it, Archibald Cox 
was, in fact, removed from office, but a new 
independent counsel, Leon Jaworski, fol
lowed in his footsteps and brought the Nixon 
Presidency to justice. Today, Congress is 
once again debating the merits of an inde
pendent counsel statute. I believe we should 
move forthrightly to reauthorize the Office 
of the Independent Counsel for five more 
years. In our constitutional system of gov
ernment, the American people need the pro
tection of an office dedicated to an objective 
and independent investigation of wrongdoing 
at the highest levels of government. I believe 
the Office of Independent Counsel, if reau
thorized, would satisfy this requirement. 
Meanwhile, let us hope that we never again 
confront the constitutional crisis of twenty 
year ago that we know as the "Saturday 
Night Massacre." 

Mr. THORTON. Mr. Speaker, the Sat
urday Night Massacre prompted the be
ginning of the Judiciary Committee's 
inquiry on whether impeachment arti
cles should be brought against Presi
dent Nixon. It also marked the onset of 
one of the gravest constitutional crises 
this Nation has ever faced-as well as a 
crisis of confidence in the integrity of 
our system of governance. 

Some of my colleagues and I who par
ticipated in those proceedings believe 
that this event is remarkable, not only 
for its historical importance, but be
cause it also reminds us of lessons we 
could apply to our work today. 

Virtually, every member of that Ju
diciary Committee recognized that this 
decision required their best efforts to 
reach a conclusion that was in the in-

terest of preserving the constitutional 
system of governing. There were, of 
course, differences-mainly · proce
dural-which divided our committee on 
party lines, but again and again, on is
sues of substance, there was bipartisan 
accord. 

My friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH] has asked me to insert 
his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

My colleague was here earlier this 
evening and had to leave, but I include 
his remarks with regard to the Satur
day Night Massacre at this point in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

I congratulate my friend and colleague for 
remembering events of October 20, 1973. 

The events 20 years ago were viewed by 
many as a constitutional crisis. 

What followed- the thorough, deliberate, 
and fair consideration by the Judiciary Com
mittee of impeachment resolutions did much 
to dispel the crisis atmosphere and restore 
public confidence in the institutions of Gov
ernment. 

I recall months after October 20, Archibald 
Cox wrote that our committee's approval 
must have a moral and legal basis acceptable 
to the American people. 

I think history will judge that our commit
tee 's approach was faithful to this charge. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, each 
member of the Judiciary Committee 
probably remembers the significance of 
that Saturday night. My own recollec
tions were reflected in a speech given 
to the Grant County Chamber of Com
merce in Arkansas within a few days of 
the "Saturday Night Massacre." My 
topic was "Our Wounded Nation: What 
Is Needed to Recover." · 

Up until that time, my own work in 
Congress had related largely to efforts 
to address the energy crisis and to im
prove the economy of my area. But 
that night in Arkansas, I told my con
stituents that the events of a few days 
earlier had changed all of that. 

I told the pe_ople I represented that it 
was my sworn duty to support and de
fend the Constitution and public laws 
of the United States and to faithfully 
perform the task referred to the Judici
ary Committee. I advised them that I 
would not shrink from that duty. 

Then I added, "I will not hesitate to 
vote my conviction after hearing evi
dence whether the President supports 
the Constitution and the laws of our 
Nation * * * The preservation of our 
system of government is more impor
tant to me than any person's continu
ation in office, including my own 
* * *" 

Mr. Speaker, I ask to include the text 
of my 1973 speech in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The statement referred to is as fol
lows: 

GRANT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
ANNUAL BANQUET, AUTUMN, 1973 

It is always good to be back home in Sheri
dan, there is always something special about 
coming home and I want you to know how 
much I appreciate each one of you. Your 
friendship, your confidence, and your exam-

ple of how to meet life 's challenges with 
courage and entl'msiasm lifts me up and 
makes me glad to be here. 

We seem to be living today in an era of de
clining respect for society's institutions. The 
government of the people seems to lack 
human qualities, and appears to many of our 
citizens as impersonal, unresponsive, or even 
deceitful. The relevance of religious faith , 
and acceptance of standards of moral and 
ethical conduct, are being questioned and 
challenged. In my book, " Everyone Else Is 
Doing It" still doesn 't make it right. 

Our public schools are caught in cross cur
rents of forces which· question methods, di
rection, and purpose of education while im
posing greater demands for preparing our 
youth to accept responsibilities of life. 

The military is seen not only as a defender 
of the nation, but as a bureaucracy inter
ested in preserving its own establishment 
and prerogatives. 

Even private institutions are sometimes 
thought to be heartless and selfish and the 
worthwhile purpose of providing services in 
order to make a profit is challenged by those 
who would substitute governmental regula
tion fbr a free enterprise system. 

And finally, the structure and integrity of 
our government itself is being tested. I real
ize that I have just described a rather dark 
picture , and I'm also aware of the tendency 
to remember the past as being somehow bet
ter than it was. But who can escape the real
ization of the changing conditions of our 
country during the last few years. Our Na
tion today is not as solid and secure as it was 
during the days of President Eisenhower. It 
is not as full of spunk as it was under Tru
man, nor as full of hope and promise as it 
was under President Kennedy. 

The intervening years have left us deeply 
divided- a nation beset with problems, both 
of the pocketbook and of the spirit. 

So tonight, for a moment, I would like to 
talk with you about Our Wounded Nation: 
What Is Needed to Recover. 

There are, I believe, two levels of concern. 
First, there are those things which affect our 
material well-being, things such as our econ
omy and balance of payments, the security 
of our Nation and the energy crises, and sec
ond, those affecting the functioning of the 
system itself, divisions, strife , dishonesty in 
government, mistrust of government, even 
the basic question whether everyone must 
abide by the rule of law. 

It is most appropriate that we _ discuss 
these problems here tonight, because in this 
room are gathered community leaders, who 
have demonstrated their ability to meet 
challenges and accept the increased respon
sibilities which accompany success. And in a 
very real sense, the same resources which 
are useful in solving our community prob
lems will be called forth to forge construc
tive change for our Nation. 

We cannot afford to indulge ourselves in a 
fantasy world. We cannot dream and hope to 
return to some earlier imagined state of 
well-being. Material shortages and economic 
reality will not permit us to return to a 
world of wild, unchecked use and waste of 
our resources, that world no longer is avail
able. And we should not seek to return to 
what no longer exists. 

Much of my own work in Congress has re
lated to an effort to meet the energy crisis. 
On April 19, 1973; I made a speech to the 
House of Representatives in which I outlined 
the gravity of the energy crisis which our 
Nation faces. This was, as you may recall , 
the same day on which the President said 
there was no energy crisis- and that vol
untary reductions in energy consumption 
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would be adequate to solve our Nation's 
problems. In my speech I called attention to 
the developing crises * * * then, just a few 
weeks ago, I was flattered that remarks 
which I made concerning our need to con
serve our energy resources were published on 
the editorial page of the Washington Post. 

The energy crisis, like the economic crisis 
of inflation eroding the value of the dollar 
will not be quickly or easily solved, but both 
are subject to the same ultimate solution
we must bring into balance our needs and 
our supplies, our expenditures and our reve
nues. 

All of these problems-energy shortages, 
inflation, our balance of trade with foreign 
countries, and our resources for defense of 
our country are vital, and have taken up the 
greatest part of my own time in Congress, 
and have been the focus of virtually all of 
the committee work and legislation in the 
House of Representatives. As I mentioned 
during August, less than 2 percent of all con
gressional work has been concerned with the 
Watergate matter. 

Then, a few days ago, all of that changed. 
The House Judiciary Committee found it

self faced with decisions and recommenda
tions on the confirmation of Gerald Ford as 
Vice-President. This was not thought up by 
Congress but was required by Mr. Agnew's 
resignation. We should proceed promptly to 
investigate and report on the confirmation 
of Gerald Ford as Vice-President. 

To our committee have also been referred 
proposals to create a special prosecutor inde
pendent of the executive branch of govern
ment, and the duty of inquiring whether the 
House should bring charges against the 
President of the United States. Again, these 
were not thought up by Congress but fol
lowed the dismissal and resignations of the 
Special Prosecutor, Mr. Archibald Cox, the 
Attorney General, Mr. Elliot Richardson, 
and Deputy Attorney General William 
Ruckelshaus. 

I did not seek-nor could anybody have ex
pected-the task of judging these extraor
dinary questions, but I am in that position 
because of my membership on the Judiciary 
Committee, which has the duty and respon
sibility of reviewing these matters, and mak
ing its recommendations. I have publicly 
stated my belief that it is time to begin our 
inquiry. 

It is my sworn duty to support and defend 
the Constitution and public laws of the Unit
ed States, and to faithfully perform the task 
referred to this committee, and I will not 
shrink from that duty. 

Because the last of these questions is simi
lar to those which are presented to a grand 
jury, it would be inappropriate for me to dis
cuss the proceedings, or make comments 
upon the evidence or allegations before the 
committee. . 

But I believe you should know what con
siderations will guide me in these delibera
tions. I truly appreciate the many expres
sions of confidence which I have received. 
Again and again, I have received expressions 
of concern and support, expressing con
fidence that we will find the right course to 
heal our Nation's wounds. 

Other letters have been received praising 
and condemning the President, and calling 
for his removal or to leave him alone. 

Many thoughtful people have the impres
sion that the question is whether or not the 
President is doing a good job. To me, the 
question is not whether he is doing a good 
job or a bad job, but simply whether he will 
perform his sworn duty to preserve, protect 
and defend the Constitution of the United 
States and to follow its laws. 

I have responded to those letters by ex
pressing my hope that it will not be nec
essary to bring charges against the President 
because of the effect such proceedings would 
have upon our· country. However, I will not 
hesitate to vote my conviction after hearing 
evidence whether our President supports the 
Constitution and laws of this great free land. 

The preservation of our system of govern
ment is more important to me than any per
son's continuation in office, including my 
own, and my own prayer is that I may clear
ly see the right course in our Nation's inter
est ... we must always remember our coun
try's strength is in the character and faith of 
its people. 

President Kennedy sounded a clear call for 
such faith when he said: " In the long history 
of the world only a few governments have 
been granted the role of defending freedom 
in its hour of greatest danger. I do not 
shrink from that responsibility. I welcome 
it." 

Tonight that call to Americans must be 
sounded again . 

Let us remember that this country of 
ours-great and powerful though it may be 
because of natural resources-is important 
in the stream of world history because of the 
principles of integrity, liberty and honor in 
which each of you believes. We must not for
get that these principles and our material 
well-being have been gained because men of 
character, strength, and courage have in the 
past squeezed them out of a hostile world 
one small step at a time. 

In looking around this room, into the faces 
of friends from early childhood years and 
those of later years as well, I am confident 
that we have the strength of character and of 
will, and o( faith, to ensure that this land 
will long remain both strong and free . 

Mr. Speaker, each member of the Ju
diciary Committee probably had simi
lar thoughts about the gravity of the 
situation which faced us. 

We faced a constitutional crisis as to 
whether the Constitution and the rule 
of law applied to everyone. We faced an 
institutional crisis as to whether we 
could conduct a full and fair inquiry 
without being fragmented along par
tisan line~. We were at a crossroads, 
with only one of the paths keeping us 
on course. We had to choose the right 
new path. 

Congress responded to these chal
lenges, and weathered a crisis of con
fidence in Government itself by taking 
the high ground and acting carefully 
and deliberately. The system worked. 

People throughout the Nation recog
nized that a Congress, made up of indi
vidual Members from various back
grounds, could take on tough problems 
and resolve them in a firm, fair, andre
sponsible way. Having restored con
fidence in Government, the Congress 
moved boldly toward congressional re
form. 

Again today, confidence in Govern
ment has faltered. Our institutions are 
seen as unresponsive and uncaring. 

During the 1970's, Congress met the 
challenge of correcting abuses in an
other branch of government. Now, the 
task is more difficult. Congress must 
set out to improve itself. 

The American people are frustrated 
and see Congress as part of the problem 

rather than part of the solution. Its 
seems clear that our efforts must be 
both procedural and substantive. 

Procedurally, it is important that 
recommendations, such as those being 
considered by the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress, be taken 
seriously and that changes which will 
improve efficiency be adopted. 

We should, however, keep in mind the 
distinction between efficiency and ef
fectiveness. Even more important than 
the efficiency of doing things right is 
the substantive question of doing right 
things. 

For example, serious questions about 
minority and majority rights should be 
addressed in a consistent and fair way 
throughout the legislative branch. 

In the months following the Water
gate decisions. I remember one reform, 
which was considered by Speaker Carl 
Albert, that a two-thirds vote of the 
House be required to approve non
germane amendments added by the 
other body. We were quickly advised by 
Members of the other body that such a 
super-majority should not be approved. 

Believing in the democratic principle 
that a majority should have a right to 
bring an issue forward to a vote, the 
House has recently adopted a discharge 
procedure to advance that principle. If 
such a process is a sound expressive of 
majority rights, should it not be uni
formly applied throughout the legisla
tive branch of Government? 

In addition to changes within the leg
islative branch as an institution, re
form is needed in assuring that elec
tions provide a level playing field on 
which challengers can compete with in
cumbents. Campaign finance reform is 
one means to enhance this objective. 

But more basic than procedural and 
substantive reform of laws and institu
tions, is the need for individual dedica
tion to the people's business. 

Just as members of the Judiciary 
Committee rose above themselves to 
perform their duty to the principles of 
justice and accountability that were 
central to the Watergate matter, we 
should now reaffirm that the purpose 
of debate is to inform and persuade 
Members, not television audiences. 

We should assure that decisions be 
made on principle rather than expedi
ency, that the institution of Congress 
as well as the privilege of representing 
the people be respected and accorded 
dignity. 

It is time, once again, to take the 
high road. The American people will 
notice, and they will approve. 

0 2340 

DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION RETAIL 
INVESTMENT SALES AND DIS
CLOSURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 

to introduce today the Depository Institution 
Retail Investment Sales and Disclosure Act 
with my colleague from New York, Congress
man CHUCK SCHUMER. This legislation is 
prompted by our great concern over the retail 
sales of nondeposit investment products by in
sured depository institutions. The timing of this 
bill is critical. In the past few years, mutual. 
funds have exploded into a $2.1 trillion mar
ket-from $135 billion in 1980 to $2.1 trillion in 
1993. Assets of mutual funds have exceeded 
that of deposits for the first time in our history. 
More than one-third of the banking industry 
now sells mutual funds. The purpose of this 
legislation is to prevent consumers from buy
ing an uninsured product such as a mutual 
fund or annuity, mistakenly believing that the 
product is federally insured. We don't need 
another Lincoln Savings and Loan debacle 
where thousands of customers bought bonds 
thinking they were as safe as CD's, only to 
learn they were really worthless junk bonds. 

Although some Federal banking agencies 
have issued guidelines regarding sales of un
insured products, this legislation would go fur
ther to protect consumers from misleading and 
deceptive sales practices. Our bill would en
sure that not only will banks be required to fol
low the SEC's rules for brokers and dealers, 
but also that they take into account the special 
rules of unsophisticated customers. This bill is 
designed to protect the vulnerable customer 
from unsafe and unsound tactics we have 
seen used in previous scandals. 

We cannot trust that banks' self-policing 
practices will avert another tragedy like the 
Lincoln Savings and Loan debacle of the 
1980s when thousands of mostly elderly cus
tomers bought uninsured bonds from the Cali
fornia savings and loan believing they were 
federally insured. No one told them these 
bonds were uninsured-if anything, Lincoln 
emptoyees contributed to the problem by dis
abusing the customers of any notion that the 
bonds might be uninsured. When Lincoln was 
taken over by the Government in April 1989, 
more than 23,000 customers were left with 
$255 million of worthless bonds. Many people 
lost their life's savings. Our legislation will 
keep bank customers fully apprised of all of 
the risks of purchasing investment products. 

This bill is critical, because, unfortunately, 
many people still think that anything they get 
from a bank is federally insured. We need to 
make sure that tellers and customer rep
resentatives-:-who deal most frequently with 
customers-clarify the uninsured nature of 
these products. · 

This legislation requires full disclosure that 
the product is not insured by the Government 
and that the consumer is aware that money 
may be lost on the investment. In addition, the 
customer must sign a form acknowledging the 
disclosure before any initial purchase. 

The legislation also addresses the scenario 
where a customer, understandably, is con
fused over the association between a bank, 
which is federally insured, or name of the un
insured products offered by or through the 
bank. For example, how can a consumer be 
expected to immediately make the distinction 
between the federally insured American Bank 
or its uninsured so-called American Bank mu
tual funds? The Office of the Comptroller of 

the Currency [OCC] says that banks may not 
use their name in the labeling of uninsured 
bank products. The Gonzalez-Schumer bill 
specifically prohibits banks from using similar 
names or logos. This bill will help avoid such 
confusion in the future. It also allows banks a 
transition period in recognition of existing ar
rangements. 

To further prevent customer confusion, the 
legislation regulates the setting and cir
cumstances of investment sales by physically 
isolating the area where uninsured mutual 
funds or annuities are sold, from the area 
where a customer engages in everyday bank
ing services such as making deposits. Thus, 
the customer will have to seek out the serv
ices on his or her initiative. This bill serves to 
deter methods used in the Lincoln Savings 
and Loan crisis, where tellers were receiving 
bonuses for pushing uninsured bonds and 
meeting quotas established by each branch. 

Currently, Federal banking agencies only re
quire "to the extent permitted by space and 
personnel considerations," that banks take 
steps to separate the retail deposit-taking and 
retail nondeposit sales functions of banks. 
Clearly, this is not enough. Under our legisla
tion, even the smallest depository institution 
must figure out a way to physically separate 
its noninsured businesses from its insured. 
While this may cause some inconvenience at 
first, the payback in greater customer protec
tion is worth it. 

Tellers must also refer customers to the 
area of the bank where they can purchase un
insured financial instruments. Under our legis
lation, the teller is not even allowed to com
ment on customer requests for information on 
uninsured products but must refer them to the 
employee or employees responsible for selling 
the product. As it stands today, customers 
may be misled by the teller who deposits their 
federally insured money and then turns around 
and sells them an uninsured investment prod
uct. 

Currently, banks provide names and ad
dresses of their customers, along with CD bal
ances and maturity dates, to affiliated brokers 
who sell uninsured products. The Federal 
banking agencies do not address issues of 
confidentiality in this situation. This bill would 
require written customer consent prior to the 
disclosure of any confidential information. 

The reforms in this bill are needed because 
they exceed those of Federal banking agen
cies which emphasize, recommend, or advise 
requirements of the banks they oversee. This 
legislation mandates reforms. 

The Lincoln Savings and Loan scandal 
serves to remind us that consumers who are 
not informed about the risks involved with their 
investments, can lose big. I urge all members 
to support passage of this bill to protect those 
who may not have all the information they 
need. It is my intention to bring this bill to a 
committee vote this year since the sooner the 
consumer is protected, the better. 
DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION RETAIL INVESTMENT 

SALES AND DISCLOSURE ACT-SECTION-BY
. SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Short title . " Depository Institu
tion Retail Investment Sales and Disclosure 
Act." 

Section 2. Regulation of retail sales of non
deposit investment products by insured de
pository institutions. 

The Act amends the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act CFDI Act) by adding a new section 
44, "Regulation of Retail Sales of Nondeposit 
Investment Products by Insured Depository 
Institutions" . 

Definitions. Section 449(a)(l) defines 
" banking office" as any office or part of any 
office of an insured depository institution 
that is commonly accessible to the general 
public for the purvose of accepting or with
drawing deposits. 

" Nondeposit investment product" is de
fined in section 44(a)(2) broadly to include 
any shares issues by a registered investment 
company. It does not include any deposit, 
loan or extension or credit, letter of credit, 
or any other instrument or investment prod
uct specifically excluded from the definition 
by regulations prescribed jointly by the Fed
eral banking agencies. 

Scope of Application. Section 44(b)(l) pro
vides that the Act applies only to retail sales 
of nondeposit investment products. It does 
not apply to transactions between any in
sured depository institution, any affiliate, or 
any other person subject to section 44 and 
any other insured depository institution, 
any affiliate, any registered broker or deal
er, any accredited investor (as defined in sec
tion 2(15)(i) of the Securities Act of 1933), or 
any other class of customers which the Fed
eral banking agency determines, on the basis 
of the customer's financial sophistication, 
does not need the protections of the Act. 

Section 44(b)(2) provides that the Act 
should not be construed as limiting or other
wise affecting any authority of the SEC, any 
self-regulatory organization (SRO), the Mu
nicipal Sec uri ties Rulemaking Board 
(MSRB) , or the Secretary of the Treasury 
under any Federal securities law or the ap
plicability of any Federal securities law or 
regulation. The Act does impose require
ments on insured depository institutions 
who must ensure compliance by certain SEC 
registered and regulated persons who operate 
on behalf of or upon the premises of the in
sured depository institution. Some of these 
requirements are in addition to those im
posed by the Federal securities laws and reg
ulations issued thereunder. However, the re~ 
quirements of, and the regulatory and en
forcement authority of the Federal banking 
agencies under, the Act are not intended to 
diminish the regulatory and enforcement au
thority of the SEC, any SRO, the MSRB, or 
the Secretary of the Treasury over persons 
registered with or otherwise regulated by 
them. 

Prohibition on Misleading and Deceptive 
Practices. Section 44(c) of the FDI Act pro
hibits any insured depository institutions 
from permitting any person from engaging in 
any practice or using advertising which 
could mislead a customer as to: (1) the unin
sured nature of any nondeposit investment 
product offered or sold by the institution, 
any affiliate , or any other person at or on be
half of the institution, or (2) the investment 
risk associated with such product. 

The Federal banking agencies are required 
to jointly prescribe rules of fai r practice gov
erning such sales. The regulators are to take 
into account the National Association of Se
curities Dealers (NASD) Rules of Fair Prac
tice when prescribing such regulations and 
any other applicable regulations which the 
agencies determine to be appropriat e . 

Disclosure. Under section 44(d), an insured 
depository institution shall require any per
son who offers or sells any nondeposi t invest
ment product to disclose to any potential 
customer the following information: (1) the 
nondeposi t investment product is not in
sured by the FDIC, the U.S. Government, or 
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the institution; (2) the product poses some 
investment risk and may involve the loss of 
principal; (3) a description of the relation
ship between the insured depository institu
tion and any other person which originated 
the product or underwrites, sells or distrib
utes the product; and (4) in the case of sales 
of shares of a registered investment com
pany, the relationship between the institu
tion, any affiliate, and the investment com
pany. 

At the time of the initial purchase of a 
nondeposit investment product, the insured 
depository institution must obtain a sepa
rate statement signed and dated by the pur
chaser which contains the declaration that 
the purchaser has received, read and under
stood the required disclosures. The declara
tion must be prominently placed on a sheet 
of paper separate from any application or 
other paper which the person signs or ob
tains in connection with the initial pur
chase. Signed declarations must be obtained 
for the initial purchase of each type of non
deposit product, i.e. mutual fund, annuity, or 
shares of stock. Signed declarations are not 
required for subsequent purchases of the 
same type of nondeposi t product. 

With respect to a purchase of a nonO.eposit 
investment products (other than an initial 
purchase described above) which takes place 
through an electronic funds transfer, the vis
ual or oral disclosure described above must 
be provided through the device used by the 
purchaser to carry out the transfer. 

The Federal banking agencies must jointly 
establish model forms for disclosure and 
signed declarations. 

The disclosures required under section 
44(d)(l) must be contained in any advertise
ment, solicitation, or promotional or sales 
material of any insured depository institu
tion regarding any nondeposit investment 
product, as well as in any sale confirmation 
notice or periodic statement issued in con
nection with such product. 

Location. An insured depository institu
tion may not permit any part of any banking 
office of the institution to be used for offers 
of, sales of, or offers of opinions or invest
ment advice regarding, any nondeposit in
vestment product. Such activity may be con
ducted in an area physically segregated from 
the banking office. 

A notice must be posted in any area in 
which nondeposit investment products are 
offered or sold or in which investment advice 
regarding such products is given stating that 
such part of the office is devoted to the sale 
of nondeposit investment products that are 
not insured by the FDIC or the U.S. govern
ment and that deposits are not accepted at 
that location. 

Employee Sales, Training, and Compensa
tion. An insured depository institution may 
not allow any person who accepts deposits to 
sell or offer investment advice regarding any 
nondeposit investment product. Such person 
may refer a customer to a person who does 
sell such products or offers such advice if the 
customer explicitly requests the referral and 
if the person who accepts deposits does not 
solicit such requests, discloses to the cus
tomer the uninsured nature of such products, 
and does not receive any referral based com
pensation. 

In order to sell any nondeposit investment 
product at or on behalf of an insured deposi
tory institution, a person must either be reg
istered with the SEC as a broker or dealer, 
registered representative, or an investment 
adviser or the person must meet qualifica
tion and training requirements which the 
Federal banking agencies jointly determine 

to be equivalent to the training and quali
fication requirements applicable to a reg
istered broker or dealer, registered rep
resentative, or registered investment ad
viser. Such training must include training 
regarding suitability of investments. 

Generally, the Federal banking agencies 
are instructed to prescribe regulations estab
lishing minimum requirements for insured 
depository institution compensation pro
grams designed to ensure that the programs 
do not provide an incentive for the sale of 
nondeposit investment products to any cus
tomer in lieu of a more suitable investment. 

Common Names. No insured depository in
stitution and no affiliate may use the name, 
title or logo of the institution or any word or 
design which the same as or similar to, or a 
variation of, the name, title, or logo of such 
institution in connection with the name of 
any investment company for which the insti
tution or affiliate acts as investment ad
viser, or any nondeposit investment products 
which is sold by the institution or affiliate 
or with respect to which the institution or 
affiliate provides an opinion or investment 
advice. This prohibition shall not apply to 
any institution currently using such name, 
title, logo, word or design until 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act if the 
use of such name, title, logo, word or design 
began prior to the date of enactment. The 
appropriate Federal banking agency may 
permit such use to continue after the expira
tion of the 6 month period if the agency de
termines, in writing and on a case by case 
basis, that such use is unlikely to mislead 
any person as to the uninsured nature of the 
nondeposit investment product. 

Confidential Customer information. Sec
tion 44(g) prohibits the disclosure of any con
fidential customer information by an insured 
depository institution to any person, includ
ing any affiliate of the institution, without 
the prior written consent of the customer. 
"Customer" is defined as any person who 
after the date of enactment of this Act es
tablishes a deposit, trust, or credit relation
ship with an insured depository institution. 
A renewal of an account or rollover of a de
posit is treated as the establishment of a 
new deposit relationship. "Confidential cus
tomer information" is defined as financial 
information regarding any specific individ
ual Which has been derived from any record 
of the institution and pertains to the indi
vidual's relationship to the institution. Spe
cific exceptions from the definition are pro
vided. The Federal banking agencies may 
prescribe additional regulations limiting dis
closures of nonpublic customer information. 

Compliance. Section 44(i) requires each 
Federal banking agency to review the insti
tution's record of compliance with section 44 
when conducting any examination. The in
sured depository institution which permits 
third parties to offer, sell, or provide invest
ment advice regarding, nondeposit invest
ment products must establish procedures to 
ensure that such third parties adhere to the 
requirements of section 44. 

Seciton 44(i)(3) states the sense of the Con
gress that the Federal banking agencies use 
testers to monitor compliance with the re
quirements of this section. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. HASTERT (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), from 4:30 p.m. and for the bal
ance of the day, on account of illness. 

Mr. ENGEL (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT), for today until 6:50p.m., on ac
count of personal business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HUNTER, for 15 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. MOLINARI) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. GILLMOR, for 60 minutes each 
day, on October 22, 25, and 26. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today, 
and for 60 minutes, on October 21. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Ms. LAMBERT) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. PARKER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TOWNS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SANDERS, for 5 minutes each day, 

October 20 and 21. 
Mrs. MEEK, for 5 minutes, on October 

21. 
Ms. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, on Oc

tober 21. 
Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

on October 21. 
Mr. SANDERS, for 60 minutes each 

day, on October 26 and 27. 
Mr. FINGERHUT, for 60 minutes each 

day, on October 20 and 21. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 10 minutes, on Octo

ber 21. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Ms. MOLINARI) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. KYL. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
Mr. CAMP. 
Mr. REGULA. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
Mr. KOLBE. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
Mr. LEWIS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. TALENT in three instances. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mrs. MORELLA. 
Mr. HEFLEY. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in three in

stances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. LAMBERT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. HOLDEN. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. MANTON. 
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Mr. SWETT in two instances. 
Mr. RUSH in three instances. 
Mr. ENGEL. 
Mr. HILLIARD. 
Mr. HINCHEY. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. JEFFERSON. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. FOGLIE'I'TA. 
Mr. BARCIA. 
Mr. SERRANO in four instances. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER in two instances. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Ms. HASTINGS. 
Mr. CONDIT. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 11 o'clock and 44 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, October 21, 1993, at 
10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2045. A letter from the Department of En
ergy. transmitting the first interim report of 
the Federal Fleet Conversion Task Force; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

2046. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi
cer, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans
mitting the Commission's report on mixed 
waste streams, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 6965; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

2047. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
notification of a proposed transfer of defense 
articles or defense services valued at $50 mil
lion or more reexported from Canada to Aus
tralia, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2753(d)(3); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2048. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed li
cense for the export of defense equipment 
sold commercially to Japan (Transmittal 
No. DTC-38-93), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

2049. A letter from the Railroad Retire
ment Board, transmitting the Board's report 
on the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act 
for Fiscal Year 1993, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3810; to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

2050. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Directors, Tennessee Valley Authority, 

· transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
ye~r 1992, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

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. DIXON: Committee on conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2492. A bill mak
ing appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of said District for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses (Rept. 103-303). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 282. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 281) making further continuing appro
priations for the fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 103-304). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

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 follows: 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. HOYER, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. BATE
MAN, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

H.R. 3318. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment 
of programs to encourage Federal employees 
to commute by means other than single-oc
cupancy motor vehicles; to the Committees 
on Post Office and Civil Service, House Ad
ministration, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska: 
H.R. 3319. A bill to impose limitations on 

the placing of U.S. Armed Forces under the 
operational control of a foreign national act
ing on behalf of the United Nations; jointly, 
to the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LEH
MAN, and Mr. TRAFICANT): 

H.R. 3320. A bill to curb criminal activity 
by aliens, to defend against acts of inter
national terrorism, to protect American 
workers from unfair labor competition, and 
to relieve pressure on public services by 
strengthening border security and stabilizing 
immigration into the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 3321. A bill to provide increased flexi

bility to States in carrying out the Low-In
come Home Energy Assistance Program; 
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs, Education and 
Labor, and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. KLEIN): 

H.R. 3322. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives to 
encourage the preservation of low-income 
housing; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
H.R. 3323. A bill to provide that rates of 

pay for the President and Members of Con
gress shall be made equivalent to the rates of 
pay for their counterparts in the United 
Mexican States if legislation implementing 
the North American Free-Trade Agreement 
is enacted; jointly, to the Committees on 
Post Office and Civil Service and House Ad
ministration. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 3324. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish a program of 

providing information and education to the 
public on the prevention and treatment of 
eating disorders; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SHA YS (for himself, Mr. AN
DREWS of Texas, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, and Mr. BALLENGER): 

H.R. 3325. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to the age and service requirements for enti
tlement to an immediate annuity under the 
Civil Service Retirement System or the Fed
eral Employees' Retirement System, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. KLINK (for himself and Mr. 
COYNE): 

H.R. 3326. A bill to delay the effective date 
of regulations issued by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development governing 
the admission of single persons into public 
and assisted housing for the elderly; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. NATCHER: 
H.J. Res. 281. Joint resolution making fur

ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1994, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. MAN
TON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. SAXTON, and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

H. Con. Res. 169. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should seek compliance by all 
countries with the conservation and manage
ment recommendations for Atlantic bluefin 
tuna adopted by the International Commis
sion for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MCMILLAN, 
Mr. PARKER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. CANADY, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DICK
EY, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
BAKER of California, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. TALENT, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. QUIL
LEN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. HORN, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. FALEOMJ\IVAEGA, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. GING
RICH, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and 
Mr. KYL): 

H. Res. 281. Resolution respecting child 
pornography; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

251. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, rel
ative to pest containment and quarantine fa
cilities; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
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252. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 

the State of California, r_elative to Mare Is
land Naval Shipyard; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

253. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the air
craft carrier Midway; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

254. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to commu
nity development financial institutions; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs . 

255. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of California, relative to establishing a 
model for career pathways for youth pro
grams; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

256. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to long-term 
care; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

257. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to cannabis/ 
marijuana; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

258. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of California, relative to the range 
livestock industry; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

259 . Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to military 
airspace; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

260. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to tax refund 
liability; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

261. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to American 
prisoners of war or missing in action; joint
ly, to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
Ways and Means. 

262. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to sustain
able development; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Foreign Affairs, Energy and Com
merce, Public Works and Transportation, 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 14: Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 140: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 

FAZIO, Mr. DEAL, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. WHITTEN, 
and Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 

H.R. 250: Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 323: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. SENSEN

BRENNER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. PETE GEREN 
of Texas, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. AR
CHER, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CANADY, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
DICKEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
DREIER, Ms. DUNN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FIELDS 

of Texas, Mr. GALLO, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HAN
COCK, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HOUGH
TON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
ISTOOK, Mr. KING, Mr. KLUG, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
LAZIO, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MICA, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. MOORHEAD, 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. POMBO, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. QUINN, Mr. REGULA , Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. THOM
AS of California, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. WALK
ER, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WELDON, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. HORN, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. FISH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and Mr. 
BONILLA. 

H.R. 339: Mr. STENHOLM. 
H.R. 411: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana. 
H.R. 417: Mr. HOKE. 
H.R. 455: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 509: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. AR-

CHER. 
H.R. 635: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 794: Mr. ALLARD. 
H.R. 796: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 799: Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 878: Mr. KILDEE and Miss COLLINS of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 1012: Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
H.R. 1504: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1552: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
H .R. 1583: Mr. WYNN, Mrs. THURMAN, and 

Ms. FURSE. 
H .R. 1627: Mr. ISTOOK and Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H.R. 1801: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 1968: Ms. FURSE. 
H .R. 2076: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 

OLVER, Mr. FORD of Michigan, and Ms. 
BYRNE. 

H .R. 2173: Mr. KLEIN. 
H .R. 2326: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 

CAMP, Mr. JoHNSTON of Florida, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. PAXON, Mr. VENTO, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. 
BUYER, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. GORDON, and Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 

H.R. 2341: Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 2417: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 

HOLDEN, and Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 2425: Mr. GRAMS. 
H.R. 2467: Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. BROWN of Flor

ida, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. LINDER, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
SKEEN, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.R. 2521: Mrs . THURMAN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
POMBO, Mr. HOLDEN , Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. WOLF, and 
Ms. SNOWE. 

H.R. 2556: Mr. HOKE. 
H.R. 2572: Mr. KLEIN. 
H.R. 2612: Mr. THOMAS of California and Mr. 

HERGER. 
H.R. 2623: Mr. KLEIN and Mr. MYERS of In

diana. 
H.R. 2758: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio. 
H.R. 2787: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 2814: Mr. VALENTINE. 

H .R. 2866: Mr. KLEIN, Ms. ENGLISH of Ari
zona, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. PETERSON OF MIN
NESOTA, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Mr. FOGLI
ETTA. 

H.R. 2896: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. DEAL. 
H.R. 2898: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 2950: Mr. BAESLER. 
H .R. 2959: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 

EWING, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. SENSEt.mRENNER, and Mr. HEFLEY. 

H.R. 3030: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. BROWDER and Mr. SAM JOHN

SON. 
H .R. 3041: Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H.R. 3088: Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 

GALLEGLY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 

H.R. 3109: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 3121: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

SKEEN, and Mr. MCDADE. 
H.R. 3132: Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. ROMERO

BARCELO. 
H.R. 3173: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 3194: Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. SCHU

MER, and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 3195: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEVY, and Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3205: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 

MANN, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
BYRANT, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. COOPERSMITH, 
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon
sin, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. 
DEAL, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 3212: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 
H.R. 3213: Mr. STUMP and Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. CHAPMAN. 
H.J . Res. 113: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.J. Res. 274: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H. Con. Res. 91 : Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 

CUNNINGHAM, Mr. COOPER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BLUTE, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. 
ROEMER. 

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. MCCRERY and Ms. 
CANTWELL. 

H. Con. Res. 154: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GUN
DERSON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LAZIO. 

H. Res. 127: Mr. SANTORUM. 
H. Res. 227: Mr. KLUG, Mr. MAZZOLI, Ms. 

BYRNE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. THOMAS of 
Wyoming. 

H. Res. 234: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. SHARP, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. PAXON, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. KING, and 
Mr. CALLAHAN. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

HR. 1627: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 2862: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE COMMON GOOD 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, Oc
tober 3, 1993, Joseph Cardinal Bernardin of 
Chicago delivered the homily for the "Red 
Mass," celebrated on the Sunday prior to the 
first Monday in October, which traditionally 
marks the opening of the Supreme Court's 
new term. Cardinal Bernardin's topic "Promot
ing the Common Good Through the Practice 
of Virtues" deals with the relationship between 
private virtues and the public good, a topic 
which, in my view, usually does not get the 
kind of serious attention it deserves in public 
policy debates. I commend the Cardinal's 
views to all our colleagues. 

At this time I wish to insert in the RECORD 
the text of the homily "Promoting the Common 
Good Through the Practice of Virtues," by Jo
seph Cardinal Bernardin: 

PROMOTING THE COMMON GOOD THROUGH THE 
PRACTICE OF VIRTUES 

(By Joseph Cardinal Bernardin) 
My dear brothers and sisters in the Lord: 
I am grateful to Cardinal Hickey for the 

invitation to be the homilist for this year's 
Red Mass, sponsored by the John Carroll So
ciety. This Mass on the Sunday prior to the 
first Monday in October, which traditionally 
marks the opening of the Supreme Court's 
new term, is an appropriate occasion for us 
to gather in prayer. We ask God's guidance 
and wisdom for the President, the Supreme 
Court, the Congress, the Judiciary, the Dip
lomatic Corps, and all who serve our nation. 

The scriptural readings we have just heard 
give us the image of a vineyard. As described 
by the prophet Isaiah, this vineyard was very 
valuable property which symbolized the 
wealth of the land. However, his parable sug
gests that this wealth had not produced a 
just society. The threat that the vineyard 
would be turned into a ruir was fulfilled 
quite literally after the Assyrian invasions 
during the eighth century B.C. 1 

Isaiah used the song of the vineyard to es
tablish why judgment was appropriate for 
God's people, and to show that their behav
ior was tantamount to a total failure to live 
up to the demands of their privileged posi
tion.2 The song, therefore, is a sophisticated 
form of legal indictment of those who had 
broken the covenant of justice and love. 

The Gospel of St. Matthew continues Isa
iah's image of the vineyard. The interpreta
tion of this gospel parable is made clear to 
us by its connection to Isaiah's song of the 
vineyard: God is the owner of the vineyard; 
the vineyard is the community; the 
vinedressers are the religious and political 
leaders who have been entrusted with the 
care of the community; the servants who 
were sent to the vineyard were the prophets, 
but they all met the same bad fate. The son 

Footnotes at end of article. 

is Jesus Christ. The owner expects that at 
least his son (Jesus) will be received with re
spect. In fact, he receives even worse treat
ment, to the point of being killed. His mur
der is the rejection of the gospel message by 
the vinedressers, the leaders.3 

The threat that the vineyard would be 
taken away and given over to others, who 
live in accord with the dictates of justice, is 
a cogent reminder for us who exercise leader
ship positions in our religious and political 
communities. If we do not act as responsible 
stewards and servants of the communities in 
our care, our leadership will be taken away 
and given to those who will act responsibly 
and in accord with the demands of justice. 
(Those of you who face the prospect of a re
election campaign know all too well the re
ality of that challenge!) 

As we look out across the nation, the vine
yard in our care, we see a valuable commu
nity of people with a wealth of talents and 
resources. But it is threatened with destruc
tion and ruin by the forces of violence and 
narrow self-interest. Perhaps now as never 
before, people in many of the communities of 
our nation live in fear of crime. Perhaps now 
as never before, human life cries out for dig
nity and respect at every stage and in all cir
cumstances-from conception to natural 
death. Perhaps now as never before, our 
failings as individual citizens threaten the 
common good of the vineyard in our care, 
the vineyard of our nation. 

May I suggest a way to address this threat, 
a way which will entail no new government 
programs, no new laws, and best of all, no 
new expenditures of funds! That is because 
the means I suggest are not political, legal, 
or financial, but spiritual. My suggestion is 
that, as a nation, we embark on a concerted 
effort to promote the common good through 
the practice of virtues. Although not requir
ing any new government programs, new 
laws, or new expenditures of funds, the pro
motion of the common good in this way does 
call for a change of focus, a change of empha
sis, a change of direction, a change of atti
tudes, and, most of all, a change of heart. 

When considering the common good, it is 
far too easy to fall into the trap of seeing the 
common good as somehow opposed to indi
vidual rights and freedoms. This is a false di
chotomy since individual concerns are inher
ently contained in any consideration of the 
common good. The common good is not con
cerned with the good of the community in a 
way that sets itself in opposition to the 
rights and freedoms of individual persons. In 
fact, the common good of the community is 
harmed when individual rights and freedoms 
are not respected. On the other hand, the in
dividual is harmed when narrow self-inter
ests and the pursuit of purely private gain 
are pursued without reference to the needs 
and interests of the community as a whole. 

As described by the Second Vatican Coun
cil in the Pastoral Constitution on the Church 
in the Modern World, "The common 
good * * * is the sum total of all conditions 
which allow people, either as groups or as in
dividuals, to reach their fulfillment more 
fully and more easily." 4 Thus, there is a dy
namic relationship between the individual 
and the rest of society in promoting the 

common good. This relationship is reflected 
in the law of the Catholic Church, which 
says that "in exercising their rights, individ
uals and social groups are bound by the 
moral law to have regard for the rights of 
others, their own duties to others and the 
common good." s 

While the United States Constitution has 
no similar provision, the common good does 
have a special place in our nation's under
standing of its laws and system of justice. 
The Constitutional Convention of 1787 voted 
unanimously against adding a Bill of Rights 
to the Constitution, considering it unneces
sary. It was not that the delegates were 
against such rights; they simply considered 
the matter already covered inherently in the 
Constitution and its parameters for the gov
ernance of the nation.s As Alexander Hamil
ton said, an enumeration of rights "would 
sound much better in a treatise of ethics 
than in a constitution of government." 7 

As we all know, proponents for a specific 
listing of protected rights, led by Thomas 
Jefferson, prevailed within two years of the 
Constitution's ratification and amended the 
document to include the first ten amend
ments as the Bill of Rights. This listing has 
made us keenly aware of the individual 
rights which we enjoy in this country. May I 
suggest that, even though not mentioned 
specifically in the Constitution, the common 
good is a fundamental principle which serves 
as a basis pillar or our nation's understand
ing of its laws and system of justice. 

Just as respect for individual rights is in
herent in promoting the common good, so 
also, when individuals conduct their lives in 
accord with the virtues, the common good is 
promoted. Perhaps this is more easily seen 
by considering the opposite. When individ
uals fail to live their lives virtuously, that 
is, when their conduct is marked by a life of 
sin and vice, then society as a whole, and 
thus the common good, is harmed. 

Let me give you an example. Some time 
ago, a philosophy professor wrote an article 
criticizing the way ethics is taught in U.S. 
higher education. She charged that social 
policy questions were being overemphasized 
with little or no attention being paid to pri
vate morality. A colleague of hers objected 
to the article and alleged that "You are not 
going to have moral people until you have 
moral institutions." Promoting "bourgeois 
virtues" instead of awakening the social con
science of students was a waste of time, she 
said. This colleague changed her mind, how
ever, when she discovered that more than 
half of her students had cheated on a social 
justice final exam! a In other words, it is a 
question of both personal morality and so
cial justice. One without the other will not 
work. 

Although it may be impossible to provide a 
list of virtues upon which everyone would 
agree, the ethics of virtue has certain com
mon features which primarily involve a 
focus on individual character: Actions are 
important because they show a person's val
ues and commitments. It is a person's good 
character that produces practical moral de
cisions "based on beliefs, experience, and 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

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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sensitivity, more than on rules and prin
ciples."9 

The new Catechism of the Catholic Church, 
reflecting our Catholic tradition, defines vir
tue as "a habitual and firm disposition to do 
good. It permits a person not only to do good 
deeds, but also to give the best of himself or 
herself. " 10 We distinguish virtues as being 
human and theological. 

Human virtues are attitudes, dispositions, 
and understandings by which we regulate our 
actions, control our passions, and guide our 
conduct in accord with reason and faith.n 
Four virtues are called cardinal, not because 
they apply only to Cardinals (!), but because, 
coming from the Latin word, cardo, which 
means "hinge," all other virtues depend on 
these: prudence, justice, fortitude, and tem
perance. 

Prudence is the virtue which disposes prac
tical reason to discern in every circumstance 
our true well-being and to choose the correct 
means to achieve it. St. Thomas Aquinas, 
following Aristotle, described prudence as 
the "right rule of action." 12 It is prudence 
which directly guides the judgments of con
science.13 

Justice is the moral virtue which consists 
in the constant and firm willingness to give 
to God and neighbor that which is due. Jus
tice disposes one to respect the rights of all 
and to establish in human relations that har
mony which promotes the common good and 
fairness respecting all persons. 14 

Fortitude is the moral virtue which se
cures strength and constancy in the search 
for well-being when faced with difficulties. 
The virtue of fortitude is able to conquer 
fear, even fear of death, so that a person is 
willing to sacrifice his or her own life in 
order to defend a just cause.1s 

Temperance is the virtue which moderates 
the attraction of pleasures and provides a 
balance in the use of created things. Through 
temperance, persons are able to exercise con
trol over the instincts and appetites of the 
senses and maintain their desires within ap
propriate limits.1s 

The human virtues are rooted in the theo
logical virtues of faith~ hope, and love. They 
are called theological virtues because their 
reference point is God himself, leading 
human beings to a participation in God's di
vine nature .11 

Faith is the theological virtue by which we 
believe in God and all that he has said and 
revealed, and which the Church proposes, be
cause God is the essence of Truth. 18 

Hope is the theological virtue by which we 
aspire to the kingdom of heaven and to the 
happiness of eternal life, placing our con
fidence in the promises of Christ and in the 
assistance of the grace of the Holy Spirit 
rather than in our own powers and abili
ties.19 

Charity or love is the theological virtue by 
which we love God above all else and our 
neighbor as ourselves.20 Loving one another, 
the disciples imitated the love of Jesus.21 For 
this reason, Jesus said: "As the Father has 
loved me, so I have loved you; live on in my 
love" (John 15:12). 

Charity is greater than all the other vir
tues.22 The exercise of all the virtues is ani
mated and inspired by charity.23 As St. Paul 
wrote, "There are in the end three things 
that last: faith, hope, and love, and the 
greatest of these is love" (1 Cor. 13:13). 

Although I am speaking to you as a pastor 
in the context of a Catholic celebration of 
the Eucharist, my message of promoting the 
common good through the practice of virtue 
is by no means limited only to Catholics. In
deed, we have the example of none ot.her 
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than St. Paul, who relied on the ethical 
teaching of the Stoics and not on any 
uniquely Christian doctrine when he wrote 
the words we heard in today's second reading 
from his Letter to the Philippians: " Your 
thoughts should be wholly directed to all 
that is true, all that deserves respect, all 
that is honest, pure, admirable, decent, vir
tuous, or worthy of praise. Live according to 
what you have learned and accepted, what 
you have heard me say and seen me do. Then 
will the peace of God be with you" (Phil. 4:8-
9) . 

Just as St. Paul did not assert that there 
was anything distinctively Christian about 
this exhortation, neither do I contend that 
my call for promoting the common good 
through the practice of virtues is uniquely 
Catholic or even Christian. Nor is there real
ly anything novel about the concepts of the 
common good and the virtues. However, we 
should not necessarily expect this message 
to have great popular appeal. As Mark Twain 
said, "Virtue has never been as respectable 
as money." 24 Nevertheless, I believe that 
this message has great timeliness and neces
sity for us at this point in our history. 

This timeliness and necessity were recog
nized recently by three organizations rep
resenting some 100 million American Chris
tians and Jews. A joint statement issued a 
few months ago by the United States Catho
lic Conference, the National Council of 
Churches, and the Synagogue Council of 
American said: 

The common good is an old idea with a new 
urgency. It is an imperative to put the wel
fare of the whole ahead of our own narrow in
terests. It is an imperative which we fer
vently hope will guide our people and leaders 
at this new moment. 

It is an imperative for a national embrace 
of responsibility and sacrifice, of compassion 
and caring as building blocks for meaningful 
lives and for a health society. We believe we 
can and must do better.2s 

I, too, believe that we can and must do bet
ter, and I echo the call of our Nation 's reli
gious leaders that our "faith communities 
must continue to strengthen our ongoing ef
forts to engage our constituencies in study, 
dialog and action in pursuit of the common 
good. Let then the leaders of our Nation pur
sue this call and pursue its direction with ur
gency and creativity."26 

May God who has begun a. good work in 
you bring it to fulfillment. 

FOOTNOTES 
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GOVERNORS ISLAND AGREEMENT 
MUST BE RESPECTED 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex
press my utter dismay over the current state 
of affairs in Haiti. 

Last June, when Gen. Raoul Cedras' mili
tary government signed the Governors Island 
Accord agreeing to cede power to the demo
cratically elected President Aristide, I rejoiced. 
Today, it seems highly unlikely that Cedras or 
the other military leaders in Haiti will step 
down on October 30 and allow President 
Aristide to return. 

I call upon Haiti's military leaders to agree 
to the terms of the Governors Island Agree
ment and cede power to the democratically 
elected President Aristide. 

I call upon Haiti's military leaders to relin
quish greed,. totalitarianism, violence, and re
pression. 

I call upon Haiti's military leaders to respect 
for basic human rights, justice and democracy 
which are due all peoples. 

We must never forget that a nation and a 
government that has neither the support of its 
people nor the best interest of its people at 
heart can ever survive. 

TRIBUTE TO THE 1993 INDUCTEES 
TO THE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
HALL OF FAME 

HON. WilliAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the entrepreneurial achievements of 
34 leaders of the Chicago metropolitan busi
ness community. I am proud to salute these 
chairmen and presidents of small and mid
sized businesses for their induction into "The 
Entrepreneurship Hall of Fame." 

The Institute for Entrepreneurial Studies in 
the College of Business Administration at the 
University of Illinois at Chicago cofounded and 
continues to sponsor the Entrepreneurship 
Hall of Fame, honoring outstanding business 
leaders whose spirit and success help keep 
America's business community strong and 
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vital. This year's awards ceremony will be held 
Thursday evening, October 21, 1993, in Chi
cago, where these distinguished entrepreneurs 
from the Chicago area will be inducted into the 
Entrepreneurship Hall of Fame. 

The program is exceptional because it cre
ates an active partnership between academia 
and the business community. Students and 
entrepreneurs alike benefit from an exchange 
of knowledge, experience, and creativity. Co
sponsors such as the Reliable Corp., LaSalle 
National Bank, William Blair & Co., and the Ar
thur Andersen Enterprise Group, have helped 
the university cement this partnership. 

Today, I would like to congratulate these 
leaders for using their imagination and re
sources to foster an excellent program which 
enhances the quality of higher education and 
underscores the value of entrepreneurship in 
America. I am sure that my colleagues join me 
in recognizing these entrepreneurial leaders 
for their important contributions. 

SALUTING ROBERT ONSTEAD ON 
HIS INDUCTION INTO THE TEXAS 
BUSINESS HALL OF FAME 

HON. JACK flELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Robert 
"Bob" Onstead-a distinguished Texan, a 
highly successful and hard-working business
man, a man who has given mightily to his 
community, a friend of mine, and just a heck 
of a nice guy-recently was inducted into the 
Texas Business Hall of Fame. I'd like to take 
this opportunity to salute him on this tremen
dous honor that has been accorded him. 

Bob is chairman and chief executive officer 
of Randall's Food Markets, Inc., a chain of 
grocery stores in Houston, Dallas, Fort Worth, 
and Austin. Bob founded Randall's in 1966 
when he and two partners bought two mom
and-pop grocery stores. Today, Randall's is a 
11 Q-store chain that holds the largest market 
share among retail groceries in Houston and 
Dallas, that benefits from the dedication and 
hard work of its more than 20,000 employees, 
and that boasts over $2.1 billion in sales an
nually. 

On a personal note, I want to point out that 
Bob Onstead is not only a superb business
man, but is also an individual who cares deep
ly about his community, his family, and his 
church. I think it's fair to say that no one 
knows the retail grocery business better than 
Bob; his knowledge is reflected in each and 
every Randall's and Tom Thumb store located 
in Texas. Their unfailing cleanliness, high
quality merchandise, wide product selection, 
and low prices reflect Bob's personal commit
ment to providing his customers with value 
and variety in a pleasant shopping environ
ment. But Bob's success in the retail grocery 
trade is the result of more than making correct 
decisions about shelf space or pricing. 

Bob's success, and the high esteem in 
which he is held by his colleagues, his com
petitors and his fellow citizens alike, is the re
sult of his work to help his neighbors and his 
long-time efforts to improve Houston. 
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Undoubtedly, Bob is one of the best and 
brightest business leaders in Texas today. But 
that alone is not why he was inducted into the 
Texas Business Hall of Fame. Indeed, when 
deciding whether or not to induct a prospec
tive member into the Hall of Fame, the Texas 
Business Hall of Fame examines an individ
ual's business success as well as that individ
ual's record of community service. And on that 
measure, it is easy to see why Bob was in
ducted; his record of community service is 
long and legendary. 

He serves on the board of trustees of Abi
lene Christian University. He serves on the 
board of directors of the Methodist Hospital 
System and on the board of the University 
Cancer Foundation. 

His business expertise is much in demand, 
as well. Bob serves on the board of directors 
of the Greater Houston Partnership, of which 
he is a past chairman. He serves on the board 
of directors of the Food Marketing Institute, 
and Texas Commerce Bancshares, Inc. He is 
a past president of the Houston Economic De
velopment Council, the Better Business Bu
reau of Houston, and the Houston Retail Gro
cers Association. 

Bob's outstanding record of community 
service has been recognized by a host of or
ganizations in the Houston area and through
out Texas. 

Bob is the recipient of the 1986 Religious 
Heritage of America Business and Profes
sional Award. He was honored with the 1987 
Humanitarian Award from the Houston Chap
ter of the American Jewish Committee, the 
1989 Brotherhood Award from the National 
Conference of Christians and Jews, the 1990 
Father of the Year Award from the Community 
Partners of Houston, the 1990 People of Vi
sion Award from the Texas Society to Prevent 
Blindness-, and the 1992 Rotary Club of Hous
ton Distinguished Citizen Award. 

Knowing Bob as I do, I know he probably 
feels a little embarrassed at the accolades that 
have come his way since his induction into the 
Texas Business Hall of Fame. Nonetheless, 
Mr. Speaker, I would ask you to join with me 
in saluting Bob on this latest honor that has 
come his way, and in wishing Bob and his 
wife, Kay, the very best in the years ahead. 

TRIBUTE TO BEVERLY NELSON 

HON. CONSTANCE A. MOREllA 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Mrs. Beverly Nelson, a constituent of 
mine from Rockville, MD, on her recent selec
tion by the Secretary of the Navy to be the 
sponsor of the oceanographic ship, USNS 
Pathfinder. The Pathfinder was launched on 
October 7 at Halter Marine, Inc., Moss Point, 
MS, and is the first of a new line of ships ca
pable of performing a wide range of ocean 
studies and surveys. 

As the sponsor, Beverly Nelson christened 
the ship by breaking a ceremonial bottle of 
champagne against her bow. This honor rec
ognizes Mrs. Nelson's leadership and courage 
as a "pathfinder" in her own right, helping oth-
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ers who are disabled to face the challenges of 
new frontiers. It also recognizes the accom
plishments and contributions of her husband, 
Dr. Stuart Nelson, who is an oceanographer 
and noted historian. 

Although she has been stricken with mul
tiple sclerosis, Beverly Nelson has not allowed 
her confinement to a wheelchair to keep her 
from traveling throughout the United States 
and the world. She shares her experiences, 
her insights, and her expertise with others who 
are disabled through her newsletter "The Very 
Special Traveler." This publication, in her own 
words, "is dedicated to providing the disabled 
and the 'not-so-nimble' traveler with advice 
and reassurances needed for successfully 
planning and making a trip." 

Beverly Nelson is a pioneer and an individ
ualist, Mr. Speaker. She is a woman who be
lieves in equal opportunity for all men and 
women and upholds the virtues of hard work 
and a positive approach as the best means to 
achieve a full and rewarding life. She has 
dared to challenge the barriers of discrimina
tion against the disabled, and her tireless ef
forts have been an inspiration to others in her 
Montgomery County, MD, community, and be
yond. I am proud that Beverly Nelson resides 
in the district that I represent in Congress, and 
I am honored to add my voice to the praises 
of friends, colleagues, and family who salute 
her on this momentous occasion. 

EMPLOYEE STOCK OWNERSHIP 
PLANS [ESOP'S] 

HON. DANAROHRABACHER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, em

ployee ownership has always represented a 
lucrative opportunity for companies, both large 
and small, and their employees. In the words 
of Senator Russell Long, "the wealth of our 
Nation should be more widely held." But as 
the Senator also pointed out, "broadened 
ownership will not be the result of a Robin 
Hood redistribution, but of enlightened, fore
sighted management which knows that most 
deals are better if employees share more fully 
the rewards." Employee stock ownership 
plans [ESOP's] in corporations and companies 
allow American employees opportunities to be 
included in the operations of their business, 
while simultaneously obtaining a stake in the 
company's success. As a result, employees 
become more an integral part of their compa
nies and can amass the capital credit they 
need to form investments of their own. 

The number of ESOP's in the United States 
i~ estimated to be approximately 12,000, in
volving over 12 million employees. Since the 
1970's, ESOP's have undergone dramatic 
growth and expansion. The need for new in
formation sources on ESOP's has never been 
greater. 

A book with annual yearbook supplements, 
"Employee Stock Ownership Plans: Business 
Planning, Implementation, Law & Taxation," 
authored by Robert W. Smiley, Jr., and Ron
ald J. Gilbert, and published by Warren Gor
ham Lamont, offers the American entre
preneur a comprehensiv~ text describing the 
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legal and practical ramifications of implemen
tation and employee ownership. 

Robert W. Smiley, Jr. , is chairman of the 
Benefit Capital Companies Inc., headquartered 
in Los Angeles, CA, which he founded in 
1984. Ronald J. Gilbert is the cofounder and 
president of ESOP Services, Inc., 
headquartered in Scottsville, VA. ESOP Serv
ices, Inc., also operates in central and eastern 
Europe and Latin America. Prior to founding 
ESOP Services, Inc., he was a vice president 
with Kelso & Co. in San Francisco. Their 
book, in short, is a monumental work. 

Over 850 pages of text, supplemented an
nually by over 500 pages in the updated year
book, illustrate practical, rather than theoreti
cal, considerations. While the book is dedi
cated "To employees throughout the world 
* * *" it is written to appeal to everyone in
volved with ESOP's whether one seeks guid
ance as part of a management team wrestling 
with one of the many complex issues that deal 
with the feasibility of an ESOP or whether one 
is acting as legal or tax counsel. It would also 
be helpful to Members of Congress that want 
more information on the benefits of employee 
ownership. 

Smiley and Gilbert's book is more complete 
than anything published before on the subject 
of ESOP's. It combines the best of both gen
eral and technical information. I urge members 
of the business community and Members of 
Congress to study the ESOP alternative. "Em
ployee Stock Ownership Plans" by Smiley and 
Gilbert offers businessmen and Congressmen 
a great place to start studying. 

EMERGENCY PROCESSING OF 
APPLICANTS FROM GEORGIA 

HON. MAURICE D. HINCHEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, the collapse of 

communism in Russia has been a welcome 
development for the Jews of that country. 
While the future there remains uncertain, the 
climate has changed, and the fear of persecu
tion has at least diminished if it has not dis
appeared. But our focus on events in Russia 
should not deflect our attention from what is 
happening in some of the other former Soviet 
republics, now torn by strife and civil war. In 
some of those places, the Jewish minority 
continues to be a target. In Georgia, the threat 
is immediate, and it is not only a threat to their 
rights, but to their lives. 

The Caucasus Network, an organization 
dedicated to assisting the Jews of the Cauca
sian and Central Asian republics of the former 
Soviet Union, has contacted the State Depart
ment's Washington Processing Center for ref
ugees to ask it to expedite processing of appli
cants from Georgia. I ask that the letter be 
printed in the RECORD to let my colleagues 
know of the terror that Georgian Jews are fac
ing and of their urgent need for assistance in 
emigrating. The letter follows: 

THE CAUCASUS NETWORK, 
Esopus, NY, September 29, 1993. 

TREVOR SNELLGROVE, 
Washington Processing Center, Arlington , VA. 
RE: Emergency Processing of Applicants 

from Georgia. 
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DEAR TREVOR, the WPC's decision to give 

emergency processing to eligible applicants 
from Tajikistan has done much to save that 
republic 's Jewish community, the majority 
of which either has emigrated or soon will be 
in a position to do so. Now Georgia 's Jews 
are in so desperate a situation that their res
cue is imperative. 

Anarchy reigns in Georgia. Ethnic hatred 
is being fanned by religious fanaticism , cata
strophic economic conditions, and political 
confrontations. Where Christian Georgians 
are fighting their bitter wars with Moslem 
Ossetians and Abkhazians, Jews are caught 
in the middle. Where Shevardnadze 's sup
porters are battling partisans of former 
president Gamsakhurdia, the latter's de
mands for the " purification's of Georgia and 
expulsion of all non-Georgians from the re
public strike terror into Jewish hearts. 

Everywhere , defenseless Jewish families 
are being victimized. Reports have been 
pouring into our office detailing the escalat
ing violence against them: the countless 
murders, the kidnappings, the extortion, the 
vicious beatings, and the assaults. A few 
days ago, we learned of these two brutal inci
dents, which are distressingly typical of 
what has been happening to members of 
Georgia 's Jewish community: 

Four Georgian state troopers armed with 
machine guns stormed into a Jewish home. 
They beat family members with their fists 
and the butts of their guns while cursing and 
making anti-Semitic remarks. Then they 
ransacked the apartment. They declared 
that Georgia must be freed of Jews, de
manded that the family emigrate, and said 
that if they did not, they would have to pay 
monthly " dues" or they would be beaten 
again . When the family reported the attack 
to the police, they were told: " If you Jews 
don 't like it here, you can leave. We won' t 
protect Jews from Georgian state troopers. " 

A young Jewish man was kidnapped by 
armed men, taken to a local police station, 
then charged with maintaining contact with 
Jewish organizations in the US and Israel. 
He was questioned for two hours, during 
which time numerous anti-Semitic com
ments were made by the police and he was 
beaten mercilessly until his entire body was 
bruised. After the man broke down and " con
fessed" that he had committed " treason 
against Georgia, " the police summoned his 
parents and told them that they had twenty
four hours within which to pay an exorbitant 
ransom if they wished to see their " Jewish 
bastard" again. When his mother said they 
did not have so much money , she was told, 
" Go and ask your people here and abroad for 
the money." The extortion payment was 
raised with the help of the local synagogue 
and the victim was released. He had suffered 
a concussion and severe bruises. After he was 
released from the hospital, the young Jew 
and his brothers went into hiding. 

We bring these two incidents to your at
tention because they illustrate the devastat
ing truth that Georgia's Jews have nowhere 
to turn for protection; that the very people 
whose job it is to guard them from anti-se
mitic violence are among those who are or
ganizing and perpetrating the attacks upon 
them. Law enforcement officials in Georgia 
have assaulted Jews; ransacked their homes; 
arrested innocent people and beaten them 
while they were held in custody; compelled 
their families to pay money for their release; 
refused to rescue Jews who have been kid
napped or to prosecute those who have 
preyed upon the Jewish community. As a 
Georgian rabbi wrote in a letter to The 
Caucasus Network: 
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The most tragic part of their situation is 

the silence of the government, [which choos
es] to ignore the pleas of their minorities 
. . . Their silence supports the actions of 
these bandits, which include members of the 
Georgian National Guard, who are connected 
with participants of a corrupt Georgian legal 
system. 

The authorities in Georgia, by their refusal 
to take action to protect the Jewish commu
nity, have condoned popular anti-Semitism. 
The authorities in Georgia, by their own 
crimes against the Jews, have mounted what 
is, in effect, an official campaign of violence 
and intimidation against Georgia's Jews. 
The survival of Georgia 's Jewish community 
is seriously in question. 

Category applicants from Georgia with 
first-degree relatives in the US are eligible 
to emigrate to the US under the WPC 's refu
gee program. The critical issue is wheiJ. they 
will be able to do so. Given the disastrous 
situation in Georgia, it would be a tragedy 
to force them to wait years to emigrate. 
Therefore , we ask that the WPC give quali
fied category applicants from Georgia imme
diate computer numbers, the earliest avail
able interviews, and whatever emergency 
processing will accelerate their emigration 
from that beleaguered republic. 

We understand that the WPC's computer 
program does not provide the means to re
trieve all of the names of the category appli
cants from any particular republic. Accord
ingly, we are sending you the enclosed list 
from our files , giving eligible applicants 
from Georgia who do not yet have computer 
numbers. We ask that these families be au
thorized for immediate computer numbers 
and emergency processing. We ask for the 
privilege of continuing to provide such 
names to you as they become known to us, 
so that as many eligible applicants from 
Georgia as can be identified may receive 
emergency processing. 

We beg you to help expedite the rescue of 
Georgia 's Jews and other eligible category 
applicants and to ensure their most rapid 
possible reunification with their relatives in 
the US. 

Sincerely yours, 
HELENE KENVIN, 

President , The Caucasus Network. 
GOLDIE ELLMAN I 

Chairman of the Board of Directors. 

TRIBUTE TO LOU PARDO 

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 

pleasure that I rise today to offer these words 
of tribute to a man who will, some time this 
fall, register his 1 OO,OOOth voter. This remark
able accomplishment is but one of many that 
Mr. Lou Pardo has bestowed upon the city of 
Chicago. In this particular regard, Lou has 
come to typify the consummate election volun
teer, and is undeniably one of the main rea
sons behind the high numbers of registered 
voters that Chicago has seen in the past sev
eral elections. 

Lou has dedicated his life to political activ
ism. From his many years in the labor move
ment, to his recent endeavors in voter reg
istration, my good friend Lou Pardo has shown 
great determination and drive toward public 
service. 
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Mr. Speaker, I ask colleagues to join with 

me to extend to Lou our warmest congratula
tions on the event of his 1 OO,OOOth voter reg
istration. 

IN MEMORY OF CHARLES KINDLE 

HON. WIWAM J. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, today I want to 
pay tribute to Charles Kindle, of Penn Hills, 
PA, who died on October 12, 1993. It is fitting 
that the House should take note of Charles 
Kindle's passing because he was a man who 
labored for many years to advance the cause 
of civil rights for African-Americans in this 
country. He also struggled to raise the con
sciousness of people in the Pittsburgh area 
and across the United States regarding the in
justice of the apartheid system in South Africa. 

Charles Kindle was a strong believer in the 
idea of citizen power in the battle against in
equality both at home and overseas. A 35-
year veteran of the U.S. Postal Service, 
Charles Kindle stood up for the rights of oth
ers in the workplace and in the neighborhoods 
of local communities. At the time of his retire
ment in 1983, he worked in the Postal Serv
ice's equal employment opportunity office. He 
was also an active leader in the United Negro 
Protest Committee, the action arm of the Pitts
burgh Chapter of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People. Charles 
Kindle was not afraid to take to the streets in 
public demonstrations on behalf of fellow Afri
can-Americans who sought expanded job op
portunities. He was always ready to speak out 
against the lack of African-American participa
tion in both the public and private sector 
economies of his community. 

Charles Kindle was also a leader in efforts 
within the Pittsburgh area and across the Na
tion to generate public support for sanctions 
against South Africa. He succeeded in focus
ing local attention on the evils of the South Af
rican apartheid system as chairman of the first 
African affairs committee of any NAACP chap
ter in the United States. Charles Kindle pro
tested plans to set up a South African con
sulate in Pittsburgh and worked with others for 
the freedom of Nelson Mandela. His efforts, 
along with those of many other dedicated indi
viduals, played a key role in exposing the fail
ure of the Reagan administration's policy of 
constructive engagement with minority-ruled 
South Africa. The successful enactment, over 
the veto of President Reagan, of South African 
sanctions legislation banning United States in
vestment in that country was made possible in 
large part by the efforts of individuals like 
Charles Kindle. 

Charles Kindle was a graduate of Schenley 
High School and received a bachelor's degree 
in sociology and psychology from the Univer
sity of Pittsburgh in 1971. In addition to his 
many other civic efforts, Charles Kindle was 
active in the Greater Pittsburgh Coalition of 
Black Trade Unionists, for which he chaired 
the African and foreign affairs committee. 

This man passed away in the midst of a 
campaign to serve his community as a mem-
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ber of the Penn Hills Council. As was true 
throughout his life, this final effort was ani
mated by a sense of civic responsibility and 
citizen power. In the words of Charles Kindle, 
"I believe you have to participate in the politi
cal process of this country if you want to see 
change." 

Charles Kindle's actions were rooted in the 
history of the civil rights movement of the 
1960's, when he joined hundreds of thousands 
of Americans, black and white, in the 1963 
march on Washington to hear Dr. Martin Lu
ther King, Jr., proclaim "I Have A Dream." 
Charles Kindle devoted his life to the cause of 
justice. He provided an example to friends and 
neighbors of the fact that individual men and 
women can combat the wrongs of the world 
without giving in to despair, bitterness, or res
ignation. 

It is appropriate to note that Charles Kindle 
returned to Washington this past August to 
celebrate the 30th anniversary of the march 
on Washington. I am sure that for Charles Kin
dle, and many others, this event was both a 
celebration of the past and a rededication of 
commitment to work for a better future. While 
Charles Kindle has passed from this world, I 
am confident that his memory will continue to 
inspire many to carry on the struggle for jus
tice. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that the people of Penn 
Hills, Pittsburgh, and Allegheny County will 
mourn the tragic loss of Charles Kindle for 
some time. I want to join with everyone else 
in my community in wishing the very best to 
Charles Kindle's wife of 35 years, Anna, the 
Kindle family, and his many friends. 

TRIBUTE TO COL. EUGENE 
VINCENT LOMBARDO 

HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Col. Eugene Vincent Lombardo, who 
is retiring after a most distinguished military 
career. 

Eugene is an advertising, sales and public 
relations executive who has spent 25 years 
with his wife Carol in the New York City area. 

Eugene's service in the military has taken 
him from Brooklyn, to Fort Dix, to the Berlin 
Wall crisis, returning to New York City and the 
Empire State Military Academy, Officer Can
didate School. After he received his commis
sion as an infantry officer, he went on to the 
New York Army National Guard, as a com
pany commander, then on to Army Public Af
fairs. From there Eugene served in Venice, 
Italy in the Army Civil Affairs Division. His mili
tary career culminated as deputy chief staff for 
information management, 77th U.S. Army Re
serve Command, during the Persian Gulf war. 

Eugene was also awarded one of the most 
prestigious medals our Nation may bestow 
upon a soldier, the Legion of Merit. This medal 
was awarded for exceptionally meritorious 
service throughout his distinguished 32-year 
military career. 

Eugene is a well known advertising and 
public relations executive who gives his time 
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and effort to humanitarian causes and to var
ied civic and community service activities 
throughout the greater New York area. 

Mr. Speaker, Eugene is the epitome of an 
officer, a gentleman, as well as a leader, and 
tonight he concludes over three decades of 
military service. I know my colleagues join me 
in saluting him and saying thank you for the 
many years of service he has given to the Na
tion and his community. 

SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING IN AMERICA 

HON. WilliAM J. JEFFERSON 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I come be
fore you today to address the issue of the 
shortage of affordable housing stock plaguing 
many of our urban centers across the Nation. 
A 1992 Harvard University study estimated 
that there were only 4.1 million units of HUD 
or privately owned, publicly assisted housing 
units available to a population of 13.8 million 
households that are eligible to receive HUD-fi
nanced housing assistance. There is a great 
need to preserve these housing units and to 
make the necessary investment in rehabilita
tion to maintain them as decent housing for 
tenants who otherwise could not afford decent 
housing. 

The administration has underscored this 
need in its February report, "A Vision of 
Change for America." In that report the admin
istration called for additional funding to "repair 
and restore the Nation's stock of assisted rent
al housing, most of which is 20 to 30 years 
old. Many units are in deteriorated buildings. 
Many operators of buildings are also finan
cially troubled." What these projects need 
above all else is capital. Due to the effects of 
the prolonged recession on the real estate 
market, it is not practicable to seek this addi
tional capital from the current owners of the 
projects. These owners have no incentive, 
given the depressed market prices of the 
properties, to invest more capital in invest
ments currently earning little or no return. It is 
also not realistic to expect these owners to 
sell the properties to new owners who can 
raise the additional capital needed. Given the 
depressed state of the market, current owners 
cannot afford to sell the projects because they 
would suffer large, out-of-pocket losses. These 
losses are the result of the changes in the tax 
laws made in 1986 and the general aging of 
the projects, which have substantially reduced 
the market value of the projects. In addition, 
many of these investors are getting older and 
have the option of bequeathing their interests 
to their heirs with a stepped up basis, thereby 
avoiding paying any capital gains taxes at all 
with respect to the properties. 

The bill I am introducing provides for 15-
year, straight-line depreciation for new inves
tors in the housing projects, together with an 
exemption from the passive loss rules. The ef
fect of these provisions will likely be to cause 
a modest increase in the value of the prop
erties over their current depressed levels. 
This, in turn, would allow the current investors 
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to sell the properties at a price sufficient for 
them to pay the capital gains taxes that will be 
due upon sale. Because of this infusion of rev
enue to the Treasury from capital gains taxes, 
the legislation will, in all likelihood, pay for it
self and thus be revenue neutral. New inves
tors with the requisite capital could then fi
nance the necessary renovations subject to 
the continuing regulatory supervision of HUD. 

It is my firm belief that this proposal will re
sult in a "win-win" situation. The legislation 
ensures that the projects will continue to be 
maintained for low-income tenants who will be 
the direct beneficiaries of the infusion of new 
capital. Moreover, it is far more cost-eff~ctive 
for the Federal Government to provide incen
tives to funnel private capital into maintaining 
existing low-income housing than to continue 
to emphasize programs designed solely for 
the construction of new low-income housing. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to join me in sup
port of this legislation. 

THE WINDOW OF OPPORTUNITY 
ACT 

HON. JON KYL 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, on September 21, I 
introduced the Window of Opportunity Act, 
H.R. 3101, a measure designed to quickly 
jump start the Nation's sputtering economy by 
providing a temporary reduction in the capital 
gains tax rate. 

Capital gains tax realizations have fallen 
sharply since 1986, when capital gains tax 
rates were increased. That is because people 
are now holding on to their assets rather than 
selling them and paying the higher tax. 

Nevertheless, the issue of capital gains is 
one which has, and continues to, divide the 
House and Senate. It has always prompted 
questions about who will benefit most, what 
the effect on the Treasury will be, and so 
forth. And as a result, Congress has never 
been able to reach a consensus about how to 
reform capital gains taxes. 

There's now a way to find concrete answers 
to those questions and, at the same time, give 
the economy the critical shot in the arm it 
needs. It is Window of Opportunity Act. 

The bill would set a maximum capital gains 
tax rate of 6 percent, for 1 year only, for those 
in the highest income tax bracket. A top rate 
of 3 percent would be set for everyone else. 
And, the bill would permanently index capital 
gains to ensure that taxpayers are not penal
ized for the effects of inflation. 

The temporary reduction included in the 
Window of Opportunity Act will provide quick 
economic stimulus, helping to unlock a sizable 
share of the estimated $7 trillion of capital that 
is pent up as a result of high tax rates. With 
more gains to tax, even at lower rates, reve
nues to the Treasury will increase. And when 
all is said and done, I believe the temporary 
reduction will help demonstrate that a perma
nent rate cut is not only justified, but that it 
would be highly beneficial to the economy. 

Let's find out exactly who will pay if capital 
gains taxes are cut; what the real-life dy-
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namic-not just the static-effect on the econ
omy will be; and just how much additional rev
enue flows to the Treasury. 

I invite my colleagues to review the follow
ing comments of the National Center for Policy 
Analysis [NCPA], which has endorsed the pro
posal, and to join me today as a cosponsor of 
this very important initiative. 

I submit the NCPA's letter to be printed in 
the RECORD. 

Hon. JON L . KYL , 

NCPA, 
October 1, 1993. 

Rayburn House Office Building , Washington , 
DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KYL: I am writing in 
response to your recent letter soliciting our 
comment and analysis on the effects of a 
temporary capital gains tax rate cut and a 
permanent indexing of capital gains. The Na
tional Center for Policy Analysis (NCP A) has 
studied capital gains taxes extensively . 

Based on that work, we conclude that the 
temporary reduction in the capital gains tax 
rate proposed in your Window of Opportunity 
Act would increase tax revenues tempo
rarily. As you know, capital gains tax reve
nue has fallen sharply since 1986 because peo
ple are holding assets rather than paying the 
higher tax. Your bill would encourage the 
sale of those assets, producing more capital 
gains and more capital gains tax revenue. 

A permanent reduction in the capital gains 
tax rate would, however, be preferable be
cause it would have long-term benefits in the 
generation of new assets, new capital , eco
nomic growth and more tax revenue. Your 
proposal for permanent indexing of capital 
gains would do just that. 

While some government economists 
project that indexing for inflation would re
sult in a permanent loss of tax revenue fol
lowing a temporary initial gain, our analyses 
of past indexing proposals have shown that 
indexing will cause overall federal revenue 
to increase in all future years. There appears 
to be no reason to think this same effect 
would not be produced by your proposal. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment 
on your efforts and proposed legislation. 

Warm regards, 
JOHN C. GOODMAN, 

President. 

TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH CARDINAL 
BERNARDIN: RECIPIENT OF '.i'HE 
MARYVILLE STANDING TALL 
AWARD 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to pay homage to 
Chicago's spiritual leader, Joseph Cardinal 
Bernardin, who will be presented with the 
1993 Maryville Standing Tall Award this Fri
day, October 22, 1993. This award is in rec
ognition of Cardinal Bernardin's unrelenting 
work on behalf of the needy children of 
Maryville Academy. 

Since 1883, Maryville Academy has been a 
home for children who have been abandoned 
by society. Maryville offers these children the 
love, the understanding, and the hope that 
could not be offered anywhere else. Cardinal 
Bernardin has worked with these children tire-
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lessly as a teacher, healer, and mentor, and 
has given so many of them the sense of self
worth that has been all too absent in their 
young lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot think of a man more 
deserving of this award than His Eminence, 
Joseph Cardinal Bernardin; and I urge my col
leagues in this body to join me in extending 
our sincerest and heartfelt congratulations on 
this wonderful event. 

70TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE ST. 
JOSEPH POLISH NATIONAL 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 

HON. TIM HOLDEN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
recognition of the 70th anniversary of the St. 
Joseph Polish National Catholic Church in 
Middleport, PA. Located in the picturesque 
Schuylkill Valley, Middleport's coal industry at
tracted many Poles, Slovaks, Russians, and 
Lithuanians from 1900 to 1920. During these 
years the Poles grew uncomfortable with the 
Roman Catholic Church, so in 1923 ties with 
Rome were cut. The newly independent Poles 
united to form the Polish National Catholic 
Church. On October 29, 1923, the first Holy 
Mass in the Polish language was held in the 
Russian church. Shortly afterwards the PNCC 
parish of Middleport was organized. 

Under the leadership of their first pastor, 
Rev. Jezef Brzozowski, and Karol Pituch, 
chairman of the first parish committee, the pa
rishioners bought a house and land for the 
church. In 1927 parishioner and builder Felix 
Bartush supervised the construction of the 
church and was aided by many parishioners 
who labored out of the goodness of their 
hearts to complete the project. 

The years of the Great Depression were dif
ficult for the parish, since there were no pas
tors available and no money to pay parish 
debts. At long last, Rev. Franciszek 
Kaczmarczyk arrived at St. Joseph's and re
vived the parish, urging them to abandon the 
idea of selling the church to pay back debts. 
Since Rev. Kaczmarczyk's 10 years of serv
ice, the church has continued to thrive and 
grow under the leadership of fine pastors such 
as Rev. Stanley Skrzpek, Rev. Walter Thom
as, Rev. Marian Gora, Rev. Kazimierz Grotnik, 
and others. 

Over the past 70 years the wonderful Polish 
people of the parish have made the growth, 
remodeling, rebuilding, and new additions pos
sible for St. Joseph's. Through their hard work 
and dedication, the parishioners who have 
kept the church going through both the good 
and bad years. The current parishioners still 
emulate the heart and good work of the origi
nal builders. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to take this op
portunity today to congratulate St. Joseph's on 
their 70th anniversary. I hope there will be 70 
more years of dedicated people bringing con
tinued success and happiness to the parish of 
St. Joseph. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO LIVING IN 

VIOLENT ENVIRONMENTS [ALIVE] 

HON. JAMFS M. TALENT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to recognize and con
gratulate the organization known as ALIVE, Al
ternatives To Living In Violent Environments, 
in acknowledgement of their 10 years of dedi
cated service to victims of domestic violence 
in the St. Louis area. 

Alternatives To Living In Violent Environ
ments [ALIVE] was founded in 1983 to provide 
accessible and affordable alternatives to vio
lence for battered women and their children in 
the St. Louis area. Battering is the single larg
est cause of injury to women in the United 
States as it is estimated that a woman is bat
tered at least once every 15 seconds. A not
for-profit agency, ALIVE seeks to address this 
terrible problem by empowering battered 
women to take control of their own lives and 
to realize their strengths and abilities. In order 
to raise awareness of this problem, ALIVE 
also provides a variety of community edu
cation programs to increase awareness of the 
problems of family violence. 

Domestic violence against women is det
rimental not only to the women involved but 
also to their children, their community, and the 
Nation as a whole. Violence to women in their 
homes is a terrible problem facing our country, 
but thanks to organizations like ALIVE, we are 
beginning to address this problem. I would ask 
my fellow Congressmen to join with me in 
congratulating Alternatives To Living In Violent 
Environments on their 1Oth anniversary. 

TRIBUTE TO THE 50TH ANNIVER
SARY CELEBRATION OF CHINA 
LAKE 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding national service pro
vided by one of our country's finest naval fa
cilities-the China Lake site of the Naval Air 
Warfare Center Weapons Division located in 
California's high Mojave Desert. In early No
vember, this 1-million acre facility will be rec
ognized for 50 years of service in providing 
technical assistance and innovative research 
in meeting our country's national defense 
needs. 

China Lake, with its impressive cadre of sci
entists, engineers, technicians, and support 
personnel, is the cornerstone of the Navy's re
search, development, test, evaluation, and in
service engineering center for weapons sys
tems associated with air warfare, missile sys
tems, aircraft weapons integration, and air
borne electronic warfare systems. The site is 
also an integral player in the operation and 
maintenance of air, land, and sea naval test
ing. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

From its beginnings in 1943, China Lake's 
17,000 square miles of restricted airspace, 
lack of encroachment, and isolated location 
have made it an ideal and secure site for the 
development of air weaponry. Its early con
tributions in rocketry and bombs during World 
War II laid the groundwork for the develop
ment of the first air-to-air guided missile, the 
first antiradiation missiles, and subsequent 
missile systems. 

As the Navy's largest land holder, China 
Lake accommodates extensive, highly instru
mented air and ground ranges as well as spe
cialized laboratory facilities. With those capa
bilities, China Lake has for years responded 
rapidly with technical innovation to the many 
short-term military conflicts our country has 
experienced since World War II. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, our col
leagues, and the many past and present civil
ian and military employees of China Lake in 
recognizing the vast and diversified contribu
tions of this facility to our national defense 
over the past 50 years. In our everchanging 
defense environment, China Lake remains 
poised to continue playing a critical role in 
maintaining our defense readiness for years to 
come. It is only fitting that the House pay trib
ute to China Lake today. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO DR. JAMES 
A. BIRD 

HON. CHET EDWARDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

rise today to give special tribute to Dr. James 
A. Bird upon his retirement from the Texas 
State Technical College system. In a career 
which spanned 30 years of service to the 
technical education of Texas, Dr. Bird exempli
fies one who strives to help make the future 
brighter for others in their efforts to further 
their education. I want to take this opportunity 
to extend my heartfelt congratulations to him 
for his selfless and tireless efforts for the bet
terment of the statewide education community 
in Texas. He is to be commended for his work 
and dedication and has distinguished himself 
as a systems vice president, systems vice 
chancellor, and acting chancellor. 

I know that he is fulfilled and sustained by 
the many fond memories he has from his 
years with the TSTC System. It is my hope, 
however, that as he enters retirement years, 
he will enjoy this new chapter in his life with 
as much fondness. 

I urge my colleagues to join me today in 
recognizing and honoring this man and his 
contribution to education and to the State of 
Texas. 

A TRIBUTE TO ELDER LOVICK P. 
BELLINGER, JR. 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWEll 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

on the floor of the U.S. House of Representa-
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tives to pay tribute to one of Philadelphia's 
most beloved clergymen. On Sunday, October 
29, Elder Lovick P. Bellinger, Jr. will be hon
ored at a banquet celebrating his 1 0 years of 
service to the Lord Jesus Christ at the Heav
enly Temple Church of God in Christ. To com
memorate this most special occasion, I would 
like to take a moment to reflect on the remark
able career of this outstanding individual. 

As the senior pastor and founder of the 
Heavenly Temple Church of God in Christ in 
the great city of Philadelphia, Elder Bellinger 
has led his congregation with the greatest 
sense of dedication and commitment to the 
good works of the Lord Jesus Christ. Elder 
Bellinger has always fought for the betterment 
of the Philadelphia community, and has prov
en himself an excellent advocate and fighter 
for the urgent needs that constantly face our 
area. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout his career, Elder 
Bellinger has also been a major asset to many 
organizations in our community. Through his 
constant dedication and boundless energy, 
Elder Bellinger has certainly provided a great 
many Philadelphians with new opportunities, 
and restored hope and faith. 

I would like to ask my colleagues to rise and 
join me in paying our greatest tributes to my 
dear friend Elder Lovick P. Bellinger, Jr. I 
would also like to extend our warmest appre
ciation to Elder Bellinger's beloved family and 
congregation. On behalf of the entire U.S. 
Congress, I would like to offer my greatest 
thanks and appreciation to Elder Lovick P. 
Bellinger, Jr. May God continue to bless and 
smile on this truly great man, so that he may 
continue to preside over our spiritual commu
nity well into the next century. 

TRIBUTE TO MAX BRUDER, SR. 

HON. DAVE CAMP 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to recognize an out
standing individual, Mr. Max Bruder. Max was 
recently recognized by the Ogemaw County 
Veterans Alliance in Michigan as the Veteran 
of the Year. 

Mr. Max Bruder bravely served our country 
during World War II and continues to be an 
advocate for our Nation's veterans. He has 
been an active member of many veterans or
ganizations in Ogemaw County. Max is a life
time member of the D.A.V., V.F.W. Post 3775, 
and American Legion Post 1 03. He serves as 
the community service officer for both the 
V.F.W. and the American Legion. 

He lives in the Channel Lake area of 
Ogemaw County and is involved in numerous 
civic organizations. Max has distinguished 
himself in many ways, especially in admin
istering the Community Food Basket Program 
that has raised over $15,000 for the elderly 
and needy which has distributed over 20 tons 
of food to the people of Ogemaw County dur
ing 1992-93. 

In addition, Max has contributed over 400 
hours of civic duty to the Department of Social 
Services and Senior Citizens of Ogemaw 
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County. His activities have been as varied as 
assisting individuals in need, raising much 
needed funds, and working on construction 
projects in the area. 

Max Bruder was fur:ther honored recently 
when he was selected as first runner-up for 
the Michigan Veteran of the Year in 1993. 

The Veterans Alliance of Ogemaw County is 
an umbrella group that represents all veterans 
in Ogemaw County. The Veteran of the Year 
award is considered their highest honor. 

Mr. Bruder is truly a fine citizen and an 
asset to the people of Ogemaw County. Mr. 
Speaker, I know that you will join with me in 
commending this outstanding individual. 

TIME TO CURB BIG GOVERNMENT 

HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to share with my colleagues an excellent 
article by Mr. Cesar Gonda of the Alexis de 
Tocqueville Institution. In this article Mr. 
Gonda outlines the dangers of an out of con
trol Federal budget. 

The U.S. Government now consumes 37 
percent of GOP. This figure has grown stead
ily over the last several decades. Unless the 
growth of Government is checked we will soon 
approach the levels of spending in the Social
ist economics of Western Europe. 

Mr. Gonda points out what many have ig
nored. Due to their high levels of government 
spending and taxation, the average unemploy
ment in the major European economies has 
increased from about 2 percent in the 1960's 
to between 9 and 10 percent in the late 
1980's. 

[From the National Conservative Weekly, 
Sept. 26, 1993] 

ENTITLEMENT TRAP WILL KILL U.S. JOBS 

(By Cesar V. Conda and Roman Lyniuk) 
If President Bill Clinton's proposals creat

ing several additional new entitlement 
spending programs-chief among them a 
costly federal health care plan-are enacted 
by the U.S. Congress, America could develop 
a bad case of "Eurosclerosls"-the economic 
disease of anemic growth and feeble job cre
ation that has plagued European economics 
for the better part of two decades. 

The evidence of the past three decades now 
confirms the "Rahn Curve" theory of former 
Chamber of Commerce chief economist Rich
ard Rahn suggesting an inverse correlation 
between government spending and economic 
growth. 

Nowhere is this correlation more evident 
than in Europe, where the public sector in 
several countries has now ballooned to al
most half of the national income and the 
rate of economic growth has plummeted to 
less than 2% per year on average. 

The driving force behind this colossal ex
pansion of government in Europe has been 
the tremendous growth in social welfare ex
penditures, unemployment, retirement, in
come maintenance and health benefits. 

At the beginning of the 1960s, social spend
ing in the major European countries (France, 
U.K., Germany and Italy) averaged about 
16% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). By 
the end of the 1980s, this spending had in
creased to about 27% of GDP on average. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
This surge in social spending however well

intentioned, has had a profoundly negative 
impact on the ability of the European econo
mies to create jobs and raise incomes. 

For example, average unemployment rates 
in the major European states have increased 
from about 2% in the early 1960s to between 
9% and 10% in the late 1980s. By contrast, 
unemployment rates have risen much less in 
the relatively lower social spending share 
countries like the U.S. and Japan. 

Many of these social welfare programs ac
tually reduce the incentive to work. As econ
omist John Mueller recently noted: "Social 
benefits put an above market floor under 
wages, because at some point it is more at
tractive to collect benefits than to work." 

If we look at how some of these programs 
actually work, it isn't difficult to see why 
many Europeans choose not to work. 

For example, in Italy, unemployment in
surance compensates up to 80 percent of lost 
wages under certain conditions and in 
France a worker could conceivably collect 
unemployment checks for three years and 
six months. 

Furthermore, as the European experience 
demonstrates, entitlement programs inevi
tably grow and therefore require higher 
taxes on employers. 

According to the German Industry Insti
tute, because of the social welfare state, the 
total business tax burden is 61 percent in 
Germany and 52 percent in France, compared 
to "only" 45 percent in the U.S. This tax bur
den has added as much as 50 percent to the 
cost of labor in Europe, according to the New 
York Times. As a result, European labor is 
as much as 50 percent more expensive than 
its major non-European competitors. 

For example, the average German manu
facturing worker-the highest paid in Eu
rope-received $26 .89 an hour in wages and 
benefits last year, of which $12.47 came in 
the form of social benefits. 

The growth in social benefit costs has 
caused unit labor costs in the European 
Community to outpace those of its economic 
rivals since the 1970s. 

In 1992 alone, average European unit labor 
costs grew 4.1 percent compared to only 1.4 
percent in the U.S. and 2.4 percent in Japan. 
To stay competitive, European businesses 
have been forced to either reduce employ
ment or relocate their operations to coun
tries with lower labor costs. 

The combination of more people in the so
cial welfare state-and fewer people working 
in full-time, taxpaying jobs-has pushed 
some European governments to the brink of 
financial collapse. Europe's political leaders 
have either taken or are considering steps to 
reduce social spending: France has frozen 
state pensions at current levels, Germany 
has reduced unemployment expenditures, 
and the U.K. has ordered a complete review 
of welfare spending. 

Unfortunately, the social welfare state has 
become so large and the "culture of entitle
ment" so ingrained in European society it 
may be politically impossible to signifi
cantly reduce. Even Margaret Thatcher in 12 
years could not dismantle the basic pillars of 
the welfare state in the United Kingdom. 

To be sure, the U.S. is by no means a Swe
den or a France where government gobbles 
up almost half of national income. But with 
the U.S. government share at 37% of GDP, 
we are clearly entering the "danger zone" 
where the size of government has begun to 
limit the potential growth of the economy. 

As in Europe, social spending has fueled 
the growth of government in the U.S.: Ac
cording to Mueller, from 1965 to 1992, U.S. en-
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titlement programs have nearly tripled to 
more than 14% of GDP and unemployment 
has risen on average by more than half a per
centage point for each one-percentage-point 
rise in social spending as a share of GDP. 

Under the recently passed Clinton budget, 
entitlement spending will still rise by more 
than $50 billion annually-or $260 billion over 
the next five years. In fact, this so-called 
"deficit reduction" package calls for some 
$40 billion in entitlement expansions over 
the next five years, including broadened eli
gibility for food stamps and low-income 
home energy assistance programs. 

On top of these hefty social spending in
creases, President Clinton wants to create a 
panoply of new entitlements, ranging from a 
"national service" program to job training 
expenditures for welfare recipients to a gov
ernment-run health care system estimated 
to cost taxpayers between $60 billon and $150 
billion annually. 

The Administration argues that these pro
grams will be limited in terms of costs and 
program coverage, but the history of the 
welfare state tells us that social spending 
programs develop politically powerful con
stituencies and eventually expand far beyond 
original expectations. 

It may not be too late for the U.S. to avoid 
the entitlement trap that vexes the Euro
pean economies. U.S. policymakers must 
take the following steps to prevent 
Eurosclerosis in America: 

First, reject Clinton's new entitlement pro
posals and instead enact IRA-like tax incen
tives for individuals and businesses that pro
mote private sector saving, health care and 
retirement vehicles. 

Second, cap the growth of entitlement 
spending to the rate of inflation and popu
lation growth. Such a plan would signifi
cantly limit the growth in the social spend
ing budget to a rate that we can afford, 
thereby increasing the economy's job-creat
ing potential. 

Third, fundamentally overhaul the welfare 
system by mandating welfare recipients to 
do something productive in return for gov
ernment assistance-working in community 
service jobs, ensuring that their kids stay in 
school, and keeping two-parent families in
tact. 

This is a critical moment in U.S. economic 
history: If Clinton is successful in creating 
new entitlement programs-particularly a 
federal health care plan that forces the 
American middle class to rely on Big Gov
ernment-the U.S., like Europe, will be 
trapped in a vicious cycle of growing govern
ment and declining employment. 

JAPAN THE GREAT FREE 
TRADER???? 

HON. JIM KOLBE 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, the time has 

come for the United States to take a stand in 
defense of free trade not just with Japan but 
also in Japan. 

Japanese Government officials love to boast 
to us about how important free trade is to 
Japan-rattling off statistics like the fact that at 
3.5 percent, Japan's composite most favored 
nation [MFN] tariff level is even lower than that 
of the United States. However, tariffs only re
strict the flow of foreign made goods at a na
tion's borders. Once inside an economy, the 
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marketability and relative competitiveness of 
products can just as easily be hampered by 
rules and regulations impeding freedom of 
movement. You will never hear a Japanese 
bureaucrat use the word free to describe the 
way trade takes place inside Japan's econ
omy. 

Japan's domestic economy is riddled with 
complex regulations and procedures. As of 
last count there were over 10,900 government 
licensing and authorization processes affecting 
business activities in Japan. Almost every one 
of these procedures is subjectively and non
transparently administered by the Japanese 
bureaucracy, whose power to restrain new
comers that might disrupt the market order is 
legendary-especially it seems when new
comers are foreign companies with innovative 
products not made in Japan. 

Thus-despite what the Japanese Govern
ment may ~ay-rather than being flat, be
cause of massive bureaucratic interference the 
playing field for business in Japan is more like 
a steep upward slope. The solution to Ameri
ca's ' market access problems in Japan is to 
target the bureaucratic impediments that stand 
in the way of level access-not to further em
power the Japanese bureaucracy to supervise 
even more managed trade agreements. Our 
companies need real, not simulated, access. 

The new Japanese Trade Minister, Mr. 
Hiroshi Kumagai , himself recognizes that the 
bureaucracy acts to keep Japan's market 
closed. He is against the Clinton administra
tion's managed trade proposals but for any 
help the United States can give in supporting 
his favorite cause: deregulation. 

I would like to submit to the RECORD the fol
lowing recent article from the International 
Herald Tribune on Mr. Kumagai. In our trade 
talks we should work with him not against him. 
He says he wants free trade in Japan. I say 
we make sure he sticks to his commitment. 
Wouldn't it be nice someday to see that MIT! 
has changed its name to the Ministry of Im
porting Trade and Industry? 
NEW MITI CHIEF SPEAKS HIS MIND; BUT Is 

HIS OUTSPOKENNESS 0NL Y A POLITICAL T AC
TIC? 

(By Steven Brull) 
"Big Business in Japan is a hotbed of col

lusion." 
" We need radical reform of the Japanese 

economy." 
"If Japan's trade surplus continues, it will 

be one factor leading to the destruction of 
the world economy." 

These comments may resonate with the 
frustrations of Western trade officials, but in 
fact they are views that Japan's powerful 
minister of International Trade and Indus
try, Hiroshi Kumagai, has expressed over the 
past two months. 

Perhaps more than anyone else in the coa
lition government formed two months ago, 
the feisty 53-year-old trade minister has 
helped fashion an image of a new, outspoken 
style of politics in Japan. 

Yet political insiders say there may be less 
than meets the eye to Mr. Kumagai's rhet
oric . To many longtime observers, his stri
dency is less a new face for Japanese politics 
than an echo of the strong men of the Lib
eral Democratic Party that dominated Japa
nese politics for 38 years. 

Without doubt, Mr. Kumagai has added 
substance to the rhetoric of Prime Minister 
Morihiro Hosokawa, whose coalition over-

EXTENSIONS · OF REMARKS 
turned the Liberal Democrats last summer 
with a message of reforming Japan's politics. 

Mr. Kumagai has openly criticized his fel
low cabinet minister and has campaigned for 
tougher enforcement of antitrust laws, more 
transparent public works bidding procedures, 
and drastic corporate restructuring. Even 
then, he has warned, unemployment will 
rise. 

His comments are remarkable for a min
istry that was a major architect of Japan's 
postwar economic miracle. Just a year ago 
MITI, as the ministry is known, was defend
ing Japan's markets as the most open in the 
world, and criticizing foreign countries on 
how unfair their trade policies were. 

"These are things that ministers have 
never said before," said one recently retired 
MITI official. "That in itself is striking.'' 

"I've been quite struck," said Norman 
Neuriter, vice president of Texas Instru
ments Asia Ltd., echoing views common in 
the foreign community here about the new 
administration. "Everyone's talking about 
addressing problems, which is quite salu
tary.'' 

Yet while Mr. Kumagai's comments are un
usually sharp for a MITI official, they are 
hardly without precedent in Japanese poli
tics. Many observers place his comments 
within the long tradition of the old ruling 
party leadership. 

To them, Mr. Kumagai's caustic criticisms 
of the Bank of Japan are reminiscent of Shin 
Kanemaru, the disgraced Liberal Democratic 
kingpin who once threatened to fire the 
bank's governor, Yasushi Mieno. In fact, Mr. 
Kumagai is a close associate of Mr. 
Kanemaru's protege, Ichiro Ozawa, a politi
cian whom many consider to be the brains 
and the brawn behind the governing coali
tion. "He's speaking with more authority 
than is evident," the former official said. 

Even at MITI, Mr. Kumagai 's rhetoric is 
part of a long tradition of inter-ministerial 
turf battles, in which the agency's ministers 
try to aid their charges in the business com
munity. Like his predecessors, he has de
fended MITI, saying recently that "the Japa
nese economy is one of the most open mar
kets in the area of industrial goods." 

"It's not at all surprising," said Haruo 
Shimada, a Keio University economist and 
longtime adviser to Mr. Hosokawa. His 
warnings about economic destruction and 
rising unemployment in Japan are aimed at 
reinforcing perceptions that the Japanese 
economy needs serious medicine, he said. 

As such, his views parallel those of Noboru 
Hatakeyama, MITI's unflinching top nego
tiator, who resigned earlier this year. "I'm 
for restructuring our economy," he said. 
" However, this is quite different from rec
ognizing that our markets are generally 
closed.'' 

Mr. Kumagai began his career as a MITI 
bureaucrat in 1964, but dropped out 11 years 
later. As a member of the liberal Democratic 
party he showed independence, becoming as
sociated more with the party than the bu
reaucracy he came from, unlike most former 
bureaucrats. He bolted the Liberal Demo
crats to join the Japan New Party earlier 
this year. 

Mr. Kumagai 's immediate goal appears to 
be to pressure the Ministry of Finance and 
the Bank of Japan to pump more money into 
the economy. He also wants other ministries, 
especially those overseeing construction and 
telecommunications, to prune the thicket of 
regulations that act as the primary barrier 
to imports and business expansion. 

In some ways, Mr. Kumagai's stridency is 
the mirror image of the ministry's growing 
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irrelevancy. "MITI feels really powerless," 
Mr. Shimada said, noting that high tariffs, 
foreign exchange controls and the other 
tools MITI once exercised were phased out 
years ago. "MITI has no instruments, but 
foreign pressure is increasing. 

If MITI feels powerless, however, its min
is_ter may be even more so. Few stay in office 
long enough to grasp the details of what 
their bureaucracies are really up to. Few, in 
fact, have ever managed to impose their will 
on institutions in which information and 
power generally flow from the bottom up. 
This is especially so with the current cabi
net, which is comprised mainly of politicians 
new to power. 

" I haven't been paying too much attention 
to what he's been saying," said one mid-level 
MITI official who refused to be identified. 
"I've never even met him. " 

Still, the fact that his gibes have gone 
largely without retort is a reflection of how 
much the political atmosphere has changed 
since Mr. Hosokawa took power in early Au
gust. With major contractors being arrested 
for bribery seemingly every week, few are 
willing to defend the Construction Ministry. 
Likewise, as fears grow that the floor may 
fall out under the economy, pressure is grow
ing on the Finance Ministry to abandon its 
opposition to deep cuts in income taxes. 

TRIBUTE TO DUCKETT CREEK 
SEWER DISTRICT 

HON. JAMFS M. TALENT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to recognize and con
gratulate the Duckett Creek Sewer District in 
St. Charles County, MO which has been 
awarded the Environmental Protection Agency 
Certificate of Merit for Region VII in the United 
States. 

The award is one of three in the four State 
region which covers Missouri, Nebraska, Iowa, 
and Kansas. By presenting the award, the 
EPA recognizes Duckett Creek and its staff for 
demonstrating its commitment to clean water 
through excellent performance as a waste 
water treatment plant. In addition to the EPA, 
Duckett Creek was also named the 1993 
Treatment Plant of the Year Award by the 
State of Missouri. 

A few of the plants accomplishments in
clude: 100 percent compliance since its start
up -in 1988, plant improvements for energy 
savings that have reduced electrical consump
tion and expense by as much as $265,000 
over a 5-year period, and effective land appli
cation programs which have provided effective 
beneficial reuse of the waste product. All 
these were accomplished despite experiencing 
a phenomenal growth over the last 3 years in 
which the water treated has increased from 
2.5 to 4.4 million gallons a day. 

The Duckett Creek Sewer District serves a 
high growth area in St. Charles County and 
has consistently shown, through operational 
excellence, a solid commitment to meet the 
demands for clean water in the future. The 
dedication of the managers and workers at 
Duckett Creek to efficiency and the environ
ment has proven that they are well deserving 
of the award presented by the EPA. I would 
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ask my fellow Members of the House of Rep
resentatives to join with me in congratulating 
Richard Higgins, superintendent; Thomas 
Szilasi, director; Barry E. Smith, administrator; 
David Fletcher, plant operator; and the mem
bers of the board of trustees: Chairman David 
Crosby, Vice-Chairman David Heideman, Har
old Burkemper, Thomas Heinsz, and ~u~~ne 
Schwendemann, on this recognition of tr1e 
Duckett Creek Sewer District. 

TRIBUTE TO GERALD HANSON 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, 

would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding public service of Gerald 
Hanson. Jerry is retiring after a 29 year career 
with the San Bernardino County Department 
of Weights and Measures and will be recog
nized at a ceremony in his honor on Novem
ber 13. 

Gerald Hanson was born on Christmas day 
in 1938 in Alexandria, MN and has lived in 
Redlands since 1949. He received his B.A. 
and M.A. from the University of Redlands, and 
was a candidate for an Ed.D. at Pepperdine 
University. In addition, Jerry served in the U.S. 
Navy from 196CH>6. 

Jerry began his career with Grand Central 
Rocket in 1958 as a scale mechanic. In 1964, 
he began a long and distinguished career with 
the San Bernardino County Department of 
Weights and Measures. He was promoted 
from his initial position of inspector to division 
chief in 1980 and became director of the de
partment in 1985. 

Over the years, Jerry has been an active 
member of a number of civic and community 
based organizations including the Redlands 
Masonic Lodge, the Redlands Shrine Club, the 
San Bernardino Public Employees Associa
tion, the Redlands Noon Kiwanis Club and 
others. In addition, he is a life member of the 
U.S. Metric Association, and enjoys member
ship in the National Conference on Weights 
and Measures, the Western Weights and 
Measurers Association, and the California Ag
riculture Commissioners and Sealers Associa
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you jonin me, our 
colleagues, Jerry's wife Sandra, his daughter, 
Cynthia, and many friends in wishing Jerry the 
very best in his retirement. In his many years 
of devoted service, Jerry Hanson has touched 
the lives of many people in our community 
and it is only fitting that the House recognize 
him today. 

TRIBUTE TO COL. EUGENE V. 
LOMBARDO ON THE OCCASION 
OF HIS RETIREMENT FROM THE 
U.S. ARMY RESERVES 

HON. SUSAN MOUNARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, on October 

22, 1993, a special celebration will take place 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

in Flushing Meadow, Queens, NY. On this 
evening, an outstanding citizen and soldier, 
CoL Eugene V. Lombardo, will be recognized 
on his retirement from a remarkable career. A 
native of Brooklyn, NY. Colonel Lombardo will 
retire from the U.S. Army Reserve after 32 
years of service. 

Colonel Lombardo earned a bachelor of pro
fessional studies degree in business commu
nication from the State University of New 
York, Empire State College. He also holds a 
diploma from the Business Professional Ad
vertising Association as a certified business 
communicator and is a graduate of the Dale 
Carnegie Institute. 

His military career was a prolific one, and 
included distinguished service during the Per
sian Gulf war in Operation Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm. He served as division chief for 
public education with the 353d Civil Affairs 
Command assigned to Southern European 
Task Force theater of operations in Vicenza, 
Italy. During his last tour of duty, he was the 
deputy chief of staff for information manage
ment for the 77th U.S. Army Reserve Com
mand. Additionally, he directed U.S. Army par
ticipation in the Statute of Liberty and Ellis Is
land commemorative celebrations, achieving 
recognition for his leadership and excellence 
in coordinating all public affairs and pro
motional activities. 

Active in German-American community and 
public relations, broadcasting, and newspaper 
journalism for the U.S. Army's NATO Com
mand, Third Infantry Division. Colonel 
Lombardo served during the Berlin and Cuban 
crises in the early sixties. Among his numer
ous military awards, he holds the Meritorious 
Service Medal with four oak leaf clusters and 
the Army Commendation Medal. A graduate of 
the Empire State Military Academy, the U.S. 
Army Command and General Staff College, 
the National Defense University, the Senior 
Defense Information School, and the U.S. 
Army War College, Colonel Lombardo has 
held command and staff assignments with the 
42d Infantry-Rainbow-Division, N.Y. Army 
National Guard and the U.S. Army Reserve. 
He also served as chief of public affairs for the 
77th U.S. Army Reserve Command. 

He lives with his wife, Carol, on Staten Is
land, where he is active in professional. com
munity, and civic organizations and has re
ceived a number of awards for community 
service. Mr. Lombardo is a member of the 
Knights of Columbus. the Business Advertising 
Association, the American Management Asso
ciation. and the Magazine Publishers Associa
tion. He is also a member of the Reserve Offi
cers Association of the United States Armed 
Forces, and the American Legion, among oth
ers. 

Mr. Speaker, too often the peacetime work 
of our Nation military goes unnoticed. Military 
service is frequently a difficult and thankless 
profession. Colonel Lombardo reminds us of 
the Army Reserves' critical duty and the pro
fessionalism with which its members fulfill their 
mission. It is a privilege for me to have this 
opportunity to salute Col. Eugene V. 
Lombardo. On behalf of the Staten Island and 
Brooklyn communities, I thank him for his 32 
years of selfless service to our community and 
our Nation. · 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ELIOT 

ENGEL OF NEW YORK HONORING 
CHARLES SALK 

HON. EUOT L ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday. October 20, 1993 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I recognize today an individual 
who has dedicated more than 50 years of his 
life to improving the quality of life for working 
men and women. 

Charles Salk is being honored this weekend 
by the National Association of Retired Federal 
Employee [NARFE], Manhattan-Bronx chapter, 
for his many good works. I can think of no 
other person who better exemplifies the char
acter and commitment demonstrated by our 
Federal employees. 

For 35 years, Charlie Salk worked in the 
U.S. Postal Service, where he was always in
volved in labor issues. He eventually rose to 
the position of vice president in the largest 
chapter of the postal workers' union. 

When his career ended, Charlie's dedication 
to his colleagues did not cease. He has con
tinued his tireless efforts in NARFE, where he 
has been active for the past 15 years, includ
ing the past decade as president of the 4,000-
member Manhattan-Bronx chapter. 

Over the years, Charlie Salk has been a 
friend and adviser to me, and a constant ad
vocate for many other individuals. He em
bodies the true spirit of the American worker, 
who will give the best effort possible at all 
times while asking only for fair treatment in re
turn. 

Charlie Salk will be modest and say he 
does not deserve to be honored by NARFE. 
But on behalf of the countless people whose 
lives he has touched, I can testify that such an 
honor is long overdue. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. FREDERICK C. 
STEWARD 

HON. EARL F. HILLIARD 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday. October 20, 1993 

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, today, I come 
to speak of a great man, Dr. Frederick C. 
Steward, who recently passed away in Tusca
loosa, AL. Dr. Steward was a giant among his 
many peers in the area of science. He was 
one of the Nation's leading botanists and plant 
physiologists, having been the originator of the 
now proven fact that plants may be regen
erated from one single cell. His discovery of 
the means to obtain such regeneration of en
tire plants from one single cell has formed the 
underpinning of modern plant molecular biol
ogy. All of us who are lovers of knowledge 
and science mourn the loss of this great man. 
I wish to extend the sympathy of the entire 
Nation to his widow. Anne, and his son, Gor
don, all who reside in Tuscaloosa. 
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CONGRESSMAN DOUG BEREUTER 

GIVES THOUGHTFUL EVALUA
TION OF NATO'S ROLE 

HON. RALPH REGULA 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 · 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, during a debate 
at the recent North Atlantic Assembly meeting 
in Copenhagen, Denmark, our colleague 
DouG BEREUTER, who also serves as Vice 
President of the Assembly, gave a very 
thoughtful evaluation of the role of NATO vis 
a vis the United Nations. The text of the re
marks are attached herewith: 
REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE DOUG BEREU

TER AT THE 39TH ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY 

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of 
the Assembly. The discussion and debate 
over the last four days has been useful and 
insightful. Many important issues have been 
discussed, from new membership to the long
term prospects for democracy in Russia. 

But in the short time allotted to me today, 
I would like to offer some thoughts on two 
matters that the members of the President's 
Task Force discussed at length as we drafted 
the report America and Europe. 

As the Task Force recognized, there is no 
longer a debate about whether NATO can act 
"out-of-area." That decision already has 
been made and such action already under
taken. NATO has concluded that, if it is to 
remain relevant as a security institution, it 
must be able to respond beyond its tradi
tional borders when the member-states de
termine that it is in their vital interest. 

The question which has begun to be asked 
by a few of our delegates and which we must 
face-a question which has been indirectly 
discussed on several occasions this week
end-is whether NATO can act on its own, 
out-of-area, without a mandate from another 
institution such as the U.N. or CSCE. 

It is certainly possible, and indeed likely, 
that any future NATO action could be 
launched under U.N. or CSCE auspices. My 
NATO country parliamentarians, I belteve, 
quite strongly, that we cannot make the ex
istence of a U.N. mandate the prerequisite 
for out-of-area action. 

My Assembly colleagues, to do so would in
appropriately turn NATO solely into a " se
curity subcontractor" for the U.N.-a very 
unsatisfactory and unacceptable develop
ment. 

First, while it is likely that NATO inter
ests will coincide with the interests of the 
U.N. or the CSCE, we cannot depend on this 
happening on all occasions. 

Second, we cannot always depend on action 
when we need it. Action can be delayed or 
stopped, for example, by a veto from the 
PRC. And the events of the last two weeks in 
Moscow suggest, of course, that we should 
not take it for granted that Russia will al
ways, routinely, support our objectives in 
the Security Council. 

Third, it is quite possible that the United 
Nations will adopt rules of engagement that 
NATO simply cannot accept. In Somalia, the 
United States is burdened with rules of en
gagement that have effectively undermined 
the ability to fulfill the mission. British, 
French, Canadian and other peacekeepers in 
Bosnia have faced similar difficulties. I 
would suggest that it is increasingly unac
ceptable for the U.N. to deny NATO peace
keepers that ability to exploit our great 
military capability. 
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Consequently, although it is not expressly 

stated NATO policy, I believe we must real
istically acknowledge that autonomous out
of-area action is not only a possibility-it 
may be essential to preserve the peace. 
Moreover, retaining the option of autono
mous out-of-area action should have a 
healthy deterrent value. If a potential adver
sary believes NATO will act out-of area to 
protect its interests, such an aggressor will 
be less likely to provoke a crisis. 

Now, colleagues, a second concern that the 
Presidential Task Force addressed while 
drafting the America and Europe report is the 
general issue of changes in force structure 
and ongoing reductions in defense spending. 
We all recognize that the risk of massive ar
mored assault through the Fulda Gap or 
across the Central European Plain is now un
likely. The Cold War is over and that cer
tainly means that it is appropriate to reduce 
defense expenditures within the Alliance . 
But, a pell-mell, preemptive, uncoordinated 
race to slash defense spending by the unilat
eral actions of our 16 member states is both 
reckless and counterproductive. 

The members of the Alliance must coordi
nate our decisions on changes in force size 
and structure, combat support, and infra
structure. If we do not, the Alliance could 
well become a paper tiger. Already we see 
the strains brought on by existing peace
keeping commitments and the prospects for 
very large commitments in Bosnia. 

My friends , this is too important a matter 
to fall back on diplomatic niceties. I must be 
blunt. I am concerned that my own nation 
may be reducing defense spending at too 
rapid a rate . And, I fear that the currently 
announced U.S. force reductions may cause 
difficulties in the years ahead. But, the 
American reductions are modest indeed when 
compared with the reductions that some of 
our NATO allies have announced. I need not 
go into specifics here. In his report to the 
Defense and Security Committee, our Span
ish colleague, Rafael Estrella, describes in 
detail the cascading military cuts that have 
begun within the Alliance. 

Again, it is clear that reductions in spend
ing and reduction in forces are now appro
priate. But, I plead that these reductions 
take place within a comprehensive, coordi
nated effort. My Assembly colleagues, if our 
respective national parliaments refuse to 
support a basic minimal level for defense, 
the much-discussed Strategic Concept can
not protect nations when they lose either 
the will or means to defend themselves. We 
must urge our governments to use the Janu
ary 1994 NATO Summit as an opportunity to 
realistically coordinate levels of defense 
spending. 

In summary and conclusion, then, my As
sembly colleagues, I ask you to first resist 
any erosion of NATO's autonomy to the 
U.N., WEU, or CSCE-within the territory of 
our NATO countries or out-of-area, and sec
ondly to demand that our defense ministers 
develop by unanimous action a precise 
framework to strongly influence and coordi
nate the defense reductions and changes in 
our sixteen nation states. 

TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL BERRY 

HON. JOHN D. DINGEU 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, over the years 

I have served in Congress, I have known few 
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people who have served their community as 
well as Michael' Berry. On Thursday, October 
21, Michael will be honored before 600 people 
in Michigan with the presentation of the Na
tional Order of the Cedar of Lebanon Knight 
Award. 

This special testimonial gathering of Mi
chael's admirers, of whom I am one, will pay 
tribute to his professionalism and commitment 
to public service. He served with distinction as 
the chairperson of the Wayne County Road 
Commission. His work on that commission in
cluded his stalwart efforts on behalf of Detroit 
Metropolitan Airport, where his devotion and 
dedication resulted in the Berry International 
Terminal being named in his honor. 

As a humanitarian, Michael Berry has made 
his presence and concern the object of admi
ration and respect. Particularly close to his 
heart have been his undertakings Qn behalf of 
Lebanon in the interest of peace, harmony, 
and justice in the Middle East. He succeeded 
in sending $1.6 million worth of medical sup
plies to three supply-drained public hospitals 
in lebanon in 1992. As an executive commit
tee member of the American Task Force for 
Lebanon [ATFL]. he has been instrumental in 
providing guidance and counsel in formulating 
the basic principles and policies of that organi
zation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with the same vigor and 
foresight that Michael has committed himself 
to the ongoing battle against illness and dis
ease on the executive committee on the 
March of Dimes and the Board of Directors of 
St. Jude's Hospital. Michael has also been a 
contributing member of the Wayne County 
Citizens Committee on Juvenile Delinquency, 
the Keep Detroit Beautiful Committee, presi
dent of Dearborn United Community Services, 
board member of Children's Hospital and of 
the Michigan chapter of the Arthritic Founda
tion, and the first Muslim co-chairperson of the 
Greater Detroit Round Table of the National 
Conference of Christians, Jews, and Muslims. 

Michael Berry's reputation extends beyond 
our community. He has served as a presi
dential appointee to the Small Business Con
ference, and was selected by the U.S. Depart
ment of State in 1966 to travel to the Near 
East. There, he was the featured. speaker at 
the Dodge Hall of the American University of 
Beirut. He was also a featured speaker at the 
Palace of Justice in Lebanon, where he ad
dressed the Lebanese Bar Association and 
the judiciary. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and my House col
leagues to join Michael's family and friends in 
extending the heartiest congratulations to him 
on the occasion of his being awarded the Na
tional Order of the Cedar of Lebanon Knight 
Award. 

TRIBUTE TO RON NEUBAUER 

HON. JAMFS M. TALENT 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this time to congratulate and recognize 
Ron Neubauer, chief of police of St. Peters, 
MO, who will be elected sixth vice president of 
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the International Association of Chiefs of Po
·lice on October 20, 1993. 

This office is a volunteer position which re
quires an 8-year commitment. Each year, 
Chief Neubauer will move up a chair in the or
ganization until he becomes the president of 
the International Association of Chiefs of Po
lice [IACP]. The IACP has over 13,000 mem
bers from 83 countries. The mission of the as
sociation is to address major issues facing law 
enforcement throughout the world. The organi
zation deals with national, State, and local leg
islation; the training of officers; testing officers 

, and departments; and any other area that en
hances law enforcement. 

Ron Neubauer is a tremendous example of 
how members of the law enforcement commu
nity continue to make extra efforts to enhance 
the safety of the citizens in their community. 
By accepting this position, Chief Neubauer will 
be assisting law enforcement in St. Peters, St. 
Charles County, and the State of Missouri. I 
would ask the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives to join with me in congratulating 
Chief Neubauer as he accepts his new posi
tion. 

SALUTE TO DR. E.L. CLARK 

HON. THOMAS M. FOGUETTA 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. FOGLIETIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise on this 

occasion to salute a great member of the 
Philadelphia community, Dr. E.L. Clark, who 
will be honored by the Susquehanna Neigh
borhood Advisory Council in Philadelphia this 
Friday. Dr. Clark was born and raised in Hat
tiesburg, Ml, and completed his undergraduate 
studies at Tugaloo College in Mississippi in 
1940. He received his M.[}. from Nashville, 
Tennessee's Meharry Medical College in 
1944. From there, he went to intern programs 
at Provident Medical Hospital, in Baltimore, as 
well as Harlem Hospital in New York City. 

In 1946, Dr. Clark established a medical 
clinic in Meridian, Ml where he practiced until 
1952, when he was inducted into the U.S. 
Army. In 1954, his tour of duty having ended, 
he decided to settle in Philadelphia, making 
house calls, and serving on the staff at Mercy 
Douglas Hospital. Dr. Clark then opened an 
office on Diamond Street in Philadelphia in 
1957, which quickly blossomed into a thriving 
medical practice serving the community until 
1988 when he moved permanently to another 
office which he had opened in 1984 on 66th 
Avenue in Philadelphia. Several generations of 
his patients' families continue to seek his med
ical services, following him to his current facil
ity. 

Dr. Clark has been active in numerous civic 
and medical organizations over the years, in
cluding the Pennsylvania County Medical So
ciety, the Pennsylvania Academy of Family 
Physicians, Chi Delta Mu-a fraternal order of 
Philadelphia based health care professionals, 
and the Meharry College Alumni Association. 
Additionally, Dr. Clark has received the physi
cian of the year award from the Pennsylvania 
County Medical Society, and he is a trustee of 
the Bright Hope Baptist Church. The list goes 
on and on. 
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Dr. Clark has been a mentor to a number of 
African American physicians. He has been in
volved in Temple University Medical School's 
Preceptor's Program, making his offices avail
able to medical students during their family 
practice rotations in local medical offices. Dr. 
Clark's offices also have been the first home 
to many local physicians who then went to es
tablish thriving practices of their own. 

Dr. Clark is a husband, a father, and a 
grandfather. He is married to Ann B. Clark, 
and they have two sons, a daughter-in-law, 
and two grandchildren, all residing in the 
Philadelphia area. 

Dr. Clark is a shining example of a great 
Philadelphian, and I salute him for his great 
contributions to his community. 

PUTTING THE SQUEEZE ON 
EATING DISORDERS 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the Fed
eral Trade Commission recently charged five 
of the Nation's largest commercial diet pro
grams with deceptive advertising. The FTC 
contends that diet programs like Weight 
Watchers, Jenny Craig, and Nutri/System 
have falsely advertised high success rates and 
encouraged millions of Americans to unneces
sarily lose millions of pounds. 

Weight loss is big business-generating 
over $2 billion a year. 

An estimated 50 million Americans will go 
on diets this year. Some diets might be 
launched for health reasons-like reducing 
risk for heart disease. But most diets will be 
for no other reason than thin is in. These diets 
can easily become eating disorders. 

Eating disorders include anorexia, bulimia, 
and other abnormal eating behaviors. Eating 
disorders are common in our diet-conscious 
society, and can result in cardiac problems, 
osteoporosis, anemia, and, in the more ex
treme cases, death. They are also linked to 
severe depression and substance abuse. 

Eating disorders primarily affect women, and 
symptoms like binge eating, self-induced vom
iting, and self-starvation are often seen in little 
girls trying to be the best ballerina, the best 
field hockey player, the best student, or simply 
the best daughter. Some experts contend that 
images generated by the beauty industry and 
fashion magazines promote eating disorders. 
Others believe that eating disorders may be 
physiologically based. Regardless, these folks 
need help before it is too late. 

Today, I am introducing the Eating Dis
orders Information and Education Act of 1993. 
This bill establishes, at the Center for Mental 
Health Services, an outreach program and a 
toll-free hotline for eating disorders. The Cen
ter is the logical location for such a program 
since it already has the infrastructure and ex
pertise in developing effective mental health 
and substance abuse programs. 

Although eating disorders affect men, they 
are one in a series of serious health issues 
that hit women harder. Eating disorders can 
result in serious medical complications if they 
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are not treated early and effectively. That is 
why I am pleased that the Eating Disorders 
and Education Awareness Act is already part 
of the Women's Health Equity Act. For the 
sake of all the women in our country, I urge 
Congress to pass the Women's Health Equity 
Act and the Eating Disorders Information and 
Education Act. 

TRIBUTE TO THE VICTIMS OF THE 
FAMINE IN UKRAINE 

HON. JAMES A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
honor of the victims of the 1933 famine in 
Ukraine. The famine, which killed more than 7 
million people 60 years ago, had a powerful 
impact on the Ukrainian community in Ohio. 

To commemorate the tragic event, St. Vladi
mir's Ukrainian Orthodox Cathedral in Parma, 
OH erected the Famine Monument on their 
parish grounds. On October 31, 1993, a for
mal dedication and blessing will be observed 
at the cathedral. I commend His Grace Arch
bishop Anthony and the Most Reverend Bish
op Robert for their role in bringing attention to 
this devastating event in Ukraine history. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the citizens of Ohio in 
commemorating the 60th anniversary of the 
famine in Ukraine, and in saluting the individ
uals who have worked so hard to keep the 
memory of the perished from fading. 

TRIBUTE TO MONROE COLLEGE ON 
IT 60TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Monroe College, an invaluable Bronx 
institution which tomorrow will celebrate its 
60th anniversary. 

At the height of the Great Depression in 
1933, an energetic teacher named Mildred 
King launched an enterprise that was ulti
mately to help tens of thousands of ambitious 
people to find a place and advance in the 
business world. Originally called the Monroe 
School of Business, the institution she found
ed with four tiny classrooms on Boston Road 
in the Bronx taught basic office skills such as 
typing, stenography, and bookkeeping to stu
dents whose complete course of enrollment 
typically lasted only 6 months. 

In the ensuing six decades, under the lead
ership of Mildred King, Harry Jerome and Ste
phen Jerome, who has been president since 
1978, Monroe has grown to be a modern jun
ior college with an enrollment of more than 
2,000 students on two campuses offering 2-
year associate degree programs in account
ing, business administration, computer 
science, hospitality management, secretarial 
science and word processing. 

Throughout its existence Monroe has ad
hered to the highest standards of quality. In its 
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early days the reputation it built through the 
success of its graduates helped Monroe to 
achieve steady growth in difficult economic 
times, while all around it similar schools failed. 
In 1990 Monroe was accredited by the Middle 
States Association of Colleges and Schools, 
the highest level of accreditation a collegiate 
institution can receive. More than 90 percent 
of all Monroe graduates find employment in 
positions related to their fields of study. And 
13 percent of the 639 students who received 
their degrees at the last commencement are 
pursuing a baccalaureate degree on either a 
full- or part-time basis at other institutions. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege of 
knowing Stephen Jerome, the president of 
Monroe College, for many years, and I am de
lighted by his .success. I ask my colleagues to 
join me in paying tribute to him, to the rest of 
his administration and faculty, and to the stu
dents of Monroe College, whose ambition and 
hard work have made this institution a tremen
dous source of pride and success for the last 
60 years. 

HENRY COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM 
HONORED 

HON. MICHAEL A. "MAC" COWNS 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, in a 
time where many school systems across our 
Nation are installing metal detectors to curb vi
olence, I would like to share with this body a 
much different story. An example of what can 
be done at the local level when parents, edu
cators, and community leaders work together. 

The Henry County School System, located 
in Georgia's Third Congressional District, is 
vying to win its fourth consecutive "Governor's 

,.Award for Drug Free Living"-given annually 
to the school system which best promotes a 
drug free lifestyle. "Red Ribbon Week" gives 
each school system an opportunity to present 
their campaign to fight drug abuse. The citi
zens of Henry County continue to show their 
dedication to the well being of their children 
and the safety of their community. This com
mitment serves as an example of the best 
America has to offer-people working together 
and taking responsibility for their community. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the citizens of 
Henry County for their dedication to this 
project. While some still claim that big govern
ment and more social programs will solve our 
Nation's problems, the people of Henry Coun
ty will prove them wrong once again this year. 

DEMOCRACY IN HAITI 

HON. ALCEE L HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

express my continued support for the restora
tion of democracy in Haiti. We must stop the 
violence in Haiti now. 

Recently, I had the opportunity to meet with 
Prime Minister Robert Malwal and Justice Min-
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ister Guy Malary. Mr. Malary begged me not 
to let the U.S.S. Harlan County leave Haiti or 
the prodemocracy supporters would be in 
jeopardy. A few days later, Mr. Malary was as
sassinated. His untimely death is a setback to 
the struggle of restoring democracy in Haiti 
and a warning to prodemocratic forces to stay 
away. 

The United States has an obvious interest in 
restoring democracy to Haiti. An unstable 
economy in Haiti would not only hurt the Hai
tian people but also the United States. There 
would be a renewed flow of Haitian refugees 
into this country, and drugs that have traveled 
through Haiti would end up in the streets of 
·America. 

The administration played a crucial role in 
laying the groundwork for the restoration of 
democracy in Haiti. Thus, we cannot allow this 
process to be undermined by an armed and 
recalcitrant few. We must force Gen. Raoul 
Cedras and his supporters out quickly, swiftly, 
and decisively or thousands of people in Haiti 
will surely be murdered. And the ones who are 
not murdered will be swimming for south Flor
ida. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Clinton administra
tion to make it all possible to keep the restora
tion of democracy to Haiti on track and restore 
the democratically elected government to its 
rightful place in Haiti. 

THIRD MILLENNIUM HONORED 

HON. GARY A. CONDIT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
bring attention to a group which has recently 
been formed to address perhaps the most vital 
issue facing our Nation today; the future. Third 
Millennium is a group composed of post-baby 
boomers who differ in many ways and yet are 
united in their commitment to solving the prob
lems which they see as debilitating to their 
own future and that of future generations. 
They focus on issues that have always held 
great resonance for me; specifically, the ramp
ant growth of our national debt, and the urban 
crisis which is dividing our cities and destroy
ing our education system. 

The declaration which Third Millennium has 
put forth to establish their position is full of 
criticisms of the current establishment. They 
are quick to point out the failures of the cur
rent trend of excess and the consequences 
which will be paid for such action. However, 
the declaration is far from simply an indictment 
of the older generation. Responsibility is the 
recurring theme of the message. Members of 
Third Millennium are ready to tackle the prob
lems with cooperation from all members of our 
community and are willing to make sacrifices 
to achieve their goals. This impressive group 
of young people are an inspiration and en
couragement to us not just to address, ana
lyze, or inspect the problem, but to attack it 
and to solve it. 

Their declaration is a straight-forward, well
organized analysis of problems that can no 
longer be ignored. It is also a thoughtful strat
egy for solving those problems. The mere fact 
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that this group, which has been in existence 
for little over 3 months is closing in on a mem
bership of a 1 ,000, indicates the importance of 
their message, and their insistence that their 
message be heard. Therefore, I resP,ectfully 
submit the preamble of Third Millennium's 
declaration for inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. We can no longer ignore the voices 
of this group .and the chorus of voices shout
ing the same message. We must begin to 
govern our country with responsibility and 
foresight. If we do not, we will only continue 
along the current path of what Third Millen
nium refers to as "fiscal child abuse." The 
words are difficult to listen to, but they will be 
far more difficult to hear if we fail to take ac
tion, and the words came back to haunt us 
long after the time when effective action could 
have been taken. 

PREAMBLE 

We stand at the edge of a new millennium. 
The superpower confrontation, which 
brought fear of the apocalypse into the lives 
of three generations, is over. We live in the 
richest, freest, and most powerful country 
the world has ever seen. Most excellent. 

But we fear for the future . 
Political and social time bombs threaten 

our fragile successes at home and abroad . 
Like Wile E. Coyote waiting for a 20 ton 
Acme anvil to fall on his head, our genera
tion labors in the expanding shadow of a 
monstrous national debt. Racial, sexual and 
economic divisions have made fellow citizens 
brutal enemies. Our cities have fallen into a 
shameful state where ordinary acts of daily 
life have become painful struggles. 

For too long, we as a nation have failed to 
exercise self-control. We 've trashed the ethic 
of individual responsibility. We've exploited 
racial and sexual differences for political 
gains. Those in power have practiced fiscal 
child abuse , mortgaging our future , and the 
futures of those to come. Meanwhile, the en
gine of democracy has stalled, paralyzed by 
fringe issues. 

It is time to take responsibility . The grave 
problems facing our country- economic stag
nation , social fragmentation and the deterio
ration of the environment-demand solu
tions that transcend partisanship. We believe 
it is the challenge of our generation to move 
the country beyond partisan stagnation and 
focus on the real challenges at hand. 

Those of us offering this declaration don' t 
pretend to represent our entire generation. 
We recognize our generation's intense indi
vidualism as one of its strengths. The post
baby boom generation, born after 1960, is far 
too diverse to let one group represent it all. 
But we believe young people must initiate 
change. Our role in serving our country must 
be to stop the dumping of toxic policies on 
future generations. 

The writers of this statement come from a 
wide array of backgrounds, careers and poli t 
ical persuasions, and not every one of us sub
scribes to every last letter in this statement. 
We are drawn together, however, by the be
lief that we can' t let our differences- real as 
they are-excuse further inaction. Conserv
ative, liberal, or none of the above, we unite 
in the sentiment that the time to act is now. 

We look to President Abraham Lincoln, 
who, at another time when division threat
ened to destroy the country, pleaded for 
change: " The dogmas of the quiet past are 
inadequate to the stormy present. The occa
sion is piled high with difficulty, and we 
must r ise with the occasion. As our case is 
new, so must we act anew." 
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Divisive issues such as abortion and the 

death penalty must recede to the back
ground. It is up to us to direct our energies 
to the problems that threaten the future of 
our nation. 

Our generation is often derided for its cyn
icism. We grew up amidst the betrayals of 
Vietnam, Watergate and the S&L scandal. 
We are witness to the highest divorce rate 
ever. We see neighborhoods across America 
battle lawlessness, drug abuse, dysfunctional 
families and substandard school systems. At 
the same time, divisive right-wing tactics 
fuel our country's worst fears and hatreds, 
while impotent left-wing dogma transforms 
us into a society of victims and dependents. 

But if our common experience has jaded us, 
it has also added urgency to our outlook. We 
seek no sympathy and we ask for no hand
out. We know solving our problems will be 
tough, and we reject demagogues who tell us 
they can be solved without breaking a sweat. 
We must make the sacrifices necessary to 
address the dire problems facing our coun
try. 

To the new generation in power, we say: If 
you are ready to make the tough choices, we 
will support you. If you are ready to fight, 
we will join you. If you are ready to lead, we 
might in fact follow you. But if not, move 
out of the way. 

The last thing we want is a generational 
war. We present this statement in the sin
cere hope that members of our generation
whatever their politics-can together chart a 
new direction for the country, and that 
members of all generations can embrace it. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE RECIPIENTS 
OF THE 1993 NOBEL PEACE PRIZE 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Nelson Mandela and President 
F.W. de Klerk of South Africa, recipients of 
this year's Nobel Peace Prize. Nelson 
Mandela and President de Klerk of South Afri
ca share the prize for negotiating the end of 
an apartheid state and for cooperating in the 
journey toward a nonracial democracy in 
South Africa. 

Nelson Mandala, President of the African 
National Congress, and F.W. de Klerk, Presi
dent of South Africa, have dedicated their ef
forts to work together to create a nonviolent 
South Africa in which the human rights of all 
citizens will be respected. They have pledged 
themselves as partners to a transition to de
mocracy in their country. 

As allies and adversaries, they are working 
to build a society in which every South Afri
can-regardless of race-can participate 
equally. These two South Africans have trans
formed the politics of South Africa in a way 
few people expected would occur in this cen
tury. 

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of Congress 
dedicated to the ideals and goals of human 
rights, I salute the Norwegian Nobel Prize 
Committee for its continued efforts to recog
nize those individuals who take risks to better 
the world in which we live. I applaud Mr. 
Mandela and President de Klerk for their out
standing efforts to bring peace, democracy 
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and reconciliation to South Africa. This year's 
award reflects and strengthens the tradition of 
the Nobel Peace Prize and ensures that the 
legacy of human rights remains a guiding prin
ciple in the world today. 

HONORING THE SENIOR AND 
JUNIOR COMPANION PROGRAMS 

HON. GEORGEJ. HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. HOCHBRl.JECKNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to honor the Senior and Junior Compan
ion Programs of Suffolk County, Long Island, 
NY, as they celebrate 12 years of outreach 
and advocacy for people who need mental 
health services. 

The Federation of Organizations for the 
New York State mentally disabled is a state
wide organization that advocates on behalf of 
the mentally disabled. The federation was 
founded by the concerned parents of the men
tally ill, and has been working to improve serv
ices to the mentally disabled and their families 
in Suffolk County, Long Island, NY. 

The Senior Companion Program places 
people with psychiatric disabilities in various 
community settings. The companions act as 
role models and assist other disabled people 
in learning new skills in a peer-support net
work. The program is based on the concept 
that through a one-to-one caring relationship, 
people can progress toward greater independ
ence and self-confidence, no matter how se
vere the disability. 

Senior companions are 60 years of age and 
over, work 4 hours a day, 5 days a week, for 
a small stipend. They provide outreach, advo
cacy and recreational activities as they edu
cate people about everyday life. Peer inter
action leads to the awareness of community 
resources and links individuals to needed 
services. The fact that the companions are 
themselves recovering from mental illnesses 
enhances their effectiveness, and facilitates 
the development of new friendships. 

The Junior Companion Program was devel
oped for the younger psychiatrically disabled 
person between the ages of 18 and 59. The 
Junior Companion Program provides activities 
in which the individual can rebuild their skills 
and confidence in the community while explor
ing individual potential and possibilities for em
ployment and training. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege and honor to 
recognize the many men and women who 
spend their days assisting over 400 mentally 
disabled Long Islanders everyday in 57 com
munity sites. 

TRIBUTE TO FATHER ROBERT A. 
JEFFERS, PASTOR OF SAINT AU
GUSTINE R.C. CHURCH 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to Father Robert A. Jeffers, who on 

October 20, 1993 
Friday, October 22 will be honored on the oc
casion of the completion of his third and final 
term as pastor of the parish of Saint Augustine 
R.C. Church in the Bronx. 

Father Jeffers first entered the archdiocesan 
priesthood in 1964 in the Bronx Parish of 
Blessed Sacrement. Following an assignment 
in Staten Island and an assignment in Yon
kers, Father Jeffers came back to the Bronx to 
serve as an associate pastor at St. 
Augustine's in September 1969. He rose to 
the position of pastor on June 25, 197 4. 

Mr. Speaker, Father Jeffers is loved not only 
by his congregation but by the community at 
large. As a member of the Morrisania Commu
nity Corp., a member of Community Board No. 
3, and a board member of Share New York 
and of South Bronx churches, Father Jeffers 
has been an active leader of community-wide 
efforts to improve the living conditions and al
leviate the despair of people of all faiths in the 
South Bronx. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleagues join 
me in wishing health and joy to Father Jeffers, 
who will be leaving St. Augustine Church in 
the Bronx after 24 years of devoted service. 

IMMIGRATION STABILIZATION ACT 
OF 1993 

HON. RICHARD H. LEHMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, today, with my 
colleagues JAMES BILBRAY, DUNCAN HUNTER, 
JAMES TRAFICANT and BOB GOODLATIE, I am 
introducing a bill to reform American's immi
gration system, entitled the Immigration Sta
bilization Act of 1993. 

Even a casual observer cannot help but rec
ognize that immigration has become one of 
the most important public policy issues facing 
the nation and that our country's immigration 
laws are ill-equipped to deal with the realities 
of the 1990's. The American people no longer 
believe that our immigration policies are serv
ing the national interest. 

When my State of California is placed in a 
position where it must build a new school a 
day to keep up with the immigration influx, we 
cannot possibly uphold our obligation to give 
our children the training they need to compete 
in the world economy. When California is 
forced to spend $1 billion a year to provide 
health care to illegal immigrants, we cannot 
possibly provide the kind of quality health care 
our own citizens have a right to expect. 

It is time to make our Nation's immigration 
policies responsive to the national interests of 
the United States. Along with my colleagues, 
we are proposing a top to bottom reform of all 
aspects of U.S. immigration law. 

Under the Immigration Stabilization Act, we 
are putting forth a plan that will allow us to re
gain control of our Nation's borders. The 
American people are demanding that illegal 
immigration be stopped, and it's time we in 
Congress begin to recognize the serious eco
nomic and national security implications of our 
uncontrolled borders. 
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The American people are angry, and rightly 

so, by the flagrant abuse of the political asy
lum process by people who simply want to cir
cumvent our immigration laws. The Immigra
tion Stabilization Act would allow the United 
States to act morally and intelligently at the 
same time. 

The American people-regardless of race, 
religion, or ethnicity-believe that overall immi
gration must be reduced to more manageable 
levels. Immigration is a vital national policy 
that will have a profound effect on our Nation's 
future. I urge my fellow Colleagues to join us 
in this effort to reform immigration laws in a 
way that will ensure a harmonious and pros
perous future for this nation. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. ODESSA 
CLINKSCALE 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

honor of Mrs. Odessa Clinkscale, an outstand
ing community leader in my 17th Congres
sional District in Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, on November 7, 1993, Mrs. 
Clinkscale will be honored by the A. Philip 
Randolph Institute [APRI] for her tireless serv
ice to her community. Mrs. Clinkscale is seem
ingly everywhere, deeply involved in a wide 
array of organizations, boards and leagues. 
Mr. Speaker, here is just a cross-section of 
these groups: Elizabeth Missionary Baptist 
Church, Board of Christian Education Pro
gram, (chairperson), Baptist Minister Wives 
Council, (past president), Jury Commissioner, 
National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People [NAACP], Black Leadership 
Conference, Youngstown Urban League, and 
the National Council of Negro Women. In ad
dition, she has served as a precinct com
mitteewoman for over 25 years and is cur
rently the fifth ward councilwoman. 

The awards banquet on November 7, I am 
sure, will be an honor for Mrs. Clinkscale, but 
it will by no means be a unique experience for 
this mother for four and grandmother of eight. 
In her accolade-filled past, she has been 
awarded the Outstanding Community Service 
Award by the Youngstown Urban League, the 
Meritorious _Service Award by the United 
Negro College Fund, and the Democrat 
Woman of the Year by the John F. Kennedy 
Democrat Women's Club, 1989. 

Mr. Speaker, I join her husband, Rev. Henry 
Clinkscale, Jr., and the citizens of my district 
in saluting Mrs. Clinkscale's exemplary efforts 
on behalf of her community. Her honors can 
only be a token of how much we appreciate 
her tireless involvement. 

NORMAN E. MOORE: A MAN OF 
MANY ACHIEVEMENTS 

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

highlight the outstanding achievements of Nor-
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man E. Moore. One of the truly exceptional 
men in the insurance profession, Mr. Moore 
has developed a stellar reputation within our 
community as someone committed to his fam
ily, his neighbors and his profession. This un
usual dedication is celebrated today among 
his many friends as Norm is sworn in as the 
president of Life Insurance Leaders of Michi
gan. 

The post Norm enters is a most significant 
one, as Life Insurance Leaders of Michigan 
maintains the confidence of the public, pro
vides an internal avenue of support and, most 
importantly, represents and promotes the ethi
cal standard to which Michigan life and health 
insurance agents subscribe. 

Entering the insurance business in 1962, 
Norm has established himself as one of the 
preeminent members of the Michigan business 
community, earning commercial and industry 
recognition while serving as regional vice 
president of the Mid Michigan Association of 
Life Underwriters, and State chairman of the 
Michigan LUPAC. 

Norman has further distinguished himself 
within the industry as president of Saginaw 
Life Underwriters, Certified Life Underwriters 
Society, Estate Planning Council, and Health 
Underwriters. Such acknowledgment is a testi
mony to his place in Michigan business as an 
example of perseverance and success des
tined to be remembered for years to come. 

More importantly, Norman's ability to direct 
his efforts for the long-term, and unique per
spective on financial markets has ultimately 
empowered many of my neighbors in the Fifth 
District to realize the financial goals so hard to 
attain in these troubled economic times. 

I know I speak for my friends in Bay City 
and the Fifth District when I thank Norman for 
his tireless efforts to foster economic stability 
in our community. I urge all my colleagues to 
wish him, his lovely wife, Gloria, and his chil
dren, Norman Jr., Vicky, Michele, and Chris
tine our very best. 

TRIBUTE TO THE MORRISANIA 
FAMILY PRESERVATION SITE 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to the Morrisania Site of the New York 
City Child Welfare Administration's Family 
Preservation Program [CWAJFPP], which will 
hold its first open house on Tuesday, October 
26, 1993. 

Initiated in New York City by Mayor Dinkins, 
human resources administrator Barbara J. 
Sabol, and executive deputy commissioner for 
the Child Welfare Administration Robert L. Lit
tle, the Family Preservation Program provides 
intensive, short-term-4 to 8 weeks-family 
centered, home-based crisis intervention to 
families whose children are at imminent risk of 
being placed outside the home. The 
Morrisania site serves New York's community 
district 3, one of the fifteen community districts 
in New York City where out-of-home place
ments have been the highest. 

Mr. Speaker, the New York City Child Wel
fare Administration is committed to ensuring 
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the safety of New York's children. However, 
while placing an endangered child out of the 
home may remove him or her from danger, it 
can also exact tremendous emotional and so
cial costs upon all members of the family. 

The Family Preservation Program builds 
upon models that have been used success
fully in over 250 communities across the coun
try to keep families together safely by improv
ing parenting skills and resolving sources of 
conflict. As in many of these other programs, 
specially trained family preservation workers 
carrying a caseload of only two families at a 
time spend between 1 0 and 20 hours a week 
in their clients' home and are always on call. 

The Family Preservation Program is dedi
cated to providing services that are responsive 
to the families' ethno-cultural and religious 
needs. It also incorporates special approaches 
to dealing with the· stresses that arise from 
substance abuse, physical and mental health 
problems, and the impacts of poverty and rac
ism. 

The New York City program also provides 
for a community and family advocate to work 
with FPP families and the community at large 
to address local problems, such as drug deal
ing and the need for day care centers, and a 
family mentor, an individual aged 55 or older 
recruited from the family's community who can 
serve as a surrogate grandparent and trusted 
advisor for up to 1 0 months after the period of 
intensive services has ended. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleagues join 
me in supporting district director Millie 
Manzanet, community and family advocate 
Natanya Siegel, and the 12 family preserva
tion workers of the Morrisania Site of the Fam
ily Preservation Program who are doing such 
excellent work healing distressed families in 
my community. 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION REIN
TERPRETATION OF CHILD POR
NOGRAPHY LAW 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 

with -all eyes fixed on the explosive situations 
in Haiti, Somalia, Bosnia, and other hot spots 
and with every new wrinkle in health care re
form gobbling up scads of media air time and 
ink, the Clinton Justice Department has quiet
ly, and-1 would submit-shamefully, turned 
its back on children by seeking to reinterpret, 
loosen, and weaken existing Federal child por
nography law. 

On September 17, the Justice Department 
petitioned the U.S. Supreme Court in Knox 
versus United States to remand the case of a 
man convicted under Federal child pornog
raphy law back to a lower court for review. 
The Clinton brief argues that a much more 
narrow, weaker standard be applied in this 
precedent setting case than that which was af
firmed by the Court of Appeals for the Third 
Circuit. If Mr. Clinton prevails, efforts to curb 
this hideous form of child abuse will be seri
ously undermined. 

The Clinton policy seriously weakens law 
enforcement efforts to crackdown on child 
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porn in this country by inventing a new two
part test of what constitutes a crime. Under 
Clinton, both criteria must be met for a suc
cessful prosecution. The Clinton administra
tion's policy would transfer the burden from 
the pornographer's intent in arousing a 
pedophile to the actions of the exploited child. 
Th is clearly undermines the meaning of the 
law as supported by the 1989 case United 
States v. Villard which stated that lascivious
ness depends on the intention of the photog
rapher of the material to elicit a sexual re
sponse from the viewer. For example, sexually 
explicit photographs of sleeping children or 
videos of unclothed children innocently playing 
on a beach who are secretly filmed by a 
pedophile could not be said to depict minors 
engaged in conduct of lasciviously exhibiting 
their genitals or pubic areas. 

The brief also argues that nudity or visibility 
of the child's genitalia or pubic area is re
quired. This reinterpretation of the Nation's 
child pornography statute by Mr. Clinton would 
shield from prosecution a sizable element 
within the child pornography industry. This im
munity, however, would be conferred to the 
purveyors and users of kiddie smut at the di
rect expense of vulnerable children. The court 
of appeals correctly summed up congressional 
intent on this point in stating: 

The harm Congress attempted to eradicate 
by enact ing the child pornography laws is 
present when a photographer unnaturally fo
cuses on a minor child 's clothed genital area 
with the obvious intent to produce an image 
sexually arousing to pedophiles .. . . Our in
terpretation simply declines to create an ab
solute immunity for pornographers who pan
der to pedophiles by using as their subjects 
children whose genital areas are barely cov
ered. 

It is outrageous to me that the Clinton Jus
tice Department seeks to have this standard, 
designed to protect children from exploitation, 
declared null and void. Patrick Trueman, head 
of the child exploitation and obscenity office at 
the Bush Justice Department, notes that the 
Clinton brief "writes a recipe for 'legal' child 
pornography, i.e., child pornography that the 
Reno Justice Department will no longer pros
ecute. * * * With its new interpretation of the 
federal child pornography law, the Department 
gives to pedophiles what they could never get 
from Congress." Patrick Trueman can be 
reached at the American Family Association in 
Washington, DC. 

The pornographic tapes which were the 
basis of the Knox case and which would likely 
receive immunity under the Clinton Justice De
partment, were described by the Third Circuit 
Court of Appeals as containing: 

various vignettes of teenage and preteen 
females , between the ages of 10 and 17, strik
ing provocative poses for the camera. The 
children were obviously being directed by 
someone off-camera. All of the children wore 
bikini bathing suits, leotards, underwear or 
other abbreviated attire while they were 
being filmed . . . . The photographer would 
zoom in on the children's pubic and genital 
area and display a close-up for an extended 
period of time. 

The lower court offered this portrayal of how 
a catalogue described a scene on the tape: 

an enchanting scene showing a dark-haired 
beauty of 11 letting us have a long, slow look 
up her dress to view her snow-white pan-
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ties. . [and) . . scenes of a 13 year old in a 
leopard skin bikini with a magnificent ass 
that she puts on display for you as she walks 
back and forth slowly and teasingly. 

The company which produced these tapes 
described one of them, "Sassy Sylphs," in 
promotional materials as: 

Just look at what we have in this incred
ible tape: about 14 girls between the ages of 
11 and 17 showing so much panty and ass 
you ' ll get dizzy . There are panties showing 
under shorts and under dresses and skirts; 
there are boobs galore and T-back (thong) 
bathing suits on girls as young as 15 that are 
so revealing it's almost like seeing them 
naked (some say even better). 

Today, my colleague from California, JOHN 
DOOLITTLE, and 1-127 Members from both 
sides of the aisle-have sent a letter to Attor
ney General Janet Reno urging her to aban
don this morally indefensible position. The 
Clinton Justice Department has devised a 
thoroughly flawed legal reinterpretation of con
gressional intent, has radically reversed the 
Bush prosecution strategy as it relates to child 
pornography, and as a consequence has con
cocted a formula for creating a new protected 
category of child pornography which will open 
the flood gates to the exploitation of children. 

In addition, Mr. DOOLITTLE and I will be in
troducing a resolution today reaffirming Con
gress' purpose in passing existing child por
nography law and opposing the Justice De
partment's misinterpretation of this statute. 

In addition to the simple standard of de
cency in protecting a child from the exploi
tation of child pornography, there is a proven 
and consistently supported compelling interest 
in the elimination of such materials. The crime 
we are determined to prevent is, as so aptly 
phrased in the court of appeals Knox decision, 
"the affront to the dignity and privacy of the 
child and the invasion of the child's vulner
ability." It is our obligation to protect children 
from this victimization. 

A CALL FOR WELFARE REFORM 

HON. DICK SWElT 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. SWETI. Mr. Speaker, earlier today I 
joined with some of my colleagues to an
nounce the formation of the Mainstream 
Forum Welfare Working Group. This special 
task force will work with President Clinton to 
reform the current welfare system. 

Our working group also released a letter 
today to President Clinton signed by 80 Mem.:. 
bers of Congress. outlining some of the gen
eral goals we hope to achieve by reforming 
our country's welfare system. We applauded 
the President's ongoing review of the current 
welfare system and his pledge to end welfare 
as we know it. 

Mr. Speaker, the best social program is a 
job. Poor Americans are not looking for a 
handout-what they need is a hand up. Poor 
Americans are looking for opportunity, and it is 
time we gave it to them. We need to help peo
ple go from a welfare check to a paycheck, 
moving them from dependency to self-suffi
ciency. Welfare reform will not be about taking 
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away from people. It will be about giving back 
to poor Americans hope, pride, opportunity, 
and the chance to become connected to their 
communities again. 

Our current system has fundamental flaws
it discourages work, isolates the poor into a 
separate welfare economy, fosters depend
ency, and it rewards failure, not success. Most 
absurd, perhaps, is that our current welfare 
system promotes the breakup of families-a 
practice which tears at the very fabric of this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, we must give every able per
son in this country the opportunity to work, so 
that everyone can have the dignity to feel 
good about themselves and have the means 
to support those who depend upon them. As 
it stands now, children-our most precious re
source-are suffering the most. One in five 
children now lives in poverty. One in six chil
dren has no health insurance. One in two ba
bies is not immunized by 1 year of age. One 
in two children has a mother in the labor force, 
yet lacks adequate, safe, affordable, quality 
child care. 

No State is free from the problems of pov
erty, joblessness, and homelessness. In New 
Hampshire, the caseload growth for Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children [AFDC] has 
shown significant increases in recent years. 
AFDC grant payments for 1992 totaled over 
$54 million, a 29.7-percent increase over State 
fiscal year 1991 . Our present system which · 
encourages permanent dependency has no 
hope of reversing this mounting problem. 

We must make work pay instead of making 
work hinder. We must make it more worth
while to put in an honest day of work than to 
stay home and collect welfare. We must also 
establish a 2-year transitional period to move 
recipients off welfare and into jobs. Welfare 
should be a way station, not a destination. 
These are just two of the essential steps nec
essary to reform an outdated and flawed sys
tem. 

Mr. Speaker, transforming the Nation's 
health care system is a first and crucial step 
toward moving recipients off of welfare. Uni
versal access to health care should eliminate 
the need to choose between staying on wel
fare and receiving Medicaid benefits or work
ing at a low-wage job that does not provide 
coverage. We also endorse the administra
tion's call for community service employment 
for those welfare recipients who are not able 
to find a job in the private sector. Community 
service gives people the opportunity to support 
themselves through honest work. 

As a member of the Mainstream Forum 
Welfare Reform Group, I am dedicated to 
working with President Clinton to continue this 
trend of helping people to become self-reliant. 
In the process, we will be able to move this 
Nation from a system centered on mainte
nance and consumption to a system oriented 
around work and the development of self-es
teem and personal assets. 

The President's new covenant on welfare 
offers poor Americans greater opportunities, 
but also demands greater responsibility. If 
public welfare assistance demands mutual re
sponsibility both by Government and recipient, 
I believe people will rise to this challenge. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my colleagues to 
work together both with the Mainstream Forum 
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Welfare Working Group and the administration 
to find ways to reform our country's welfare 
system. While we may have differences in our 
ideas and approach to welfare reform, we all 
can agree that our welfare system is greatly in 
need of reform. And this is the time to start. 

CELEBRATION OF THE ARTS AND 
HUMANITIES 

HON. JOEL HEFLEY 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, in celebration of 
National Arts and Humanities Month, I would 
like to express my hope that the arts and hu
manities, which have added much richness to 
the culture of American society, will evoke 
continued encouragement, support, and ap
preCiation from the public. 

By placing importance on the arts and hu
manities, and recognizing their role in the de
velopment of our unique heritage, we provide 
ourselves the opportunity to share in the cre
ative experience provided by so many gifted 
and talented artists. 

To make the most of this monthlong cele
bration, a coalition of 42 arts and humanities 
organizations representing more than 23,000 
cultural groups, have formed the National Cul
tural Alliance to develop a multiyear public 
awareness campaign on the availability and 
importance of the arts and humanities to all 
Americans. 

The campaign's theme: "There's Something 
in it for You," emphasizes that because of the 
diversity of art that surrounds us, everyone 
should be able to find at least something to 
participate in, appreciate, or value for its cul
tural and artistic impact. 

TRIBUTE TO ELLEN RUESCH ON 
HER 100TH BIRTHDAY 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 20, 1993 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
celebration of the birthday of my constituent, 
Ellen Ruesch, who on Tuesday, October 26 
will turn 1 00 years old. 

Ellen Ruesch came to the United States 
from Finland in 1912 and has lived in the 
Bronx since 1968. With assistance from the 
dedicated social workers of the Highbridge 
Community Life Center, of which she is a cli
ent, Mrs. Ruesch continues to lead an inde
pendent life in her own apartment. And with 
the exception of the last election, which she 
unfortunately missed, Mrs. Ruesch has voted 
at every opportunity since she obtained her 
citizenship in 1920. 

Mr. Speaker, with just a little outside sup
port, senior citizens like Mrs. Ruesch can con
tinue to make their own way in society. We 
can all hope that in our own golden years we 
will be as active and independent as she is. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in wishing a very 
happy 1 OOth birthday to a wonderful role 
model, Mrs. Ellen Ruesch. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, Oc
tober 21, 1993, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

OCTOBER 22 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To resume hearings to examine the Ad

ministration 's proposed Health Secu
rity Act, to establish comprehensive 
health care for every American, focus
ing on the budgets and competition. 

SD-430 

OCTOBER 26 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To hold joint hearings with the Commit

tee on Environment and Public Works ' 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nu
clear Regulation on the Administra
tion's National Action Plan on Global 
Climate Change. 

SD-406 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the 1992 Protocol to 
the 1966 Conservation of Atlantic 
Tunas Convention (Treaty Doc. 103--4), 
1990 Protocol to the 1983 Marine Envi
ronment of the Wider Caribbean Region 
Convention (Treaty Doc. 103-5), 
Amendment to the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone 
Layer (Treaty Doc. 103-9), Convention 
on the Marking of Plastic Explosives 
for the Purpose of Detection (Treaty 
Doc. 103-8), and Convention on the 
Limitation Period in the International 
Sale of Goods (Treaty Doc. 103-10). 

SD-419 
2:30p.m. 

Commerce , Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 1537, to revise the 

Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova
tion Act of 1980 to improve the use of 
Federal laboratories and advance 
American international competitive-
ness. 

SR-253 

25659 
OCTOBER 27 

9:30a.m . 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings on S. 1547, authorizing 
funds for fiscal years 1994-2000 for pro
grams of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

SD- 406 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Antitrust, Monopolies and Business Rights 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the effects 

of telecommunication megamergers on 
competition and inflation. 

SD-226 
2:00p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 589 and H.R. 1348, 

bills to establish the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Her
itage Corridor, S. 1332, to designate a 
portion of the Farmington River in 
Connecticut as a component of the Na
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
and S. 1380 and H.R. 2650, to designate 
portions of the Maurice River and its 
tributaries in the State of New Jersey 
as components of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. 

SD-366 
3:00p.m. 

Conferees On H.R. 1268, to assist the devel
opment of tribal judicial systems. 

EF- 100, Capitol 

OCTOBER 28 
9:30a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold oversight hearings on the Ad

ministration 's National Action Plan to 
reduce greenhouse gases. 

SD- 366 
Rules and Administration 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Michael F. DiMario, of Maryland, to be 
Public Printer, Government Printing 
Office, S.J. Res. 143, providing for the 
appointment of Frank Anderson 
Shrontz as a citizen regent of the 
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution, and S .J . Res. 144, providing 
for the appointment of Manuel Luis 
Ibanez as a citizen regent of the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu
tion. 

SR-301 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on issues re
lating to Indian child abuse . 

SR- 485 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 783, to 

strengthen the accuracy and the pri
vacy protection provisions of the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act with regard to 
credit reporting agencies ' file informa
tion systems, and to consider other 
pending calendar business. 

SD- 538 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine the Na

tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration's (NASA) relevance to the econ-
omy. 

SR-253 
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Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Regulation Sub

committee 
Business meeting, to mark up S . 1162, to 

authorize funds for fiscal years 1994 and 
1995 for the Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission, S. 1165, to provide judicial re
view of petitions submitted to the Nu
clear Regulatory Commission request
ing that the NRC take enforcement ac
tion against NRC licensees regarding 
safety problems or regulatory viola
tions, and S . 1166, to enhance the safety 
and security of nuclear power facili
ties. 

SD- 406 
2:00p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold oversight hearings to examine 

U.S. efforts to help nations operating 
Soviet-built nuclear power plants tore
duce the risk of a serious nuclear acci
dent. 

SD-366 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SR-418 
2:30p.m. 

Veterans ' Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Eugene A. Brickhouse, of Virginia, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs (Human Resources and Admin
istration), and Kathy Elena Jurado, of 
Florida, to be an Assistant Secretary 
of Veteran Affairs (Public and Inter
governmental Affairs). 

SR-418 

OCTOBER 29 
9:30a.m . 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1526, to improve 

the management of Indian fish and 
wildlife and gathering resources. 

SR-485 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
NOVEMBER2 

10:00 a .m . 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings to review research on 
the health effects of agent orange and 
other herbicides used in Vietnam. 

SR-418 

NOVEMBER 3 
9:30a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S . 720, to clean up 

open dumps on Indian lands. 
SR-485 

10:00 a .m . 
Commerce , Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on the effects of poten

tial restructuring in the National Aer
onautics and Space Administration 
(NASA). 

SR-253 
2:00p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 297, to authorize 

the Air Force Memorial Foundation to 
establish a memorial in the District of 
Columbia or its environs, S. 455, to in
crease Federal payments to units of 
general local government for entitle
ment lands, S . 761, to revise the "unit 
of general local government" definition 
for Federal payments in lieu of taxes to 
include unorganized boroughs in Alas
ka, S. 1047, to convey certain real prop
erty in Tongass National Forest to 
Daniel J . Gross, Sr., and Douglas K. 
Gross, and H.R. 1134, to provide for the 
transfer of certain public lands located 
in Clear Creek County, Colorado, to the 
United States Forest Service , the State 
of Colorado , and certain local govern
ments in the State of Colorado. 

SD-366 

NOVEMBER 4 
9:00a.m. 

Office of Technology Assesment Board 
meeting, to consider pending business. 

EF-100, Capitol 
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10:00 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to review foreign policy 

issues. 
SD-419 

2:00p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Mineral Resources Development and Pro

duction Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on ocean min

ing policy. 
SD- 366 

NOVEMBER 16 
9:30a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1146, to provide 

for the settlement of the water rights 
claims of the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe in Yavapai County, Arizona. 

SR-485 

NOVEMBER 18 
9:30a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S . 1345, to provide 

land-grant status for tribally con
trolled community colleges, tribally 
controlled postsecondary vocational in
stitutions, the Institute of American 
Indian and Alaska Native Culture and 
Arts Development, Southwest Indian 
Polytechnic Institute , and Haskell In
dian Junior College. 

SR-485 

CANCELLATIONS 

OCTOBER 21 
10:00 a.m. 

Finance 
To resume hearings on the Administra

tion 's proposed Health Security Act, to 
establish comprehensive health care 
for every American, focusing on medi
cal practice patterns and appropriate
ness of care . 

SD- 215 
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