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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, February 18, 1993 
The House met at 11 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

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

We are reminded in the scriptures of 
Amos that we should seek good, and 
not evil, so that we may faithfully live. 
We pray, righteous God, that we will 
indeed hate evil and love the good, and 
establish justice in our communities 
and in our world. May we never be con
tent with only the gestures of friend
ship and concern for our neighbor, but 
sincerely seek to care for the needy 
and forgotten, to bind up the wounds of 
those who suffer and to protect the 
weak and those torn by strife or ha
tred. Give us the vision of that day 
when enmity is transformed by healing 
and strife and envy are put aside. This 
is our earnest prayer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. SOLOMON. 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. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 242, nays 
144, not voting 44, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 

[Roll No. 35] 

YEAS-242 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 

Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Serrano 

Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Strickland 

Allard 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 

Baker (CA) 
Barton 
Berman 
Bishop 

Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 

NAYS-144 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 

Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Murphy 
Nussle 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-44 
Blackwell 
Brown (FL) 
Chapman 
Clay 

Clayton 
Coyne 
Fields (TX) 
Flake 

D This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07p.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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Ford (TN) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gibbons 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Henry 
Hilliard 
Horn 
Johnson, E. B. 

. Johnson, Sam 
Knoll en berg 
Lloyd 
McDade 
Meek 
Mfume 
Owens 
Rangel 
Ridge 
Rush 
Scott 
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Slattery 
Stark 
Stokes 
Thurman 
Tucker 
Washington 
Waters 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Young (FL) 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi changed 
his vote from "yea" to "nay." 

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

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 

the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
FoWLER] if she would kindly come for
ward and lead the membership in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. FOWLER led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

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

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

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 101. Joint resolution to designate 
February 21 through February 27, 1993, as 
"National FFA Organization Awareness 
Week". 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 92-484, the 
Chair appoints Mr. DURENBERGER, as a 
member of the Technology Assessment 
Board, vice Mr. Stevens. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to sections 1928a-1928d, of 
title 22, United States Code, the Chair, 
on behalf of the Vice President, ap
points Mr. ROTH, as Vice Chairman of 
the Senate Delegation to the North At
lantic Assembly during the 103d Con
gress. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 96-388 as 
amended by Public Law 97-84, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, appoints Mr. HATCH, vice Mr. 
Kasten, to the United States Holocaust 
Memorial Council. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
this time in order that I might inquire 
of the distinguished majority leader 
the program for the balance of this 
week and hopefully what we will be 
considering next week. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

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

Mr. Speaker, we will not be having 
further votes or business today. We 
will be filling committee assignments. 
There will be some perhaps unanimous
consent requests. There will obviously 
be special orders and 1-minute 
speeches. 

The House will not meet tomorrow. 
We had talked earlier, and I had said, 
there might be a pro forma session, but 
that will apparently not be necessary, 
so there will not be the need of a ses
sion at all tomorrow. 

On Monday, February 22, the House 
will meet at noon, but there will not be 
legislative business. 

Tuesday, February 23, the House will 
meet at noon and consider a number of 
bills under suspension. One might be 
H.R. 20 Federal Employees' Political 
Activities Act of 1993. 

On Wednesday, February 24, the 
House will meet at 2 p.m. to take up 
H.R. 920, the emergency unemployment 
compensation amendment of 1993, sub
ject to a rule. 

And on Thursday and Friday, the 
House will not have legislative busi
ness. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman. 
May I first inquire, if he would, we 

had scheduled, of course, today the rule 
and consideration of the family-plan
ning legislation, and the gentleman 
and I talked earlier in the day, and ob
viously it is not on the program for 
next week. Is it just indefinitely post
poned? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. If the gentleman 
will yield further, that is correct. The 
bill has been indefinitely postponed. 
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We will be, obviously, in communica
tion with the minority about the bill 
and how it might be considered at a fu
ture time. 

Mr. MICHEL. Might I assume, from 
that comment, that there may be a 
change of heart with respect to the na
ture of the rule to consider that piece 
of legislation? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is a possibil
ity. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the distin
guished gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on the ques
tion of the Hatch Act, why would you 
want to bring up a controversial bill 
like that under suspension of the rules? 
I have a number of amendments. I have 
a number of Federal employees who 
live in my district. Most Federal em
ployees do not support the legislation. 
But I have amendments with regard to 
it being inappropriate for people who 
work at the FEC to be involved in po
litical campaigns. 

If any Member was being audited by 
the FEC and the person who was audit-

ing you worked for the FEC and was in
volved in working for your opponent, 
that would not be good. 

If you are under investigation by the 
U.S. attorney and the U.S. attorney 
who was investigating you was work
ing in your opponent's campaign, that 
would not necessarily be good. I have 
heard a number of Members from the 
other side who got up and spoke yester
day about Mr. FORD and the Justice 
Department, and I would hope that you 
would not bring this bill up under sus
pension but would give me the right to 
offer a series of amendments. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen
tleman for his statement, and his views 
will be taken under advisement. 

Mr. WOLF. If the gentleman would 
yield further, when would we know 
about that? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. The earliest pos
sible moment. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, let me just say I 
would hope, I would hope that we 
would do that. I would say to the Mem
bers on my side, I have many Federal 
employees in my congressional dis
trict, as many as any district in the 
country, and I have worked as hard as 
any Member of this body, on either 
side, on Federal employee issues, from 
flexitime to flexiplace, job sharing, 
leave sharing. If they do not give us an 
open rule, I would ask every Member 
on my side to vote "no" on suspension. 

You may be for the bill, you may be 
against the bill, but under no cir
cumstances should the Republican side 
be gagged whereby we cannot offer an 
amendment. 

So I would ask that, if it is not an 
open rule, that we vote down this bill 
on Tuesday. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. MICHEL. If I might underscore 

what the gentleman from Virginia has 
just said, because we all know of the 
number of Federal employees he has in 
his district. Moreover, we know how he 
has always attempted to look out for 
their best interest, whether it was a 
pay or other emolument kind of situa
tion, and, yes, the working conditions. 

So I think the majority would do 
well to heed the words of the gen
tleman from Virginia because he 
speaks with a great deal of authority 
and many on our side, obviously, have 
to be guided by the kind of things he 
says that would be appropriate for this 
particular bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind 
our good leader on the other side that 
myself and my good friend here signed 
a letter and sent it to our colleagues, 
urging our colleagues to vote for this 
legislation. But the gentleman from 
Virginia brings in a very good point. 

I am going to urge my colleagues to 
vote against the rule, vote against the 
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bill, and we will have to bring it back 
with the opportunity for him at least 
to offer his amendments. You do not 
have a conservative like myself urging 
people to vote for legislation stand and 
say, "Let's don't vote for it," but we 
neeq. that open rule. 

I am going to offer one bit of advice 
because I think the Republicans will 
stick with us on this side, urging those 
people who got that letter to vote with 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR
TON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I also serve on the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
For years we have tried to work out 
our differences on this very difficult 
piece of legislation. I also cosigned this 
letter. But I think the manner by 
which you are bringing it to the floor 
is inappropriate. Even though I do sup
port the legislation, I will join my col
league, and I think we can get enough 
to stop this legislation the first time 
around if it is brought to the floor 
under suspension. So I would urge the 
majority, the majority leader, to urge 
his colleagues to reconsider; bring it to 
the floor and let him have his amend
ments. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. I thank the gen
tleman. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
FEBRUARY 22, 1993 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 

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

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
APPOINT MEMBERS TO REP
RESENT THE HOUSE AT OBSERV
ANCE OF GEORGE WASHING
TON'S BIRTHDAY 
Mr. ' GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it shall be in 
order for the Speaker to appoint two 
Members of the House, one upon the 
recommendation of the minority lead-

er, to represent the House of Rep
resentatives at appropriate ceremonies 
for the observance of George Washing
ton's Birthday to be held on Monday. 
February 22, 1993. 

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

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
REPRESENT THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES AT THE OBSERV
ANCE OF GEORGE WASHING
TON'S BIRTHDAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House today, 
the Chair, on behalf of the Speaker and 
without objection, appoints the follow
ing Members to represent the House of 
Representatives at appropriate cere
monies for the observance of George 
Washington's Birthday, to be held on 
Monday, February 22, 1993: Mrs. BYRNE 
of Virginia and Mr. GOODLATTE of Vir
ginia. 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 
AND REQUEST FOR REINSTATE
MENT OF MEMBERSHIP ON COM
MITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPER
ATIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following resigna
tion as member of the Committee on 
the Budget and request for ·reinstate
ment of membership on Committee on 
Government Operations: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, February 17, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
House of Representatives, Committee on Steering 

and Policy, the Capitol, Washington , DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have decided to re

turn to the Committee on Government Oper
ations in order to chair the Subcommittee 
on Commerce, Consumer, and Monetary Af
fairs . 

I am writing, therefore, to ask the Steer
ing and Policy Committee to reinstate my 
membership on the Committee on Govern
ment Operations and to remove me from the 
Budget Committee. 

Please advise me if I must take any other 
steps to effect this change of committees. 

Respectfully. 
JOHN M. SPRATT, Jr. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COM
MITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND 
CIVIL SERVICE 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged resolution (H. Res. 91) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 91 
Resolved, That the following named Mem

bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the 

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service: 
Mr. Petri of Wisconsin, Mr. Boehlert of New 
York, and Mr. Saxton of New Jersey. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CER
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, in light of 

the resignation, I offer a resolution (H. 
Res. 92) and ask unanimous consent for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 92 
Resolved, That the following named Mem

bers be and are hereby elected to the follow
ing standing committees: 

Committee on the District of Columbia: 
Alan Wheat of Missouri; Jim McDermott of 
Washington; Eleanor Holmes Norton of the 
District of Columbia; Sander M. Levin of 
Michigan; John Lewis of Georgia; William 
Jefferson of Louisiana. 

Committee on Government Operations: 
John Spratt of South Carolina, to rank fol
lowing Edolphus Towns of New York. 

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

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO CER
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to precedent, as a representative of the 
majority leadership, I send to the desk 
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 93) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 93 
Resolved, That the following named Mem

ber be and is hereby elected to the following 
standing committees: 

Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs: Bernie Sanders of Vermont. 

Committee on Government Operations: 
Bernie Sanders of Vermont. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NOT "WHAT IS IN IT FOR ME," 
BUT "WHAT IS IN IT FOR US?" 

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, last 
night the President of the United 
States addressed the Congress and the 
country with an invitation to consider 
his economic program from the per
spective of selfless vested interests 
rather than selfish interests. He said 
the test of the program cannot be, 
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"What is in it for me?" The question, 
he said, must be "What is in it for us?" 

I hope that as we analyze and con
sider and study this plan, we will keep 
that admonition in mind. How can this 
plan and will this plan advance the na
tional interest? How will it help all re
gions and all people of our country 
have a higher standard of living, better 
jobs, better incomes and a better fu
ture? 

I thought the speech last night was 
excellent because he expressed his 
deepest feelings about the national in
terest and what must happen in these 
next few years. 
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We will not all agree on every detail, 

but I hope and pray we will come to
gether, as we have often not, and pass 
this program for the good of our chil
dren and our grandchildren and the 
economic interests of this country. 

TAX US TODAY AND GET TO THE 
CUTS DOWN THE ROAD 

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, the Wash
ington Post said today that the Clinton 
campaign is an old style new Democrat 
who ended up looking like an old-fash
ioned Democrat. 

Clinton's plan includes the biggest 
tax increase in history, sharp cuts in 
military spending, big increases in so
cial and public works programs, and a 
return to more complicated taxes; but 
that is the best part of the story. 

We just left the Budget Committee, 
where Mr. Panetta appeared, and do 
you know what we find out, Mr. Speak
er? In the first year of this plan there 
is $36 billion in new taxes and only $2 
billion in spending cuts. 

Do you know what it is? Tax us today 
and we will get to the cut somewhere 
down the road in the year 3 or 4. 

The American people are willing to 
sacrifice. They are willing to stand up 
at the plate, but when the American 
people find out that in year 1 there is 
a $36 billion tax increase and only $2 
billion in deficit reduction, they will 
say, "We're willing to sacrifice, we're 
willing to put our bodies in front of 
this plan, because this is nothing but 
tax and spend, wrap it any way you 
want to." 

I say to the Democrats, $36 billion in 
revenue the first year and only $2 bil
lion in cuts, no way, folks. You better 
watch yourselves when you go home 
this weekend. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair would remind the 
visitors in the gallery that it is not ap-

propriate for the gallery to show any 
reaction to what occurs on the floor. 

A LEADER WITH COURAGE AND 
WISDOM 

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

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
Bill Clinton gave us a fair and honest 
budget that will change the economic 
course of this Nation. He put away the 
mirrors and the only smoke you will 
see around here now is from the feet of 
the naysayers being held to the fire. 

The President's budget will cut the 
burden of our huge debt on job and in
come growth by half in just 4 years. 

Most exciting of all, we can afford it. 
If you are a couple making less than 

$140,000 a year then you will not be 
asked to pay a dime more in income 
taxes. 
If you do not pay any taxes on your 

Social Security taxes today you will 
not pay taxes on your benefits tomor
row. And Medicare benefits will not be 
cut. 

Better still President Clinton has 
rna tched every new dollar in taxes with 
a dollar in spending cuts. 

For those on the other side of the 
aisle who say "no" to even a dime of 
new taxes on the very rich it is time 
for you to come up with $253 billion 
more in spending cuts without wreck
ing defense, slashing Social Security, 
or virtually ending all other domestic 
spending. 

Mr. Speaker, last night the country 
found out it has a leader with courage 
and wisdom. 

I think the Nation is ready to follow. 

"IT'S THE SPENDING, STUPID" 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, today 
government at all levels consumes 43 
percent of the Nation's income; 43 per
cent of the total income of this coun
try goes to government. If you look at 
the cost of regulation, the cost that 
imposes on our goods and services that 
we buy, if you look at the cost of com
plying with government regulations, 
all of a sudden you realize that govern
ment is really taking 55 percent of the 
Nation's income. 

And guess what? Our local schools 
are broke. Our local counties are 
broke. All 50 States are broke, and the 
Federal Government is more than 
broke, and yet 5 times in the last 10 
years we have had a major tax increase 
in this Congress, all with the same 
promise, to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit. 

And what has happened? It has got
ten larger. We do not have a revenue 
problem. We have a spending· problem. 

It kind of reminds me of the saying 
on a little button that I saw last night, 
"Tax and spend again." 

Oh, no. I think I have got that wrong. 
I think it was the other button, "It's 
spending, stupid." 

ISN'T THAT FAffi? 
(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, last 
.night President Clinton delivered his 
blueprint for the restoration of the 
economy. 

In simple, direct terms the President 
outlined a combination of spending 
cuts and tax increases to achieve 
meaningful deficit reduction and cre
ate new jobs. 

For every new revenue increase there 
will be an offsetting spending cut. 

Isn't that fair? 
During the Reagan-Bush years, the 

richest 10 percent paid $1,000 to $2,700 
less in income and payroll taxes, while 
middle income Americans paid $186 
more in income and payroll taxes. 

Under the Clinton plan, 98.5 percent 
of all Americans will not pay more in 
income taxes. Only the top 1.5 percent 
will be asked to pay more. 

Isn't that fair? 
The American people have voted for 

change. They want the President and 
the Congress to work together. 

If we do nothing the deficit will soar 
and our children's future will be mort
gaged just to prop up the present. 

Mr. Speaker, the special interest lob
byists and the status quo naysayers 
will try to pick apart this plan, bit by 
bit. But the American people will not 
bite. 

When all is said and done, the Con
gress should approve the whole Clinton 
plan. 

THE DEVIL IS IN THE DETAILS 
(Mr. WALSH asked and was given 

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, last night 
Ross Perot, while commenting on the 
President's address to the Nation, said 
he was generally pleased with what he 
had heard. "The devil is in the de
tails," he said. 

My third grade teacher used to say, 
"Tell the truth and shame the devil." 

What are the details? The President 
said he had cut the White House staff 
by 25 percent, but he did not. He cut 
about 17 percent of the jobs, but he 
only cut out of a $200 million budget 
about $10 million. In reality, a 5-per
cent cut that will not even take effect 
until1994. 

Now, we in Congress cannot just 
stand here and criticize. We need to 
make cuts, too. The Republicans have 
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proposed a true 25-percent cut in staff 
and payroll. 

If we are asking the American public 
to sacrifice and pay for a record tax in
crease, we need to at least propose a 
record cut in Federal spending. Even 
the President and the Congress need to 
sacrifice. 

PUT UP OR SHUT UP 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, last 
night the American people witnessed 
something they have not seen in many, 
many years. A President came before 
the country and actually told the truth 
about the economy, about our stake in 
fixing .it, and he challenged the Nation 
and us to join him in taking respon
sibility for the future. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
elect a President to lead, and last night 
Bill Clinton made it clear that he will 
do just that-lead. It is now up to us. 

Are there parts of the President's 
economic plan some people do not 
love? Absolutely. Would I do some 
things a little differently? Of course. 

But the key issue, Mr. Speaker, is 
now how each of us would do it better, 
but the cost of doing nothing-more 
unemployment, more stagnation, the 
sun slowly but inexorably setting on 
this great country. 

Mr. Speaker, there are naysayers 
today who will appeal to the cynical 
skepticism they helped create, hoping 
people will assume Bill Clinton is act
ing like they did for 12 years, but they 
will fail. 

As we say on the streets of New York 
City, "Put up or shut up." 

But because all they can do is com
plain, because they have no honest al
ternative, they indeed will fail. 

The real bad news for the opposition, 
in conclusion, is simple. The American 
people get it. We are all in this to
gether. We cannot afford to do nothing 
anymore. 
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THE LARGEST TAX HIKE IN 
HISTORY 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton used a lot of smooth 
words last night and he made a lot of 
people feel good, but at what expense? 

I had hoped to hear more about re
inventing Government, something 
much discussed during the campaign. 
Instead we heard tax and spend, once 
again. 

Americans want change but not the 
kind of change that means the largest 

tax hike in history, including income, 
Social Security, and energy taxes. 

President Clinton proposed that ev
eryone making more than $30,000 pay 
more taxes. Yet those same people al
ready shoulder 94 percent of the taxes. 
That is enough. 

President Clinton said we do not 
have a choice, but we do. We can cut 
Government spending far more before 
we raise taxes 1 cent. 

Government spending was $230 billion 
in 1972. Today it is $1.4 trillion. That is 
a fivefold increase in 20 years. 

There is an alternative to the largest 
tax hike in history. It's called: cut 
Government spending. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON HIT A HOME 
RUN 

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, in the first inning, President 
Clinton stepped up to the plate and hit 
a long home run that is still rising. 
What matters though is who is ahead 
in the ninth inning. The President and 
the American people or the naysayers 
and the special interests. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear all 
kinds of criticism today, but let us re
member the facts: 

First, 98.5 percent of Americans will 
not pay higher income tax; second, the 
middle-class benefits from the earned 
income tax credit; third, if we do not 
pay tax on Social Security benefits 
today, we will tomorrow; and, lastly, 
the plan calls for $30 billion worth of 
investment creating 500,000 new jobs to 
put people back to work. 

Mr. Speaker, last night the President 
stepped up to the plate, and, with our 
help, will keep this home run going 
throughout the entire ninth inning. 

THE ENGINE OF OUR ECONOMIC 
GROWTH 

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

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton in his State of the Union Mes
sage last night said, "The real engine 
of economic growth in this country is 
the private sector." I could not agree 
more. That is something Republicans 
have been saying for a very long time. 

But to make this engine work better, 
to help the private sector to provide 
more jobs to become more productive 
and to become more competitive, we, 
who are part of the Federal Govern
ment, must treat it right. Any me
chanic would tell us that clogging the 
engine of our economic growth with 
more Federal mandates, and higher 
corporate taxes and more intrusive reg
ulations is not the way to treat it 
right. 

President Clinton talked in a very 
charming way last night and said some 
of the things that people like to hear. 
But his actions and the actions of the 
mandate-giving, tax-hiking Democrat 
Congress will speak louder than words. 
These are the actions that will stall 
the engine of our economic growth. 

TIME TO FOCUS ON THE NEXT 
GENERATION, NOT THE NEXT 
ELECTION 
(Mr. McHALE asked and was given 

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

Mr. McHALE. Mr. Speaker, last Mon
day I attended one of the congressional 
briefings at the White House during 
which President Clinton outlined the 
content of his speech last night. While 
waiting for the briefing to begin, I 
turned to the distinguished chairman 
of the Energy and Commerce Commit
tee, our colleague JoHN DING ELL, and· 
asked if he had ever visited the Roo
sevelt Room before. With a twinkle in 
his eye, he said yes and that his first 
visit had been in the late 1930's when 
he had come to the White House with 
his own father, then a Member of this 
body. Mr. DINGELL then spoke with a 
son's pride and and respect as he de
scribed the important role his father 
played in shaping the historic legisla
tive agenda of the Roosevelt adminis
tration. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the legacy I 
want to leave to my own children. 
Thirty years from now, I want my sons 
and daugher to say with pride and re
spect that their father had been a 
Member of the historic 103d Congress
a Congress that responded to the cou
rageous leadership of a great President 
by enacting comprehensive and afford
able health care for all Americans. Stu
dent loan repayment programs keeping 
the cost of college education within the 
reach of a middle-i_ncome family. Real 
deficit reduction. Investment tax cred
its and strong tax incentives success
fully targeted at those economic ac
tivities which create decent paying 
jobs. Stringent campaign finance re
form, decreasing the role of special in
terest groups and emphasizing the im
portance of each citizen. 

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in 12 
years we are about to consider a Presi
dential budget that focuses not upon 
the next election, but upon the next 
generation of Americans. It is a wel
come change. 

A PRESCRIPTION FOR BUSINESS 
AS USU~TAX AND SPEND 

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

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
President last night outlined his eco-
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nomic plan. As advertised, it relies 
heavily on increasing the tax burden 
on working and retired Americans. 

I want to cooperate with our Presi
dent, because it is not in the best inter
est of the country to act as an obstruc
tionist. But, from what we now know, 
this tax-and-spend plan is a prescrip
tion for business as usual- hardly what 
the voters had in mind on November 3. 

What I heard last night was an out
line of substantial tax increases and 
significant new spending priorities. 
Proposed spending reductions are not 
very impressive. 

Taxpayers understand what is going 
on here. A tax increase from 31 to 36 
percent is an effective increase of 16 
percent in marginal rates. For those 
the President would penalize more se
verely with a 40-percent rate, the in
crease amounts to a 29-percent jump in 
tax rates. 

Mr. Speaker, if you leave this money 
in the pockets of American taxpayers 
and let them spend it themselves, rath
er than send it to Washington to go 
down the black hole of entrenched Fed
eral bureaucracy, our economy will 
grow on its own. 

If the 1990 budget agreement debacle 
taught us anything, it was that tax in
creases do not spur economic develop
ment. To the contrary, the recession 
can reasonably be linked to the higher 
tax burden imposed by the 1990 budget. 
Let us not make this mistake again. 

I will await the President's budget 
submittal with interest. I hope it will 
provide more detail, including deeper 
spending cuts than have been discussed 
so far. 

THIS IS THE MOMENT 
(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, our President last night is
sued a compelling call to arms and an 
economic plan to reduce the deficit and 
get this economy back on track. Just 
as important, he told us why we must 
seize this moment. For, if we do noth
ing, we face an increasing burden of 
debt, disastrous health care costs, eco
nomic stagnation, and a declining 
standard of living. 

Now this morning we see tha·G the 
whining, the special pleading, the eva
sions have, unfortunately, already 
begun. There was a revealing exchange 
just now between Mr. Panetta and the 
ranking Republican on the Budget 
Committee. It was revealing because, 
when the ranking Republican was 
asked whether the wealthy ought to be 
paying their fair share, he stammered 
around and somehow found it impos
sible to say. 

Mr. Speaker, if we allow petty par
tisan bickering to stand in the way of 
decisive action, history, indeed our 

children, will judge us harshly. This is 
the time, this is the moment, to bring 
our economy back, to do whatever it 
takes to get this deficit down, to invest 
in our future. 

My colleagues, the responsibility is 
ours. We must seize this moment. 

AN ECONOMITC GROWTH PACKAGE 
OR A GOVERNMENT GROWTH 
PACKAGE? 
(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given 

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

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, here we 
go again. Just 1 month into the first 
Democratic administration in 12 years 
and Americans are facing the largest 
tax increase in the country's history. 

The proposal we heard in this Cham
ber last night is not an economic 
growth package-it is a Government 
growth package. 

Yes; we need to tackle the deficit. It 
should be our first priority. But our 
first step should not be to raise taxes 
on the American people. 

The American taxpayer did not cre
ate the deficit, it was caused by exces
sive Government spending. 

President Clinton talks about learn
ing the hard lessons of the 1980's. The 
hard lesson for Democrats is that reve
nues to the Government increased 94 
percent in the last 12 years. 

And Congress managed to spend 
every dime-and then some. 

Taxes were raised in 1982, 1984, 1987, 
and 1990-four times-and in every case 
the deficit rose the following year. The 
lesson to be learned is that higher 
taxes do not reduce the deficit. 

Before we ask the American people to 
pay one more dime to the Federal Gov
ernment, we should make a serious ef
fort to send the money they give us 
more efficiently. 

I look forward to seeing the specifics 
of the President's proposal, but the 
people of my district expect Congress 
to bear the initial brunt of reducing 
the deficit. They do not expect us to 
pass it along to them in the form of 
higher taxes. 
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PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROMISES 
DEFICIT REDUCTION AND LONG
TERM ECONOMIC GROWTH 
(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the President last night kept 
his promise to the American people to 
come before them and the Congress of 
the United States to deliver a com
prehensive plan to revitalize our econ
omy and to improve the future of the 
children of this Nation. He presented 
us a plan to provide for increased eco-

nomic growth, both in the short term 
and, more importantly, in the long 
term, he provided for a plan with real 
deficit reduction, something we have 
talked about in this House for 12 years 
but have not achieved, and he provided 
for a plan that gives fairness to all that 
he will ask to contribute to the imposi
tion of this plan to strengthen our 
economy. 

It is a program of fairness, he said, 
because those who benefited the most 
in the last decade and those who made 
the most money and achieved the most 
wealth will now have to start paying 
their fair share, and by doing that he 
was able to not impose new taxes on 
middle-income Americans. 

But the central point the President 
made to America and to this body was 
that we are all in this together, that 
we cannot solve this problem by point
ing fingers at one another and assess
ing blame, that we must contribute to 
the solution, and if we do that, we can 
in fact have a dynamic economy and a 
bright future for our children. 

Yet already, less than 24 hours later, 
we see the special interests calling our 
offices, swarming the halls, and appear
ing before committees, saying that this 
cannot be done. We see Members of the 
Senate and the House saying they do 
not want to participate because they 
do not want to make the tough choices 
that the President has already made. 
The President has made those choices, 
the public supports him, and the Con
gress ought to pass them. 

WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA WIL
DERNESS PROTECTION ACT OF 
1993 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Guess what, Mr. 
Speaker, no politics. I am reintroduc
ing the Western North Carolina Wilder
ness Protection Act because it is im
portant for the State of North Caro
lina, and for the Nation. 

Lost Cove and Harper Creek would be 
a welcome addition to the small wil
derness in North Carolina, easing the 
burden of use on the Linville Gorge 
wilderness area, also located in the Pis
gah National Forest. The proposed wil
derness area, spanning barely 13,000 
acres, is less than 10 percent of the mil
lion acres of the Pisgah and Nantahala 
National Forests. It boasts 1,000-foot 
cliffs and numerous waterfalls. It is 
unique in that it contains black bear 
sanctuaries and native trout popu
lations. Additionally, this beautiful 
wilderness is surrounded by Forest 
Service roads, making it easily acces
sible to tourists and residents who 
want to hunt, fish, camp, and hike. 

Lost Cove and Harper Creek were 
identified and mapped as potential wil
derness areas by the U.S. Forest Serv-
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ice in 1977. Later, in 1984, both areas 
were designated as wilderness study 
areas. In 1987, the Forest Service des
ignated them recommended for wilder
ness. It is time that Congress enacted 
that recommendation into law. 

If passed, this bill would be an exam
ple for future wilderness bills. It is 
carefully balanced between the need to 
protect treasured lands for generations 
to come, and to encourage and support 
the American timber industry. 

This bill passed the House during the 
102d Congress, but was not considered 
by the other body. I urge my colleagues 
to once again support and pass this 
bill. 

STOPPING GOP-GRIDLOCK ON 
PARADE 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent in his State of the Union Address 
last night asked several fundamental 
questions of America. The first ques
tion is this: Is America ready for 
change? 

I think the answer to that is yes. It 
was seen in the last election, and it 
was seen in the votes not only cast for 
President Clinton but the votes cast 
for independent candidate Ross Perot. 
People want change. They are ready for 
Government leaders to talk straight, 
and Bill Clinton did that last night. 

The next question is this: Is America 
ready for leadership? Are they ready 
for the kind of straight talk we heard 
in the State of the Nation Address? 

We have heard a lot of happy talk 
over the last several years and we have 
seen the deficit mount up. We saw 
more business failures in America last 
year than any time since 1927. We are 
supposedly in a recovery. The people I 
represent want to know, where are the 
jobs? They want to see leadership that 
squares with them on the economic 
challenge facing America. 

And the final question, the most im
portant one, is this: Is America ready 
for fairness? Time and again my Re
publican friends take the well to be
moan the tax increases. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake about 
it, they are standing and arguing there 
and defending those making over 
$140,000 a year. The fact is that 98.8 per
cent of the taxpayers in America will 
not see an income tax rate increase 
under the Clinton plan. The wealthy 
will, and they should. 

Mr. Speaker, the question is whether 
the GOP comes to stand for gridlock on 
parade. Let us hope it does not. Amer
ica needs better. 

STRAIGHT TALK ABOUT TAX 
INCREASES AND THE DEFICIT 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, let us talk straight. The gentleman 
said that over 98 percent of the Amer
ican people are not going to have their 
tax rates increased. Well, that is right, 
but what he did not tell us is that 
everybody's taxes are going up. 
Everybody's taxes are going up under 
the plan that was presented last night. 
So I say, do not be mislead, America. 
Everybody's taxes are going up to the 
tune of $328 billion, the largest tax in
crease in American history. 

Let us also talk about the cuts, the 
budget cuts. President Clinton said 
they are going to cut over 5 years $494 
billion, I say to my Democratic friends. 
We did an analysis in the Republican 
Study Committee last night. You take 
out the smoke and mirrors, you take 
out the cuts in defense, and what do we 
have after 5 years? A $25 billion in
crease in spending, not a cut, but an in
crease. We are going to raise the taxes 
$328 billion and increase spending. That 
is unconscionable with the deficit we 
have. 

I am telling my colleagues that until 
we get control of spending we should 
not raise one dime of taxes, and I urge 
my colleagues all over this Chamber, 
and particularly my Republican 
friends, to sign a no-new-tax pledge. 
The No. 1 priority of this country is to 
get control of spending. It has gone up 
dramatically over the last 20 years, and 
we cannot do it with tax increases. 

CLINTON PLAN FOCUSES ON 
INVESTMENT FOR THE FUTURE 
(Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per

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

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
President Clinton offered this country 
an opportunity to revive the American 
dream. He offered us a chance to end 
the 12-year cycle of debt and decline 
and begin an era of renewed economic 
vitality and national growth. 

The American economy suffers from 
major structural weaknesses--high un
employment, a low national savings 
rate, a rapidly growing budget deficit, 
an income deficit, and an investment 
deficit-in short, a deficit of respon
sibility on a national scale. As a new 
Member, I was not directly involved in 
creating these conditions, but all of us 
must nonetheless face the facts and, 
for the sake of our Nation's future, 
deal with the problem in a responsible 
fashion. 

We can reverse this decline by invest
ing in America, by building the finest 
high-technology economy in the world 
and a solid infrastructure to support it. 
President Clinton presented concrete 
proposals for major growth. We need to 
invest now with an eye on the future. 
We need to devote more funds to edu
cate and inoculate our children, train 
our workers, and enhance the health of 
our population. 

I note that many of the Members on 
the other side of the aisle sporting but
tons deriding the President's program 
are the very people whose irresponsible 
attitude toward fiscal policy has cre
ated the huge budget deficit with 
which we are now burdened. 

Mr. Speaker, we must heed the Presi
dent's call and get our fiscal house in 
order. I am convinced that we will, but 
only if we have the courage to attack 
our problems at the source and only if 
all Americans work together to achieve 
that goal. 
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WHY CONGRESS APPLAUDS THE 

CLINTON PROGRAM 
(Mr. BACHUS of Alabama asked and 

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

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Speak
er, President Clinton's speech was well 
received in this hall last night. More 
than 70 times he was interrupted by ap
plause. 

But why, I asked, why did Congress 
cheer the President? The answer, I be
lieve, is this: 

Congress is utterly, totally, patho
logically drunk on spending. For every 
dollar in new taxes, Congress spends 
$1.59. And the cornerstone of 
Clintonomics is $300 billion plus in new 
taxes. 

In other words, the bartender just 
told the drunk, here buddy, for your 
own good, you'd better have another 
drink. 

To a drunk, there is no problem an
other drink cannot cure. To Congress, 
there is no problem another $100 billion 
in taxes cannot solve. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to friends Con
gress does not need another drink or 
another shot of taxes. What Congress 
needs is the discipline to say "no" to 
new taxes. 

CLINTON'S ECONOMIC PLAN 
(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per

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

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, last night 
the President proposed a bold and am
bitious plan so that the children of our 
country can look to the future with 
hope. President Clinton's economic 
plan is tough, but fair. He spoke of op
portunity, but, most importantly, he 
spoke of responsibility; his, ours, and 
the people's. He told the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, now the responsibility 
rests upon us here in the Congress. We 
must now see to it that our children 
have a new direction and a new hope. 
This will be difficult as the special in
terests descend upon the Congress. We 
may even put our own jobs here on the 
line for the good of the country. I am 
prepared to do that, Mr. Speaker. 
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So let us do what the people of Amer

ica sent us here to do. Let us be true 
leaders with the President, so that we 
are truly worthy of the people who sent 
us here. 

Mr. Speaker, as the President said 
last night, we should not question what 
is in it for me, but rather what is in it 
for all of us. 

PRESIDENT'S PLAN PUTS THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FIRST 
(Mr. BLUTE asked and was given per-

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

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, last night 
the American people found out that 
during the last election they were sold 
a bill of goods. They were victims of 
the old bait and switch technique. Peo
ple of this country thought they were 
buying into a middle-class tax cut and 
tough budget restraint, only to find 
out that they are getting a huge tax in
crease on working families and vague 
pledges to cut spending. Taxes on en
ergy, taxes on Social Security, taxes 
on gasoline, and taxes on almost any
thing that moves -out there in our Na
tion's economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not run for Con
gress to pass the largest tax increase in 
American history on working families 
in my district. I came to Congress to 
deal with the real problem that this 
country faces, out of control spending 
in Washington. 

Mr. Speaker, last night the President 
did not ask for the line-item veto au
thority. Yet in almost every stump 
speech during last fall's election he 
campaigned for it. Mr. Speaker, how 
can he be serious about reducing our 
budget deficit and turn his back on 
that pledge? 

Mr. Speaker, this plan does not put 
people first, it puts the Federal Gov
ernment first, and asks that the people 
do once again pay for the same old ap
proach that never seems to get the job 
done. 

A CALL FOR AMERICANS TO WORK 
IN THE NATIONAL INTEREST 

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

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
after waiting for years, Members of 
Congress and the American public 
heard a President speak honestly about 
the mammoth budget problems facing 
our country. Instead of presenting yet 
another status quo budget-the kind of 
budget that has quadrupled the na
tional debt-President Clinton offered 
his plan for bold change-his vision for 
what the United States needs to lead 
and compete in a changed world. 

First among those needs is reducing 
the deficit-the leech that sucks the 

lifeblood out of our economy. President 
Clinton's plan attacks the deficit para
site with one of the most aggressive re
duction plans in our history-$700 bil
lion over 5 years. 

The mix of spending cuts and tax in
creases will not be to everyone's liking. 
My own inclination has always been to 
consider spending cuts before increas
ing taxes-like the $6 billion reduction 
in administrative costs proposed by the 
President last night. And cuts are espe
cially difficult to accept when they im
pact interests we believe are impor
tant-like the reduction in rural elec
trification loan subsidies. 

We must begin to work in the na
tional interest, not the special inter
est. Let us accept the President's chal
lenge to find more than the 150 real 
cuts he has already identified to reduce 
our deficit and invest in our people. As 
he said last night, there are no more 
sacred cows. And for someone who grew 
up on a dairy farm, that is a difficult 
thing to say. 

SHORTFALL IN PRESIDENTIAL 
DEFICIT-CUTTING GOAL 

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, this 
just in from the wire service out in the 
gallery right behind you here. Go out 
and get a copy of it if you want. 

Washington: New budget documents show 
President Clinton will fall almost $170 billion 
short of his deficit-cutting goal. The Presi
dent said in his speech last night that his 
plan would cut the deficit by $493 billion over 
the next four years. But a detailed budget 
document released today shows the actual 
budget savings will be more like S325 billion. 
The reason is that Clinton's proposals for 
new spending and tax breaks will eat up 
more than two-thirds of the spending cuts he 
also wants. Clinton did not mention that fac
tor in his speech. And the detailed docu
ments weren't available to reporters until 
today. 

Until 11:23 this morning, about an 
hour ago. 

Mr. Speaker, $240 billion in new taxes 
on middle class America; $31.5 billion 
tax increase on Social Security recipi
ents. 

Congress has never in the history of 
this country enacted a tax increase and 
followed it up with spending cuts. 
Never. What makes you think Congress 
is going to change? 

Mr. Speaker, I recall President 
Reagan and President Bush mention
ing two words that would change all 
this, and you did not hear it coming 
out of Mr. Clinton's mouth last night: 
Term limitations. That is what will 
change it. 

GOOD PROGRAMS, SPENDING 
CUTS, AND REFORM OF CONGRESS 

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, last 
night President Clinton came up with 
five specific good ideas when he ad
dressed this Chamber and the people of 
this country. First of all, he talked 
specifically about 150 spending cuts; 
second, he initiated new ideas, like na
tional service for college education; 
third, he talked about cleaning up 
Washington, DC, with campaign fi
nance reform and lobbying restrictions; 
fourth, he talked about programs to in
vest in our children, like full funding 
for Head Start and investing and build
ing in our children, rather than bor
rowing from our children; and, fifth, he 
talked about limiting Government pro
grams, like limiting welfare to 2 years. 

Mr. Speaker, finally I would just say 
that the President used the analogy if 
we had our debt stacked with $1,000 
bills it would reach 267 miles into 
space. That money should not prop up, 
for instance, a space station that does 
not work. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage the Presi
dent to continue to look at spending 
cuts like the space station and reform 
of Congress. 

STOP PATTERN OF TAX AND 
SPENDING 

(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 was im
pressed by the delivery of President 
Clinton's speech right behind me here 
last night. I was impressed by a num
ber of things that he said, such as when 
he called for a freeze in Federal sala
ries. I believe that is a first step to
ward turning the corner on this prof
ligate Federal spending pattern that 
we have seen. I also was pleased that 
he said to those of us who would offer 
other cuts to be as specific as he has 
been. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that in this 1-
minute period I can be more specific 
than he was in his 1-hour speech last 
night. If we were to begin by bringing 
about a $6 billion cut by elimination of 
the Davis-Bacon Act, that could be a 
very positive step toward turning the 
corner on this spending problem. We 
could save $1.5 billion by eliminating 
the Economic Development Adminis
tration. We could save $3 billion by 
ending aid to Third World corrupt dic
tators. We could save $2 billion by end
ing the Service Contract Act. 

There are many areas where we can 
bring about saving. It seems to me, as 
my friend the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE] just said, the 
line-item veto was not mentioned in 
the President's speech here last night. 
It seems to me that we have little 
choice other than to pursue that. 
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So I hope very much that we are not 

going to see this pattern of tax and 
spend continuing on off into the future. 

A STRONG SIGNAL 
(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO asked and 

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

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speak
er, President Clinton's State of the 
Union Address and his call to take ur
gent action to rebuild our economy has 
sent a strong signal to all Americans. 
His economic stimulus proposals, his 
commitment to health care reform, 
and the significant increases in many 
Federal human resources investment 
programs will be a boost to the Na
tion's economy and to Puerto Rico's as 
well. 
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His program calls for increased in

vestment in the community develop
ment block grant that would put peo
ple back to work in areas suffering 
high unemployment rates. Many cities 
and towns in the Nation, including 
Puerto Rico, will benefit from this ad
ditional funding. 

As United States citizens, we in 
Puerto Rico participate directly in 
Federal infrastructure programs in the 
areas of housing, wastewater treat
ment, highways, and mass transit. Al
though we are not yet equal partners in 
our participation in these Federal pro
grams as our fellow citizens in the 50 
States are, I want my colleagues to 
know that we will join in the journey 
to rebuild America, to put our people 
back to work, and to share, as we al
ways have, in the defense of our coun
try and in the steps that must be taken 
to put our economic house in order. 

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton has 
offered us a new direction for all the 
people of this Nation. His inaugural ad
dress merits quoting: "This is our 
time. Let us embrace it." 

PRESIDENT CLINTON OFFERS NEW 
TAXES, NOT SPENDING CUTS 

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton yesterday promised to cut Fed
eral spending without the smoke and 
mirrors of phony cuts, but he also 
promised last year not to raise taxes 
on the middle class. Let us look at part 
of what the President is describing as 
so-called spending cuts: 

A $1 billion increase in FDA user fees 
he calls a spending cut; 

Charging broadcasters $4 billion to 
use the airwaves he calls a spending 
cut; 

Charging banks $1 billion to pay Fed
eral bank inspectors he calls a spend
ing cut; 

And the big one, making more Social 
Security benefits taxable to the tune of 
$21 billion he calls a spending cut. 

The President says these are not 
taxes but are cuts in Federal spending. 
That is about as true as saying that 
taxes are really only contributions. 
That is about as true as saying that he 
would not blow smoke, but he also told 
us that he did not inhale. 

BIPARTISANSffiP MEANS SUPPORT 
FOR PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PRO
GRAMS 
(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, I am 
a Democrat that does not agree with 
raising taxes. I am not a naysayer here 
today, but I am not a damned lemming, 
either. I want more specific details and 
I want to see an opportunity for all our 
ideas, both Democrats and Repub
licans, to be included in this invest
ment tax credit type of programming. 

Let me say this. I want to give Presi
dent Clinton an awful lot of credit. 
President Clinton did not tell America 
last night what they wanted to hear. 
President Clinton told America what 
America needs to do. That is honest. 
He is a standup guy. His heart is in the 
right place. 

Every Democrat in here, most of the 
leaders around here, gave Reagan and 
Bush every one of their legislative pro
posals in the early 1980's. Now is the 
time for Republicans to give President 
Bill Clinton a chance. Most of these 
Democrat leaders whom I disagree with 
voted for every damned bill Reagan and 
Bush brought to the floor. Now we will 
see if there is a bipartisanship in the 
Congress of the United States. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair, would remind the 
Member to avoid the use of certain lan
guage on the House floor, in order to 
maintain the decorum .of the House. 

RUN GOVERNMENT LIKE A BUSI
NESS AND ELIMINATE PORK 
BARREL SPENDING PROGRAMS 
(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, last night 
President Clinton cited over 150 in
stances where he was going to cut Fed
eral spending, for a total of $140 billion. 
Yes, we must cut the Federal deficit, 
but not by higher taxes and more 
spending. Raising taxes will not reduce 
the deficit. 

Over the last 12 years alone tax reve
nue increased 94 percent while Govern-

ment spending increased 120 percent 
more. The President's proposed 60-per
cent spending cuts are not really cuts. 
These are $83 billion in tax increases, 
including billions of new taxes on So
cial Security recipients. 

Government's problem is not that it 
taxes too little, it is that it spends too 
much. The American taxpayer is not to 
blame for the deficit. Excessive Gov
ernment spending is the problem. 

In private businesses when times get 
tough they do not raise prices, they cut 
spending. It is about time for our Gov
ernment to be run like a business. Let 
us eliminate all these hundreds of pork 
barrel Government spending programs. 

SACRIFICE AT THE TOP: INTRO
DUCING A PAY FREEZE FOR 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday, in a bold, inspiring statement, 
our President laid out a new direction 
for our Nation-a direction that em
phasizes some sacrifice today for great
er rewards tomorrow. 

Our President realized that the 
shortsighted economic schemes of the 
past, economic schemes that have left 
us with a $400 billion deficit, don't 
work anymore. 

And he realized that if we all work 
together, if we put aside short-term 
gratification, that we can improve our 
economy. 

He even took the bold step of asking 
that every Federal employee accept a 
pay freeze. 

Mr. Speaker, I know a lot of civil 
service employees who make $20,000, 
$25,000, or $30,000 per year. A pay freeze 
to them means another year with an 
old car that does not run very well, it 
means 1 more year without having 
enough for a down payment on a home, 
it means that their sons and daughters 
will have to struggle a little more to 
pay for college. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members, how 
can we be leaders if we stand by and do 
nothing while every other American is 
being asked to sacrifice? 

We cannot. 
That is why I will introduce legisla

tion today to extend the freeze on Fed
eral pay to Members of Congress. 

Maybe it will not win me any friends 
here in this building. But it will win 
friends with the people who sent us 
here to lead. 

We cannot wait. The challenges are 
too serious. I urge you to join me. 

TIME TO END THE LUXURY TAX 
ON BOATBUILDING 

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, as the Mem

bers of this Chamber from both sides of 
the aisle come forward to comment on 
the proposals we heard last night as 
broadly outlined in a very eloquent 
speech made right here in this Cham
ber, I think it is very important for all 
of us to be very careful to read the fine 
print. In just a moment we are going to 
hear some of the fine print that is in 
some of the documents that were used, 
that I think will put a lot of the Demo
crats in shock who came forward to en
dorse this particular plan. 

One word of caution in this whole 
process, trust but verify, trust but ver
ify. That is tremendously important. 

One of the things that was missing 
from the President's speech last night 
and has been missing from the docu
ments that have been given out here 
today in the Capitol is the elimination 
of the luxury tax on boatbuilding. 
Boatbuilding in this country employs 
now more people than the steel indus
try, and yet this important industry, 
so important to our economy, which 
was already in a recession, has been 
thrown into a depression because of the 
luxury tax that has been put on the 
sale of boats in excess of $100,000. 

I have filed a bill to eliminate this 
onerous tax. It now has over 110 co
sponsors, and I might say many of 
them among the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle. It is time to put this 
tax to rest and reinvigorate the 
boatbuilding industry in this country. 

COMMENDING THE 
FOR LEADERSHIP 
THE DEFICIT 

PRESIDENT 
IN CUTTING 

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

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commend the President for 
leading. I have been here for 10 years, 
and last night was the first time that I 
have seen a President of the United 
States really level with the American 
people about the dimension of the defi
cit and how serious it is to the future 
of this country. I give President Clin
ton great credit for stepping forward 
and leading. He set out very clearly 
where we were headed if we stay on 
course. He let it be known to the world 
that if we do nothing, we are heading 
for $500 billion to $600 billion a year an
nual deficits. That of course is abso
lutely unacceptable. And the President 
set forth a very clear plan as to how we 
can deal with this. 
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Now, sure, we are going to disagree 

with some of the provisions in this 
plan. But all of us in this institution 
have a fundamental responsibility this 
year to come up with the 218 votes that 
we need to change the course of this 
country. 

Some people have decried the spend
ing increases. But my friends, we are 
going to have to make some greater in
vestments in our children, and in the 
health of our workers, and in the train
ing of our workers if we want to be 
competitive in the next century. 

Some have said we need more spend
ing cuts. Yes, I believe we do. How 
about the super collider? Where will 
my friends from Texas be when we vote 
on the super collider? And can we find 
the 218 votes? I hope we can. 

But in the final analysis, we have one 
simple question to answer: Are we at 
this time as Americans willing to fore
go a little bit of our present so that we 
can build a future that we want for our 
children and our grandchildren? I hope 
we are. 

TRUST, BUT VERIFY 
(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] was 
absolutely right when you are dealing 
with this economic plan, that you had 
better trust, but verify. We have been 
in the process of verifying in the course 
of today. 

What we find out is that the figures 
used for family income by the Presi
dent last night are. not what most 
Americans thought they heard. Most 
Americans thought they heard that 
only families over $100,000 are going to 
get touched by this program. But it 
turns out that the $100,000 figure in
volves more than simply your adjusted 
gross income. It also involves imputed 
rent on the house that you own. It also 
involves inside buildup on your pen
sion. It also involves the employer-pro
vided fringe benefits. And so if you are 
a family who is making $50,000 or 
$60,000 a year, the chances are that you 
are one of the $100,000 families that the 
President talked about last night. You 
are one of the group who is going to get 
your taxes raised massively by this 
program, because they are calculating 
income in a way different than we nor
mally calculate income. We are not 
talking about your adjusted gross in
come here. We are talking about your 
income plus a whole bunch of other 
things. 

Trust, but you better verify real 
carefully. 

AMERICANS STILL DO NOT TRUST 
CONGRESS 

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

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania talks 
about trust, and it is ironic because 
that is the subject of my remarks as 
well. 

Mr. Speaker, like the other Members 
of this body, I have been on the radio 
talking to talk shows back home, I 
have been on television being inter
viewed by the television newscasters 
back home about the President's 
speech. 

I have learned this morning that the 
people of America trust the President. 
They trust him to do what is right, and 
they believe that he told the truth last 
night. They are willing to sacrifice, 
they are even willing to pay taxes. 
They respect him for the spending cuts 
that he has specifically proposed. 

But Mr. Speaker, I say this with a 
heavy heart. The people they do not 
trust is us. Every talk show I have been 
on this morning said we trust the 
President and we respect what he has 
put forward, but we do not trust the 
Congress to actually cut the spending. 
We do not trust the Congress to actu
ally clean up our act on lobbying, and 
special interests, and campaign finance 
reform. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud our leaders 
for the cuts they have begun to make 
in this body so that we can send ames
sage to the American people. But last 
night the President spoke about an 
across-the-board freeze in Federal Gov
ernment salaries for all Federal Gov
ernment employees. And just before me 
my friend from Illinois, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
announced that he was submitting a 
bill to freeze our salaries as well for 
the same period of time. I am an origi
nal cosponsor of that bill. I believe it 
will send a strong message to people 
that they can indeed trust us, and I 
urge the support of my colleagues. 

THE REAL ISSUE IS HOW WE 
MAKE THE CHANGES 

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

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, Vice 
President GoRE this morning on one of 
the talk shows echoed the general sell
ing theme of this economic plan and 
this deficit reduction plan President 
Clinton mentioned last night by saying 
we must not continue and cannot af
ford to continue to do business as 
usual, we need to change the way we 
have been doing things, and I happen to 
agree with that. 

The implication in that statement 
though is that Republicans somehow 
do not think that things should be 
changed. We absolutely do. We just 
never had the votes to make the 
changes we wanted to make. And the 
real issues are what those changes are 
and how we are going to accomplish 
the deficit reduction. They have always 
been the issues. 

Right now my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, the Democrats, 
have control of both the House, and the 
Senate, and the Presidency, and I sus-
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pect that they will pass most of what 
President Clinton asked for last night, 
because they have the votes, they have 
the power. It is all theirs at this point 
to do it their way. 

But what I fear, what I fear is that 
we are about to proceed with a great 
leap back as the method of change, 
that we are going back to basically 
trying to spend and tax our way out of 
this. That is the implication. Much 
larger spending programs were an
nounced last night, and very signifi
cant tax increases. I do not see the 
method that I want to use, and as a Re
publican I still deeply believe that the 
way we should be balancing this budget 
is only on the spending side. There is 
no need for one penny of tax increase 
to do it, and that is the kind of change 
I would like to see. 

Let us balance the budget with 
spending cuts. 

SAIPAN'S LABOR AND LABELING 
PRACTICES 

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

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
as President Clinton and the Congress 
work together at putting Americans 
back to work, it is important to recog
nize that American jobs are lost every
day through inconsistencies in U.S. 
trade policy. 

Saipan, a protectorate located in the 
South Pacific, has been exploiting its 
status as a United States territory by 
exporting goods duty-free and tagged 
with the "made in USA" label while 
resident industries circumvent Federal 
labor standards. 

According to the Commerce Depart
ment, apparel and textile shipments 
from Saipan were valued at $12 million 
in 1985 and $43 million in 1986. By 1991 
the value soared to $253 million. 

Saipan has experienced explosive 
growth in the past decade. But the 
workers fueling this growth are not 
residents of Saipan. They are foreign 
workers who are subjected to inhuman 
living conditions, 80-hour workweeks, 
and subminimum wages. 

The 1990 census figures show that out 
of the total Saipan work force, 82 per
cent are nonresidents. 

Today, I have introduced a bill that 
will address these problems. My legis
lation puts Saipan on notice that we 
will no longer tolerate its labor and la
beling practice and its impact on 
American businesses and jobs. 

I urge you to cosponsor this impor
tant legislation for American jobs. 

HOW WE CUT THE DEFICIT 
(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I ap
plaud the President's speech, but I am 
very worried about his plan. 

Already, in only 14 hours, we have 
learned that there is a $170 billion big
ger deficit in the plan rather than in 
the speech. 

In only 14 hours we have learned that 
$21 billion in tax increases on Social 
Security retirees is counted as a spend
ing cut. 

In only 14 hours we have learned that 
the tax proposals count Social Secu
rity, health insurance, and imputed 
rent on owner-occupied housing as fam
ily income. 

This plan will raise taxes on a lot of 
middle-class workers and retirees. 

Frankly, there is a better solution 
than raising taxes. We could cut out 
pork barrel for politicians. The pro
posed $30 million for the District of Co
lumbia city government would save 
150,000 American families from a new 
energy tax. If you ask those 150,000 
families if they want to "contribute 
$200 each to the District Columbia," 
they will say no, let us keep the money 
for our children and our families. 

We could bring in expert downsizers 
from Ford, IBM, and other companies 
and shrink the Washington bureauc
racy that is unnecessary so that we 
could pay the cost-of-living increases 
for vital workers such as AIDS re
searchers, cancer researchers, border 
guard patrolmen, and other people. 

I think there are a lot better ways 
than the plan we are beginning to see 
14 hours after the speech. 

THE UNREMUNERATED WORKER 
ACT OF 1993 

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

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the pillars of our economy are 
composed of an Invisible work force of 
unwaged workers. We reap the fruits of 
their labor but ignore their very exist
ence. 

Mr. Speaker, I am talking about the 
women and men whose unpaid work in 
the home, the family business, and on 
the farm are their full-time occupation 
like the millions of homemakers that 
spend countless hours raising our fami
lies. I want the work of all these people 
recognized. 

Today, I rise to introduce the 
Unremunerated Worker Act of 1993. 

The gross national product [GNP] 
currently counts only those goods and 
services that are exchanged for money. 
Government statistics have ignored the 
mountain of time spent in unpaid 
work. 

Our country should value all work, 
both waged and unwaged. As part of 
our efforts to improve the economy, we 
must shed light on the efforts of this 
invisible work force. 

The Unremunerated Worker Act of 
1993 would require the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics to calculate the value of un
paid labor in this country, and include 
this into a comprehensive gross na
tional product. 

If the value of housework were in
cluded in a comprehensive national 
product, the significance of these tasks 
would not be continuously debated and 
bills like the Family and Medical 
Leave Act, would not have taken so 
long to enact. 

Mr. Speaker, we are on the road to 
recovery with a new agenda to protect 
and help the American worker. Let us 
continue in this spirit. Please join me 
in supporting this important piece of 
legislation. 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 

NEEDED TO END REPUBLICAN 
BORROW AND SPEND DISASTER 
(Mr. JEFFERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the H(}use 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks). 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the past 2 days I have listened to my 
Republican colleagues bemoan what 
they call a return to Democratic tax
and-spend policies. Today, I rise to re
mind them that the Congress and our 
new President must consider increas
ing taxes and trimming Government 
services because of the ruinous Repub
lican, borrow-and-spend policies of the 
past 12 years. 

Figures speak for themselves-in 1980 
President Reagan inherited a $59 bil
lion operating deficit. In 1993, Presi
dent Clinton inherited a $345 billion op
erating deficit. 

In 1980, Reagan inherited a $1 trillion 
national debt-a debt that took 200 
years to build, but 12 years of Repub
lican borrow-and-spend budgets have 
quadrupled our total national debt to 
$4 trillion. 

President Clinton's plan to bring 
America back to a pay-as-you-go econ
omy is patriotic; for it looks to secure 
the future of our Nation. The record of 
borrow and spend and tax breaks for 
the rich should shame anyone in this 
Chamber from uttering the term tax 
and spend in criticism. 

Mr. Speaker, the American public 
wants partisan bickering to end. They 
are willing to contribute their fair 
share if Congress is willing go change 
with new priorities. new economic poli
cies, and a leaner Federal Government. 
Mr. Speaker, Democrats and Repub
licans should unite behind the Presi
dent for the change our people so des
perately need. 

TIME TO STOP BEING PENNY WISE 
AND POUND FOOLISH 

(Mr. WATT asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, before I was 

elected to this body, time after time I 
saw the Federal Government do, what 
we used to call when I was growing up, 
be penny wise and pound foolish. We 
would spend thousands of dollars on 
treating kids who did not get immu
nized to save the $1 it cost to immunize 
a child against a disease. We would 
spend thousands of dollars to incarcer
ate people who, if they had gotten the 
benefit of Head Start, would not have 
had the obligation to go into the prison 
system. 

It is about time that we start focus
ing on prevention and investment in 
our children, and I am happy to see 
that the President has done that in his 
address last evening. 

I hope the Congress will join with 
him in making the investments and 
emphasizing prevention and quit being 
penny wise and pound foolish. 

A RARE DISPLAY OF POLITICAL 
COURAGE 

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

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, we 
saw a rare display of political courage 
at that lectern last night when the 
President presented us with something 
that I do not think I have seen since I 
have been here, in the 4 years I have 
been here, and that is a specific pro
gram, 150 cuts in programs, specific 
revenues laid out on the table, that 
over a 6-year period will reduce the def
icit in gross terms by $703 billion. 

Now, that takes political courage to 
present it, and it is going to take polit
ical courage on our part to enact it. 

The Federal Government in the last 
several years has been borrowing $1 out 
of every $4 that is spent. It has been 
raising $3 out of every $4 that are 
spent, and just like any household in 
America, we cannot sustain those 
kinds of borrowing and spending poli
cies. It has crippled our attempts to in
vest in our country, to create good
paying jobs, to increase productivity 
and standards of living and to make 
life better for all Americans. 

The President's ultimate goal is to 
do just that, to reduce the deficit, not 
for its own sake, but to improve the 
economy of our Nation. 

I would urge those critics to present 
a thorough plan of their own if they 
are going to continue to criticize his 
program. 

NO MORE BUSINESS AS USUAL 
(Mr. PENNY asked and was given 

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

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, no more 
business as usual. 

In November, Americans voted for 
change. Last night our new President 

challenged us to break with the past, 
to pay our bills, and to move this coun
try forward. 

Change is never easy. Each of the 150 
spending cuts proposed by President 
Clinton will offend some constituency 
and upset some legislator. It goes with
aut saying that no one wants to pay 
more in taxes. 

But President Clinton asked us to 
face the facts. You cannot eliminate 
the deficit without spending cuts or 
tax increases. He proposed both. 

He is entitled to a vote, up or down, 
on his plan as soon as possible. Will it 
be easy? Certainly not. Will it work? 
Time will tell. 

What we do know is that the status 
quo is not working, that public and po
litical opposition to spending cuts and 
tax increases is what created this 
mountain of red ink. 

We have a choice. We can continue 
with business as usual, or we, both po
litical leaders and the American pub
lic, can finally face the facts. 

PRESIDENT DOES THE RIGHT 
THING 

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning's Wall Street Journal, under a 
headline in an article by the conserv
ative writer, Kevin Phillips, entitled 
"Finally, a President Does the Right 
Thing,'' says as it opens: 

Last night, President Clinton took an im
portant step toward turning America away 
from Third World-style polarization and eas
ing the growing wave of class resentment no
ticed and deplored even by the editorialists 
of this paper. 

Yes, he did, Mr. Speaker. He did it 
with 500,000 jobs for adults and 800,000 
summer jobs for youth. He did it with 
full funding for Head Start and WIC. He 
did it with an expanded earned income 
tax credit for the working poor. He did 
it with an investment tax credit for the 
job creators, very small businesses, in
cluding minority businesses who need 
it most. He did it by restoring tax pro
gressivity to our code. He did it with 
the largest deficit-reduction program 
in history. 

And last night, Mr. Speaker, the 
President restored a small supple
mental for a youth and crime initiative 
that President Bush forced out of last 
year's budget. 

That, my colleagues, is classic in
vestment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

SPECIFIC CUTS 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
President Clinton challenged Congress 

to be as specific as he has been regard
ing spending cuts. I accept that chal
lenge, and while most of us on this side 
of the aisle have not had access to any 
specific spending cut proposals from 
the White House, here are some sugges
tions: First, prohibit direct Federal fi
nancial benefits and unemployment 
benefits for illegal aliens--5 year sav
ings, $27 billion. Second, eliminate the 
tobacco price support program-S year 
savings, $65 million. Third, cut civilian · 
agency overhead by 1 percent for fiscal 
years 1994-9~5 year savings, $8.3 bil
lion. Congress could also repeal the 
Davis-Bacon Act and save an addi
tional $5.3 billion over 5 years. For 
each of these four specific areas to cut 
wasteful Federal spending, I could offer 
100 more. I offer the President a copy of 
the Grace Commission report docu
menting over $400 billion in wasteful 
Government programs and the GAO 
study that documents over $180 billion 
in internal Government waste. So let 
us talk specifics. 

I am ready, and so are the American 
people. 

TRIBUTE TO YOUTH GROUP FROM 
JAMAICA, NY 

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, in our 
communities, urban communities, 
throughout this land, people are ask
ing, "What can we do to drive down the 
problem of crime?" 

Today we have with us a group from 
my district in Jamaica, NY, who have 
demonstrated by virtue of the creation 
of cui tural programs and dance move
ment, under the direction of Mrs. Lu
cille Hill, programs that take young la
dies and young men out of the streets 
and give them the possibility of being 
able to be acclimated to culture, accli
mated to those things which are posi
tive enough to help them as they try to 
grow and mature in a way that helps 
them to become contributors to our so
ciety. 

0 1250 
It is good to have them here today, 

but more importantly it is good for us 
to understand that in those commu
nities that many of us have already 
written off there are so many young 
people who, given the opportunities, if 
they had dedicated parents and persons 
like those who accompanied this group 
to work with them, we could make the 
difference, we could drive down the 
cost of the money that we are putting 
into jails and other crime-related pro
grams. If we would put that money 
into cultural programs and try to 
reach out and touch our young people, 
I think we can have a better Nation. 

I thank God they are here and hope 
we will all work harder, to do all of the 
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things necessary to put the money 
where it will do the most good. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WYNN). The Chair would remind the 
gentleman not to address people in the 
gallery. 

MIDDLE-CLASS TAXPAYER AN 
ENDANGERED SPECIES? 

(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, last 
night, along with the rest of America I 
listened carefully to the words that the 
new President had to say, and there 
were many good things in the speech. I 
liked his idea on campaign finance re
form, a tough crime bill, more jail 
space, 100,000 new police officers. I 
thought those were good ideas. Also, 
welfare reform. 

I would like to work with the new 
President on these ideas. These are 
good ides, and I think they will find a 
lut of support from both parties in our 
Nation. 

But I was, like many others, dis
turbed at the lack of serious spending 
cuts. During the campaign, he talked 
about cutting $3 for ever $1 in new 
taxes. As recently as December, our 
Budget Director Panetta talked about 
$2 in spending cuts for every $1 in tax 
cuts. Now the ratio is not even 1 for 1. 

What is worse, all this falls on the 
backs of the good ole overworked, 
underrepresented, hardworking middle
class family. In combined income 
$40,000 means you will pay $200 a year 
in additional taxes, not to mention 
what this mysterious Btu tax is going 
to cost you, and all the other nickel
and-dime items that have yet to be re
vealed. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say this: The En
dangered Species Act is up for reau
thorization this year. I submit to you 
that if this tax is passed, we will have 
to add the middle-class taxpayer as an 
endangered species. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON CHALLENGES 
AMERICA 

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been here for several years. Among all 
the Presidents whom I have heard 
speak from this podium behind me, 
going back to President Nixon, I have 
never heard a more eloquent, a more 
uplifting and a more challenging 
speech than President Clinton deliv
ered last night. He framed his chal-

lenge, I thought, very beautifully. He 
framed it in the first few moments of 
his speech by saying that he challenged 
all of us Americans to join him in a 
great national journey, not just to 
consume today's bounty but to invest 
in a greater tomorrow. 

I cannot think of any better way to 
state the message: We need to accept 
pain today in order to have a greater 
tomorrow. 

We had echoes in this Chamber of 
John Kennedy, when last night the 
President said the question is not, 
"What is in the plan for me," but 
"What is in it for us?" · 

I think that ought to be the driving 
influence of how Congress reacts to the 
Clinton proposal: What is in it for all of 
us in America? 

There were two elements in the 
President's speech that were specifi
cally pleasing and uplifting to me. One 
is, President Clinton said he would sign 
the Brady bill, a waiting period for 
handguns, if it reaches his desk. And, 
he came out for strong campaign fi
nance reform because, until we have 
controlled campaign financing, we will 
get nothing really done. I salute the 
President, and I believe he is on the 
right track. 

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

unanimous consent to vacate my 60-
minute special and to replace it with a 
5-minute special order today. 

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

There was no objection. 

COMPARISON OF THE BUDGET 
PROPOSAL OF PRESIDENT CLIN
TON WITH PREVIOUS BUDGET 
PROPOSALS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
want to say that the budget proposal 
which the President submitted last 
night in my view is the first in more 
than a decade which was presented 
honestly, based on realistic economic 
assumptions. It represents an end to 
the hide-the-medicine approach of past 
administrations. Starting with Govern
ment itself, it provides for deficit re
ductions of $493 billion over 4 years and 
$703 billion over 5 years. 

Under the President's plan, the defi
cit as a percentage of our national in
come will be cut in half over a 4-year 
period. 

If you are a Social Security recipient 
who does not pay taxes on current ben
efits, you will not pay taxes under the 
President's plan. That means that 84 
percent of all seniors will see no 
change in the tax treatment of bene
fits. 

On the matter of taxes, no working 
American will experience an increase 
in income taxes under the President's 
plan unless they are in the top 2 per
cent of all Americans by income. Only 
couples with incomes of over $180,000 
and individuals over $140,000 will see 
any change in their income taxes under 
the President's plan. 
. In the 1980's, the richest 1 percent of 

Americans experienced more income 
growth than 90 percent of Americans 
combined. That is why the President's 
package asks that persons with in
comes of over $100,000 pay 70 percent of 
the total revenue increases derived 
from all sources. 

For working-age families outside of 
the top 2 percent, the only significant 
increase in direct taxes will come from 
the new, broad-based energy tax. A 
family making $35,000 or $40,000 a year 
will pay less than $200 per year in in
creased direct energy costs, and some 
of that increase can be avoided by 
using energy more efficiently. 

0 1300 
Now, I know that some on the minor

ity side of the aisle are saying, for in
stance, that the dip in the stock mar
ket 2 days ago was a message that the 
policy is wrong. Well, I would say just 
the opposite is true. 

As Kevin Phillips noted recently, the 
richest 1 percent of Americans own half 
of the privately held stock in America. 
What happened 2 days ago is that they 
simply had a temper tantrum because 
they finally realized they will be asked 
to pay their fair share. 

The right comparison for any tax
payer, no matter what their income 
group, is not between the President's 
plan and nothing. It is between the 
cost of the President's plan compared 
to the cost of continuing the status 
quo. If we continue to follow the poli
cies of the past decade, middle-income 
families will be treated as they have 
ueen treated for the past decade. Under 
the status quo, they can expect contin
ued stagflation in real income, which 
has essentially been flat between 1977 
and 1992 for families in the middle in
come of this country. They can expect 
continued struggles to afford to send 
their kids to college. They can expect 
continued problems finding and holding 
on to decent paying jobs. 

People say, oh, this economy is now 
recovering, but the fact is if you com
pare this recovery with the average of 
the recovery under the seven previous 
recessions, you will see that we are 
falling 3 million jobs short of meeting 
the average from all past recession re
coveries. 

We can do better, and the President 
outlined last night how we can do bet
ter. 

For families in the middle, they can 
be asked to do nothing and then they 
will get nothing, just as they have for 
the last decade, except for a continued 
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squeeze downward on their real in
comes, or they can be asked to make a 
modest contribution, tiny in compari
son to that asked of the wealthy. 

I am confident that so long as we are 
all in it together, the vast majority of 
Americans will gladly make a con
tribution to a program that they be
lieve is finally real and is finally fair. 

Now, I recognize that there are going 
to be those in this town who will use 
any number and any opportunity to at
tack the policy of a President who has 
been in office less than 3V2 weeks. I rec
ognize the way this town works; but I 
would hope for once in this Chamber 
and out that we can rise above that and 
recognize that we are not dealing with 
our own political futures, we are deal
ing with the future of each and every 
American. For the past 10 years, unless 
they have been at the very top, they 
have not been given a very square deal 
by this Government, and it is time that 
that changes. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 
gentleman from ·oklahoma [Mr. 
INHOFE]. 

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

I was trying to ask the previous gen
tleman a question. Apparently they 
have calculated the average cost to the 
average family of the Btu tax some
where in the neighborhood of $200 a 
family. I was going to ask him how he 
calculated that, because my calcula
tions show from information that was 
given to the Ways and Means Commit
tee that the amount of the Btu tax will 
be somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$71 billion over the next 6 years, and if 
you calculate that down as it computes 
to a gallon of gas, it would be approxi
mately 8 cents a gallon increase. If you 

· compute that as to what it would 
amount to for a gallon of jet fuel, it 
would be around 7 cents a gallon. 

I asked, and the gentleman from 
Kansas will understand this because he 
is active in aviation in this area, I 
asked the presidents of U.S. Air, Delta, 
and United at a hearing yesterday how 
that would affect them, and they said 
it would devastate the domestic airline 
industry, not that it is not already dev
astated. 

So the cost is going to be tremen
dous. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. I would like to have 
more time, but I will perhaps be able to 
get on someone else's time. 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
that useful information. 

I also want .to say I applaud Presi
dent Clinton for his effort last night to 

tackle this very serious question of our 
economy, which we need to do. It is the 
foremost business of our Nation. 

I think it is fair to say the President 
sent out a nationwide long-distance 
telephone call collect. 

I would think it is true that he prob
ably has reached out and touched ev
erybody in our country. 

Today we are in the process of sort
ing out the numbers here. We have al
ready had information that there is 
$168 billion in savings that in fact are 
not going to be savings because we are 
going to need to spend that money to 
do the other programs that were called 
for in the plan, so the number has gone 
down dramatically of the benefits that 
we are going to see; but more alarming 
is this potential problem of shifting the 
definition of income, of redefining in
come for purposes of determining what 
tax bracket you are in. 

I dare say there are a lot of people in 
the United States who feel they are 
comfortably in the lowest tax bracket 
because of their income suddenly are 
going to find other assets they have 
may well push them into a higher 
bracket and they are going to end up in 
a more difficult situation than they be
lieved. I think that is going to be part 
of our work effort in this Congress to 
get that information and to share it 
with the people of America. I think 
they want to know and certainly we 
want to know. 

Some will probably even find them
selves in this Draconian surtax situa
tion before we are through. 

There are a couple other areas I am a 
little concerned about in the message 
last night. While I very much applaud 
President Clinton's approach and com
mitment to solving the health care 
problem to the extent even of giving us 
the First Lady to work on that pro
gram, I think it is absolutely essential 
that we understand that the program 
that was outlined last night is going to 
lead to rationing of doctors and hos
pital care, which is going to lead to 
higher costs of medical care, which is 
going to lead to cost shifting in greater 
amounts than we already know. The 
President said that was an interim so
lution, but it is a matter of great con
cern and we have got to get to a health 
care solution now even more urgently 
because the program last night does 
not solve the problem. In my view, it 
makes it worse. 

We do not know what the impact on 
business is going to be of the program 
last night. Will it in truth be an incen
tive to business for investment, or will 
it be a disincentive, because there are 
so many new regulations, so many new 
programs to support and so many new 
tax burdens to take on. 

I really do not know whether we are 
going to get these answers quickly or 
not, but I know we are asked to give 
these answers because the phones are 
certainly ringing in my office, and I 

suspect in every other Congressper
son's office today. 

We have got to determine the true 
facts and share them with the Amer
ican people. 

As my colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma, has just suggested, we do 
not really understand what this energy 
tax is, except it is going to affect ev
erybody somehow. 

I think it is great that we are going 
to deal with violent crime. 

I think it is wonderful that the Presi
dent said he was going to adopt what in 
effect are the provisions of my COLA 
bill to keep the COLA's down, certainly 
Congress' COLA's beneath everybody 
else's and to control other COLA's, so 
they do not get out of control. 

I applaud the workfare, but the big
gest concern last night was the omis
sion of controlling wasteful spending. 
Many, many have addressed that 
today, and we will hear much more 
conversation about it, because it is on 
the lips, in the hearts and on the minds 
of the people of America. 

Congress is notorious for wasteful 
spending. How are we going to stop 
that? There was nothing in the pro
gram to address that last night, so that 
is going to be Congress' challenge. 

WORKING TOGETHER ON THE 
PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, most 
of us have learned to type. Now, of 
course, typing is done on computers 
and data processing, but most people 
who learned to type in the old days re
member that one of the first things 
you learned was this expression, "Now 
is the time for all good men to come to 
the aid of their country." 

I think that perhaps the President's 
statement last night, coupled with the 
very serious problems that this coun
try has, requires all of us, men and 
women, to come to the aid of our coun
try, working together in as bipartisan 
a fashion as possible, without partisan 
carping, without nitpicking, trying to 
do what is best to set our country on a 
course that will produce jobs and will 
produce economic growth in the future. 

Now, in my judgment, the President 
of the United States delivered a mas
terful speech setting forth a goal, a 
plan for this country and asking us in 
Congress and asking the American peo
ple to in fact come to the aid of their 
country, a country which is afflicted 
by very large budget deficits, a country 
which is afflicted by very large trade 
deficits, a country which is afflicted by 
job layoffs in the manufacturing sec
tor. In my own community of Wichita, 
KS, just today the Boeing Co. an
nounced several thousand people to be 
laid off, and in Seattle the same thing 
happened. 
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Mr. Speaker, the key in all of this, 

the key for the President, the key for 
us in Congress, is to convince the pub
lic that the budget plan, the deficit re
duction plan, the investment plan, is 
fair, is honest and that it will help 
solve the deficit problem. The public is 
waiting, is hopeful and, in my judg
ment, is rooting for our President and 
rooting for us to be participants in the 
solution. The plan may not be perfect, 
but on balance it presents the only le
gitimate, credible plan to get the defi
cit down and get the economy moving. 

Mr. Speaker, the speech was honest. 
The program was geared to reflect 
American investment in the future and 
to reduce the deficit. I think it clearly 
passes with flying colors on both 
counts. 

Now what are the markets thinking 
about the President's plan? Well, I just 
went to the wire behind me, the Associ
ated Press wire, and I pulled off a 
story. The story reads: 

Treasury bond prices rose this morn
ing as investors welcomed the pros
pects of smaller Federal deficits. The 
price of the Treasury's main 30-year 
bond was up, and its yield had fallen to 
nearly historic lows. Interest rates are 
falling rather drastically, and, if inter
est rates continue to fall, home owners 
in America will reap the benefits of 
much lower mortgage payments. 

The bond market was encouraged 
that even a diluted version of President 
Clinton's plan for tax hikes and spend
ing cuts would amount to a significant 
reduction in the Federal deficit. 

So, Mr. Speaker, Wall Street is wak
ing up and realizing that what we are 
doing here will help America as well. 

Now my colleague, the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON], referred to a column in this 
morning's Wall Street Journal by 
Kevin Phillips. Kevin Phillips is an 
economist, a political writer, but he 
wrote a piece this morning. He says, 
and it is titled, "Finally a President 
Does the Right Thing," and he says: 

Last night, President Clinton took an im
portant step toward turning America away 
from Third World-style polarization and eas
ing the growing wave of class resentment no
ticed and deplored even by the editorialists 
of this newspaper. But the new Democratic 
president faces an unprecedented task. He 
must overcome the crippling legacy of a 12-
year GOP deficit buildup. 

That is, of course, to some extent the 
responsibility of the people who con
trolled the White House for the last 12 
years, and then he levies a charge 
against us Democrats, and he says he 
must also overcome the crippling leg
acy of the special interest-oriented 
Congress controlled by his own party. 
So, none of us gets off scot-free. 

The article goes on and says that: 
Mr. Clinton is doing so, but as part of a 

larger pledge to target the rich and end the 
"soak the middle" tax policies of the past 
decade. In those years, Social Security taxes 
were raised enough to offset the ordinary 

family's much-touted income tax cuts and 
the Internal Revenue Service was urged to 
concentrate its enforcement efforts on the 
middle classes rather than on rich tax 
a voiders. 

Mr. Clinton's plan turns that around. 
Now we are all in this business to try 
to do the right thing, and I do not as
cribe bad motives on anybody. Our goal 
is to work together, to do what the 
typing test requires us to do, to come 
together to aid our country. We can all 
find problems where other people 
should share more than us. 

And let me end with a little story, a 
story about an elderly man who is de
livering a letter, and he goes up and he 
sees an old man sitting up on a porch 
with a mean-looking dog, and the mail
man is upset thinking that, if he deliv
ers the ·letter, the dog will bite him, 
the dog looks really mean. And so the 
mailman looks at the old man and 
says, "Sir, does your dog bite?" 

The old man says, "Nope." 
So, the mailman goes up to deliver 

the letter, and the dog tears the shreds 
out of the mailman. He is bleeding pro
fusely, and he looks at the old man, 
very much disheveled, and he says, "I 
thought you said that your dog don't 
bite," and the old man says, "He don't. 
That ain't my dog." 

And I think my point is that it is the 
end of the time when we say in Amer
ica, "It ain't my dog, it ain't my prob
lem." It is all our problems, and we 
must work together to solve the deficit 
problem, to rebuild America and make 
this country a better place for our chil
dren and grandchildren. The Presi
dent's plan is a great beginning. 

REDEFINING F AMU. Y INCOME 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

WYNN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say, first of all, that my bias begins 
against the plan that the President an
nounced last night. I do not believe 
that you can tax your way to prosper
ity, and I do not believe you can tax 
your way to deficit reduction. We tried 
that in the budget deal of 1990. We 
raised the taxes and now have found 
out that Congress spent $2.37 extra for 
every dollar it raised in taxes, and so 
the fact is that what we are likely to 
end up with is huge new spending pro
grams here and not deficit reduction. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues 
take a look at this plan, what they will 
find out is the whole system is front 
loaded for spending increases and back 
loaded for any spending reductions. 

What I mean by that is the plan, as 
announced last night, is designed to 
have all the spending increases take 
place this year. As a matter of fact, 
maybe within a few days; certainly 
within a couple of weeks. And then the 

spending reductions that the President 
talked about are out in 1997. The bulk 
of them are after he has had to run for 
reelection. 

Now my colleagues have got to for
give me. I do not have much trust in a 
system that suggests that we are going 
to spend the money now and save it 
later. I have seen too much of that in 
the Congress, and the money never gets 
saved. 

But the real test of the President's 
plan is, as people have talked about it 
here today, is it fair and is it honest? 
Well, we have taken the last 12 to 14 
hours since the President announced 
his plan and taken a look at some of 
the details, and I have to tell my col
leagues that I am somewhat disturbed 
by what I find. 

For example, Mr. Speaker, I went to 
the plan, the administration's plan out 
of OMB, and started to read, of all 
things, some of the details; for in
stance, the footnotes. What I found in 
the plan is that the administration has 
decided to redefine "family income." 
Do my colleagues know when the 
President talked about the fact that 70 
percent of all the taxes are going to be 
paid by people making over $100,000? 
Well, guess what? A lot of people who 
sat at home and said, "Oh, fine, that's 
not me," well, they better read foot
note No. 4 in the President's plan be
cause it may well turn out to be them. 

Why? Well, because they defined "in
come" a little bit differently than most 
Americans have been defining "in
come" for some time. It is not just the 
money that you take home. They have 
all new gimmicks for income to make 
up that $100,000. 

Let us say, for instance, that you are 
a family where you have two earners in 
the family, and they are both making 
around $35,000 a year, or $70,000. One 
would say, "Well, the $100,000 is going 
to pay that 70 percent of the taxes; 
that isn't us because we're at $70,000." 
Well, they better add in a few things if 
they are going to make what the Presi
dent is talking about last night. 

For example, he has, as part of this 
proposal for your income, imputed 
rent. What does that mean? It means if 
you own your own home, what they are 
going to do is they are going to figure 
out how much your home would be 
worth if you are renting it each month, 
and then add to your income the 
amount of rent that would be other
wise charged on your house. So, if the 
rent on your house was a thousand dol
lars a month, you would have another 
$12,000 added to your incomes for pur
poses of figuring this program. 

And then add in the fringe benefits 
which is easily your medical benefits 
and all of the things that you have, 
your parking at work, all of the things 
that are regarded as fringe benefits 
that could easily add up to $1,000 dol
lars a month, too. So, now $24,000 is 
being added to your income. 
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The pension buildup. If you have a 

pretty good pension plan, and the 
amount of money in the pension plan is 
building up, that is going to be counted 
as income now, and guess what? That 
could add up to $4,000 or $5,000 a year. 

Tax exempt interest. If you bought 
some municipal bonds, and you are try
ing to escape taxes a little bit, that is 
now going to be included as part of 
your income. 

Accrued capital gains. That means 
that all of the things that you own 
that are increasing in worth. Now they 
are going to include all of those things 
as your income on an annual basis, ac
crued capital gains, and, as it contin
ues to build up, it will continue to get 
bigger for you. That could come to a 
couple of thousand dollars a year easily 
for even the most average of families. 

And then, if your child goes out and 
has a summer job to earn some money, 
let us say he earns $1,500, your child's 
income is now going to be included as 
part of your income for purposes of de
termining this. 

0 1320 

Mr. Speaker, what I am saying to the 
Members is that you can have here 
$30,000 or $35,000 of income added to you 
pretty quickly and that $75,000 family 
all of a sudden becomes a $100,000 fam
ily, and heaven help you if you are one 
of those families where your child goes 
to college and then comes home to live 
with you while they have a $20,000 job, 
because all of that income is now going 
to be added to you. So you can easily 
be up in the $120,000 and $125,000 range 
before you even realize what took 
place. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what is happen
ing in this program. It is not fair, and 
it is not honest. 

MRS. MAXINE BURKE DIES IN 
ALABAMA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WYNN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
share with my colleagues the news of the 
passing last month of Mrs. Maxine Husted 
Burke. She was the wife of retired U.S. Army 
Col. Lloyd L. (Scooter) Burke. 

Some of you will recall that Colonel Burke is 
a Congressional Medal of Honor winner who 
served 3 years as Army liaison officer to the 
House of Representatives. 

BURKE, MAXINE HUSTED 

FOLEY, AL.-Maxine Husted Burke died at 
Mercy Hospital on January 8, 1993 after a 
brief illness. She was a native of Louisiana 
and former resident of Arkadelphia, Arkan
sas, and Burke, Virginia, and has resided in 
Foley for the past three years. 

Funeral services were held at the Foley 
United Methodist Church on January 13 with 
Rev. Wesley Wachob presiding, assisted by 
Rev. James Tiller and Rev. Ray Chamberlain 
of Richmond, Virginia. John Seski, a long-

time friend from San Diego, California, gave 
the eulogy. Interment was in Pine Rest Me
morial Park in Foley. 

Mrs. Burke is survived by her husband, 
Col. Lloyd L . Burke, U.S . Army (Retired); 
sons, John Michael Hardin of West Helena, 
Ark.; Gary Lee Burke of Washington, DC; 
Lloyd Douglas Burke of Springfield, Va.; 
daughter, Pamela Hardin Check of Kingston , 
N.H. ; and Leslie Ann Burke of Springfield, 
Va.; grandchildren, Shannon Burke, Lindsey 
Berkowitz, Amelia Burke, Chase Alan Burke, 
Virginia V. Burke and Amanda Copeland, all 
of Springfield, Va.; a brother, Harleth E. 
Husted of Magnolia, Ark.; and two sisters, 
Mary Lucille Fultz of Mobile, Ala. and Jua
nita H. Ellzey of Selma, Ala. 

Memorials may be made to the Maxine 
Burke Memorial Fund, Foley United Meth
odist Church, Foley, Ala. 36535. 

REMARKS FOR THE RULE ON H.R. 
920, THE EMERGENCY UNEM
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. RoSTENKOW
SKI] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to the rules of the Democratic caucus, I 
wish to serve notice to my colleagues that I 
have been instructed by the Committee on 
Ways and Means to seek less than an open 
rule for the consideration by the House of 
Representatives of H.R. 920, the Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Amendments of 
1993. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

GIFT OF LIFE CONGRESSIONAL 
MEDAL ACT OF 1993 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, despite the nu
merous problems that organ transplants have 
faced and conquered over the years, a major 
problem still exists-an undersupply of avail
able and suitable donor organs. It is our great 
pleasure to reintroduce the bill which I believe 
will not only honor the individual donors and 
their loved ones but will heighten the aware
ness of the organ shortage and ultimately re
sult in more donors. Our bill is called the Gift 
of Life Congressional Medal Act of 1993. 

THE NEED 

Currently, there are more than 26,400 indi
viduals waiting for an organ transplant in the 
United States. A new name is added to the 
national patient waiting list approximately 
every 20 minutes. According to some re
searchers, approximately 1 out of every 3 indi
viduals accepted for a transplant operation die 
while waiting for an organ. Last year alone, 
over 2,500 adults and children died while wait
ing for a transplantation. 

Demand for organs will continue to grow 
with improvement of medical technologies, 
and it is doubtful that the current system of 
voluntary donation will provide enough organs 
to meet the growing demand. For many 
would-be organ recipients, the consequence of 
the shortage is death. Incentives, like the Con
gressional Gift of Life Medal, must be created 
to encourage voluntary donation. 

COST SAVINGS 

The results of a recent study by Dr. Paul 
Eggers of the Health Care Financing Adminis
tration confirm the widely held belief that 
transplantation is, over time, a less costly al
ternative to kidney dialysis. For example, the 
initial cost of kidney transplantation is recov
ered in about 4.5 years with a savings of 
about $42,000 over a 1 0-year timeframe. To 
the extent that transplantation may result in 
superior patient survival rates and an im
proved quality of life for the recipient, trans
plantation is the preferred method of t~erapy 
from a medical as well as an econom1c per
spective. 

POTENTIAL DONORS 

A current estimate of the number of poten
tial donors made by the Centers for Disease 
Control is that each year approximately 20,000 
people die from causes that would make them 
suitable for organ donation. However, only a 
small number of the available donations are 
actually donated due to cultural, religious, and 
psychological barriers. 

The organ shortage constitutes the most 
limiting factor in transplantation today. It is 
clear that expanded efforts are necessary to 
increase the supply of organ donors. Accord
ing to some researchers, it may be possible to 
increase by 80 percent the number of donors 
available in the United States through incen
tive programs and public education. A con
gressional medal recognizing donors and their 
families is just one way to effectively encour
age such donation. 

THE MEDAL 

Our proposed Gift of Life Medal Program, 
effective 1994, will be administered by re
gional organ procurement organizations 
[OPO's) and managed by the Surgeon Gen
eral's office. Once the very difficult decision to 
donate an organ is made, the donor or the 
family member of the donor will be asked by 
the regional OPO whether participation in the 
Gift of Life Medal Program is desired. The 
OPO will give each donor or family of a donor 
the option of receiving a gift of life medal, rec
ognizing that some donors and families may 
not want to participate. 

The medal may be presented to donors or 
families of donors who formally offered to do
nate· by signing a letter of intent regardless of 
the success of the transplant. If the donor or 
family of a donor requests, a public presen
tation will be made to honor the donor or do
nor's family. A presentation by a local commu
nity leader or congressional Member will in
crease the awareness concerning the des
perate need for organ donation. 

The organization charged by the Surgeon 
General's Office to coordinate and analyze 
data concerning organ procurement and dona
tion will raise all funds required for the medal 
program. The cost of the medal program is es
timated at approximately $270,000 from the 
private sector for the first 5 years. There will 
be no cost to the U.S. Treasury for this initia
tive; all funds will be raised from the private 
sector. 

It is my great pleasure to introduce this bill, 
which I believe will honor the individual donors 
and their loved ones whose lives were shared 
with others. The enormous courage and faith 
displayed by organ donors offers a second 
chance to strangers by providing the most pre
cious gift imaginable. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS TO AS

SIST HA WAil'S EFFORT IN COP
ING WITH THE DESTRUCTION 
CAUSED BY HURRICANE INIKI 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a series of five bills to as
sist our continuing effort in Hawaii to 
cope with the devastation caused by 
Hurricane Iniki. 

The island of Kauai, which is in my 
congressional district, was most af
fected by this tragedy. The damage 
caused by Iniki is estimated to be over 
$1.5 billion, almost all of which was on 
the island of Kauai. 

Isolated on an island that has been 
virtually devastated, the recovery 
process has been slow and difficult for 
the people of Kauai. Today, over 5 
months after Iniki waged its destruc
tive force over the island, families are 
still homeless, buildings and houses lay 
in ruins, people remain unemployed, 
and the economy continues to suffer 
from the loss of tourism. 

The people are grateful for the Fed
eral assistance provided by the Con
gress last year. Yet, as many have 
tried to tap into the disaster relief pro
grams we have found glitches that have 
prevented certain individuals or busi
nesses no less deserving than others 
from receiving certain types of aid, as 
well as federally imposed limitations 
that have affected the State and coun
ty's ability to provide assistance to the 
hurricane victims. 

The bills I am introducing today will 
help fix some of these problems and 
give the victims of Hurricane Iniki 
greater access to disaster assistance. 

To assist individuals who intend to 
buy a home on Kauai or those whose 
home construction has been delayed by 
the hurricane, I am introducing a bill 
to extend to 4 years the period for the 
rollover of a gain from the sale of a 
principal residence to a principal resi
dence located, or to be located in quali
fied disaster areas designated subse
quent to the sale of the taxpayer's old 
residence. 

To help more small businesses qual
ify for the Small Business Administra
tion's Injury Disaster Loan Program, I 
am introducing legislation to waive the 
current size standards of this loan pro
gram and allow media interest to qual
ify for this loan in the case of natural 
disasters. Current law prohibits SBA 
loans to media interests to avoid gov
ernmental interference, or the appear
ance of government interference, with 
the freedom of speech and of the press. 

My bill to lift the monetary cap on 
annual grants to States from the U.S. 
Travel and Tourism Administration, 
which are now limited to a maximum 
of $1.2 million each fiscal year, will 
help our tourism industry recover. 

The agriculture industry on Kauai 
suffered greatly, but under current re-

strictions of the agriculture disaster 
programs it is difficult for the types of 
crops grown in Hawaii to qualify for as
sistance. My bill would waive certain 
restrictions on disaster assistance for 
agricultural losses, including limita
tions on the Commodity Credit Cor
poration and Tree Assistance Program 
and the very low income limitations 
for loans and grants to repair rural 
dwellings. In addition the bill author
izes the Secretary of Agriculture to 
waive other limitations as appropriate 
to serve and assist those devastated by 
Hurricane Iniki. 

Finally, I am introducing a bill to 
allow the State Health Insurance Pro
gram [SHIP] to receive reimbursement 
from funds appropriated to the public 
health and social service emergency 
fund. SHIP is a State-run health insur
ance program that is available for indi
viduals who do not have health insur
ance through their jobs or do not qual
ify for Federal programs. For many 
victims of Hurricane Iniki this is the 
only health insurance that is available, 
or they can afford. 

Mr. Speaker, these changes in the 
law are desperately needed so that the 
Federal programs that the Congress 
has put in place can better help the 
people of Kauai cope with this terrible 
disaster. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the quick passage of these impor
tant measures. 

NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF THE 
CLINTON PLAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I will be happy to yield to my col
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER], to conclude his re
marks. 

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

I was just handed a note here that is 
kind of interesting. We had a report 
here a few minutes ago that the Dow
Jones is responding positively to the 
overall President's program last night. 
Well, it is true that the Dow was up 30 
points initially. Since noon it has 
dropped 45 points. So there is some 
question about how the stock market 
is reacting to what occurred last night. 

But I do thank the gentleman for 
yielding because it does bring me to 
another point I want to make. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, if I may just interject one thing 
first, the gentleman just pointed out 
some very salient points on income 
that were not readily apparent last 
night, and I presume the people who 
are involved in investing in this coun
try are probably starting to read the 
fine print, and it takes a little bit of 
time. But once you start reading the 
fine print, you start reevaluating your 
investments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think the President in his speech last 
night discussed footnote No. 4 of his 
plan. Footnote No. 4 is one of those 
ugly little details that needs to be un
derstood when you start throwing out 
figures. It is fine to throw out figures, 
saying that only $100,000 families are 
going to be affected, but you have got 
to know what $100,000 families mean. 

One-hundred-thousand-dollar fami
lies turn out to mean two-earner fami
lies making $50,000, $60,000, and $70,000 
a year, who have never thought of 
themselves in their life as being 
$100,000 families. You do not get to that 
point or you do not get to the real hon
est presentation until you read the 
footnotes. 

I thank the gentleman for his views, 
because that is exactly what is happen
ing. People are now beginning to read 
the details. They are now beginning to 
read some of the things that are in the 
tax package. 

We got some information off the 
wires just a couple of minutes ago as 
well indicating-and I will read di
rectly from the wire story, because it 
says this: 

New budget documents show President 
Clinton will fall almost $170 billion short of 
his deficit-cutting goal. The President said 
in his speech last night that his plan would 
cut the deficit by $493 billion over the next 3 
years, but a detailed budget document re
leased today shows the actual budget savings 
will be more like S325 billion. The reason is 
that Clinton's proposals for new spending for 
tax breaks will eat up more that two-thirds 
of the spending cuts he also wants. Clinton 
did not mention that factor in his speecl1, 
and the detailed documents weren't avail
able to reporters until today. 

Well, they were not available to Wall 
Street until today and they were not 
available to some of us until today. 
When we get the detailed documents, 
they show something which is far dif
ferent than what we heard the Presi
dent say in his speech last night. 

So the question becomes what some 
of these deficit-reducing targets really 
mean. For example, one of the things 
we have been told is that there is great 
honesty in this document, yet what we 
find is that some of the spending cuts 
turn out to be tax increases in disguise. 

For example, in the document, when 
you read it, you find out that the tax 
increase for Social Security is dis
guised as a spending cut. It is not in 
there under tax increases; it is in there 
under spending cuts. The people who 
are going to pay the extra taxes are 
not going to think about that as a 
spending cut; to them it is going to be 
a tax increase. Yet it shows up in this 
document differently than that. It 
shows up as a $21 billion spending cut. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say that I think 
most people will not consider that to 
be fair nor will they regard it as being 
honest when you start calling tax in
creases spending cuts. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would just like to interject one 
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thing. I am chairman of the Republican 
Study Committee, and along the same 
lines as what the gentleman is talking 
about, last night the Republican Study 
Committee did an analysis of the Presi
dent's reduction proposal, the $493 bil
lion, and when you take out things like 
what the gentleman just alluded to, 
the Social Security, the smoke and 
mirrors, over a 5-year period you take 
out the defense cuts which we are 
going to have anyhow, and you take 
out the smoke and mirrors like what 
the gentleman just alluded to, you end 
up not with a cut at all but with a $25 
billion net increase in spending. That 
is something that people are not aware 
of. 

Mr. WALKER. Wait a minute. In 
other words, that is when you take out 
the items the gentleman just talked 
about, the defense cuts and so on, 
which the gentleman pointed out this 
Congress is going to cut, that there 
would be a cut in defense regardless? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Right. 
Mr. WALKER. I am convinced that 

with the world heated up, Congress 
would still be on a binge of cutting de
fense. So Congress is going to cut de
fense and you take out the things 
where spending cuts are made-

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, the 
cuts that are equated with tax in
creases. 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, with spending 
cuts that are really tax increases. Then 
you end up with this plan that has a $25 
billion increase in spending? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes. And we 
are having a release made up on it 
right now itemizing all the smoke and 
mirrors involved. So it is really not a 
deficit reduction package at all; it is a 
$25 billion increase in spending over a 
5-year period. 

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentleman 
heard earlier today that a lot of those 
spending increases are in the first year 
here. Evidently when they were over in 
the Budget Committee here quizzing 
Leon Panetta, the Director of the Of
fice of Management and Budget, they 
essentially got an admission that in 
the first year there is $36 billion in ad
ditional spending and only $2 billion in 
savings, that the ratio of spending in
creases to actual savings is 18 to 1. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
right, 18 to 1. 

Mr. WALKER. In the first year of 
this plan? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes. And 
that is far different than what the 
President talked about during the cam
paign. He said there would be $3 in 
spending cuts to every $1 of new taxes. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely right. I think that if you told 
the American people that what you 
have is a plan before you, at least in 
the initial year when you really have 
the economic problems, that is going 
to end up being $18 of spending in
creases for every $1 of deficit reduc-

tion, my guess is that they would not 
be entirely enthusiastic about that as a 
balanced program. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The one 
thing I am interested in-and I appre
ciate this colloquy with my colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania-is 
that I know a lot of people who are 
watching and listening to what is going 
on, on the floor, are saying that we do 
not want gridlock, we want everybody 
to work together, we want one big 
happy family, and we want solutions to 
these problems, but it would be irre
sponsible for those of us in the minor
ity to just go along to eliminate 
gridlock if we know that at the end of 
the road this kind of a plan is going to 
cause economic chaos, more unemploy
ment, and bigger deficits. It would be 
totally irresponsible for us to do that, 
to go along with it. That is why many 
of us have come to the floor to talk 
about the shortcomings and fallacies in 
this proposal. 

I remember when I first came to Con
gress, they said that we had to raise 
taxes at that time. We were bringing in 
$500 billion in tax revenues, and Presi
dent Reagan, rather than going along 
with tax increases, decided to cut the 
top tax rate and reduce taxes, and be
cause of his tax cuts, we created 21 mil
lion new jobs, and instead of that being 
a burden to the Treasury, we more 
than doubled the tax revenue. 

Today we are bringing in $1.2 trillion 
in tax revenues, compared to about $500 
billion just 10 years ago. So the prob
lem is not that we are not bringing in 
enough money. The problem is that 
spending is out of control in this place. 

So here we are today again coming 
back after the 1990 $185 increase and 
asking the American people to pay $328 
billion more, and when you look at the 
spending side, over 5 years they are 
going to increase spending by about $25 
billion. That is a recipe for economic 
disaster, and we would be irresponsible 
if we did not point that out. 

I thought the President's speech last 
night was very good. Obviously, the 
American people did, too. They said 79 
percent of the people approved, but 
when they start reading these foot
notes, reading the fine print, realizing 
the deficit is not going to go down be
cause of spending cuts and they are 
going to get hit by the largest tax in
crease in history, they are going to be 
a little appalled, and it is our respon
sibility as the minority to point that 
out. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, let me just cover one more thing, 
and then I will be happy to yield. 

My colleagues have come down today 
and they have talked about us as being 
naysayers and about how we are the 
authors of gridlock. The fact of the 
matter is that they have 259 members 
of this body and we have 176. 

They have control of the other body 
as well. If they want to pass this pro
gram, they will pass it, regardless of 
what we say. What they are concerned 
about is they want us to just shut up 
and not say anything about the short
comings of the plan, and that would be 

.an irresponsible thing for us to do. We 
are the loyal opposition. 
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Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding, because I think the gen
tleman, like I, did stand and applaud 
for an .awful lot of what the President 
had to say last night. The President 
had an awful lot of good applause lines 
in his speech. It was very well done. We 
in fact agree as Republicans with much 
of what was in there. 

The question becomes when you take 
the applause lines and begin to factor 
them into policy, what do the policies 
mean that follow the applause lines? In 

· this case the policies are much dif
ferent than what you and I would agree 
with. 

Now, I think the gentleman is right. 
The Democrats can pass anything they 
want to. They have got more than 
enough votes and so on. They are hop
ing that Republicans will keep quiet so 
that the country will not find out 
about footnote No. 4. They would like 
to get this passed before the American 
people really wake up and find out that 
the applause lines are exactly that, and 
that the policy is flawed. 

We have a responsibility as the oppo
sition not to stop them for doing what
ever it is they are going to do, but to 
point out that what they are doing is 
flawed. It seems to me that that is a 
function that somebody had better per
form or the American people are going 
to end up even more disillusioned. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The gen
tleman from Oklahoma who was here a 
few minutes ago pointed out that the 
cost of a gallon of gas is going to go up 
8 cents a gallon according to his com
putation when this Btu tax is imposed. 
That is bad enough for the average 
family. That is going to hit everybody 
in the country, not just the upper mid
dle income, but the people on welfare 
as well who drive a car. 

But the thing that also is very inter
esting is that the airline industry in 
this country is having a terrible time. 
Many of the airline companies have 
gone in to bankruptcy. They are trying 
to cut deals with European counter
parts so they can actually survive. He 
said according to his computation, 
using that Btu formula, the cost of jet 
fuel is going to go up 7 cents a gallon. 
If you talk to the executives at these 
airlines, they will tell you that will put 
some of them out of business, thus 
costing higher fares for travel in this 
country and putting more people out of 
work. 

Mr. WALKER. If I can give you an
other idea about the Btu tax that needs 
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'to be understood too, the gentleman 
will remember that we had kind of a bi
partisan furor around here a couple of 
years ago when we passed a clean air 
bill. On both sides of the aisle people 
voted for the Clean Air Act. 

We knew at the time we passed it 
that the Clean Air Act was going to 
add probably about 25 percent to all 
utility bills in the country. Because of 
the scrubbers they had to put on 
smokestacks, a lot of the items in 
there, it is going to be one of those 
things that is going to add a lot of 
money. 

Most people have not seen that re
flected yet in their utility bills. We are 
just in the process of getting regula
tions written pursuant to a bill passed 
a couple of years ago, so utilities are 
now beginning to be forced into the po
sition of paying for things in the Clean 
Air Act. 

What is going to happen here is you 
are going to have a massive increase in 
utility bills related to decisions made a 
couple of years ago in the Clean Air 
Act. Then in addition to that you are 
going to put the Btu tax on top. 

Many families, many middle income 
and low income families in this coun
try, could see their utility bills go up 
anywhere from 30 to 50 percent by the 
middle of the decade. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
say one other thing too. When you add 
these costs to the cost of doing busi
ness, and, make no mistake about it, 
every production company in this 
country uses energy to produce their 
products, and we have added the gov
ernment mandates and clean air costs 
and everything else to the cost of doing 
business. Now w~ are going to add this 
Btu tax. 

One of the problems we have is keep
ing jobs here in America. You have 
seen people say we don't want jobs 
going to Mexico, we don't want jobs 
going to Taiwan, we don't want jobs 
going to Japan. We want to keep them 
here. 

One of the reasons why these compa
nies are taking their plants overseas is 
because there is so much in additional 
costs of doing business here and they 
have to add those costs to the cost of 
doing business. Each one of those costs 
are passed on to the consumer in the 
form of price increases. 

Now, in a world trade situation you 
have to be competitive with those in 
Taipei and Japan and other places who 
do not have these kinds of additional 
costs. So what it means is the price of 
our product goes up, the price of their 
product goes down, and we lost market 
share. When we lose market share, that 
means we lose jobs here in this coun
try, or the company decides they are 
going to leave this country because 
they cannot be competitive and if they 
want to stay in business they take 
their jobs overseas. Either way we have 
higher unemployment. 

It is my opinion that if the plan that 
was proposed last night is passed, that 
we will lose hundreds of thousands of 
jobs because of the additional taxes 
that are being levied in this particular 
legislation. One of those taxes is this 
Btu tax. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman makes 
an excellent point, and it is absolutely 
on target. When we start talking about 
jobs, there is another factor here too: 
you cannot do anything much more in
flationary than passing an income tax. 
As the gentleman points out, every 
business uses energy. To move goods 
around the country takes energy. So 
building those energy costs into the 
cost of every good means that it raises 
inflation almost by definition. 

So this is a plan to basically reinflate 
the economy and push inflation up. 
What does that mean in terms of cost 
to the Government? It means that all 
the programs that Government pays 
for are also inflated in price. So instead 
of reducing Government budgets we 
end up increasing Government budgets 
just to pay the cost of inflation. 

When inflation goes up, interest goes 
up right behind it. One of the largest 
expenses of the Government right now 
is interest. All we have to do is push 
inflation up a couple of points, with in
terest rates going through the roof, 
and we will end up paying more in in
terest in 1 year than this program 
saves in all the years of the program. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Not only 
that, that is a major contributing fac
tor to unemployment. I know every
body remembers the Carter years when 
we had double-digit inflation, we had 
21.5 percent interest rates, and we had 
double-digit unemployment. 

Now, the things that we are talking 
about here are the same things that led 
to the double-digit problems that we 
faced, in the malaise, the misery index 
that we saw in the Carter years. We 
have the same basic ingredients in this 
plan. 

The thing that is distressing to me is 
that when many of us talk about these 
things, they say well, we are the 
naysayers, we are the doomsayers. 

We do not want to be the doom
sayers. I want to be a contributing 
partner to the President in solving the 
economic problems of this country. But 
solving these problems is not going to 
be accomplished by raising taxes, hurt
ing business, and driving jobs out of 
the country. Solving these problems is 
going to be done by cutting the run
away cost of Government, and this 
simply does not do it. 

As I said today, over 5 years this is 
really going to increase the cost of 
Government by another $25 billion. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield, one of our problems, of course, is 
that we have large numbers of citizens 
in our country who are too young to re
member the Carter years. There are a 
lot of young families out there who 

were kids and who were teenagers dur
ing the Carter years and do not really 
remember what happens when you 
raise interest rates and you reinflate 
the economy. 

This was the Carter program. The 
Carter program looked much like this 
program. Gerry Ford had managed to 
wrench most of the inflation and the 
interest rate increases out of the econ
omy by vetoing bill after bill. It was 
one of the things that defeated Presi
dent Ford, the fact he vetoed so much 
legislation trying to hold down Govern
ment spending and getting inflation 
out of the economy. 

The Carter program to reinvigorate 
the economy was to come in and re
inflate the economy. We ended up with 
an economic disaster. 

All you have to do is go back and 
read the magazines back in the early 
1980's, and we had an economic disas
ter. There are a lot of young families 
though in this country who do not re
member any of that. They were too 
young to go through it. So what we are 
seeing now is the kind of economic 
problems that we faced. 

They are saying well, President Clin
ton sounds like he has a plan to solve 
some of the problems that we now face. 
Well, yes, he does, and his plan is to re
inflate the economy. 

If you go down through this plan, in
cluding things like the Btu tax, you 
find that is exactly what he intends to 
do. He intends to reinflate the economy 
and try to push things forward with 
more inflation. But the downside of 
that is that we could get right back to 
the situation we were in, in the Carter 
years, with massive inflation, massive 
interest rates, and the major problems 
that will then be very painful to try to 
get out of. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
say I want to see this problem solved 
like the President does. But if we fol
low the course of action that he laid 
ouL last night, it is my firm belief that 
it will not be as bad as the Carter 
years, it will be worse in the long term. 
When Jimmy Carter was President, we 
were looking at deficits below $1 tril
lion. We are at $4 trillion now. Real 
deficits are running around $400 billion 
a year. 
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If you extrapolate these things out to 

the year 2000, we are going to have an 
absolute minimum debt of around $7 to 
$8 trillion and more likely around $13 
or $13.5 trillion. That means that we 
will see 30, 40, maybe as high as 50 per
cent of our total tax revenues going 
just to pay the interest on the debt, 
and that is a recipe for economic ca
lamity. That is why I think this situa
tion, if it is not corrected, if we con
tinue on the path that was laid out last 
night, we will end up being far worse 
than what Mr. Carter talked about. 

President Clinton said last night that 
we have to be concerned about the fu-
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ture generations. I agree with that 100 
percent. We want the kids in the future 
to be able to go to college, to get an 
education, to have a job, to have the 
quality of life that we have had. But if 
we have what is called hyperinflation, 
not only will they not be able to have 
these things, but people who are older 
will not be able to survive. 

If we have half of the money coming 
into the Treasury going to pay the in
terest on the debt, what will happen is 
the Federal Reserve Board will have to 
print money to pay off the debt. They 
have the right, by law, to do that with
out any action of the Congress of the 
United States. If they print $6 trillion 
to pay off a large hunk of the debt or, 
say, $3 trillion, that means they are in
flating the money supply. 

What you are going to have is milk, 
bread, and other products costing $15, 
$20, $30 apiece, $15 for a loaf of bread, 
$20 for a quart of milk. Can you imag
ine what that will do to people on fixed 
incomes? Can you imagine what that 
will do to everything in our society and 
the people who want to get a higher 
education, who want to buy a home, 
who want to buy a car are going to be 
experiencing inflation to such a degree 
that they will not be able to afford to 
buy it. 

That is what happens when Govern
ment spending gets out of control. The 
No. 1 problem facing this Nation is not 
that we do not have enough money to 
spend. We have more than doubled the 
tax revenues from $500 billion to $1.2 
trillion in the last 10 years. It is not 
that we do not have enough money. It 
is that we are spending too much. 

We raised taxes in 1990, $185 billion. 
And here we come back 2 years later, 3 
years later, not asking for just $185 bil
lion but $328 billion more out of the 
people's pockets. And yet there is not a 
corresponding reduction in the debt, in 
the spending that is going on in this 
country. 

It is just absolutely insane. We need 
to come down on the spending side and 
not raise taxes. 

Mr. WALKER. Our Democratic col
leagues rightfully say to us, "If you 
don't like the President's plan, do you 
have one of your own, be specific. What 
should we be able to do." 

The fact is that we do have some 
plans of our own. I, for instance, am 
the sponsor of a concept called the 10-
percent checkoff, which would allow 
the American people to check off of 
their tax form, off the money that they 
are paying in taxes , 10 percent of that 
money to go for one purpose and one 
purpose alone, to buy down the na
tional debt. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is off 
the taxes they are paying. 

Mr. WALKER. It is off the taxes they 
are already payihg. What they would 
do is, they would check off the money 
to buy down the national debt. Then 
for every dollar that was checked off 

for debt buydown, a dollar would have 
to be subtracted from spending, either 
with an automatic across-the-board 
spending reduction or Congress could 
prioritize the spending cuts, if they 
wanted to. But nevertheless, we would 
get a dollar of spending reduction for 
every dollar of debt increase. 

Now the reason why this is important 
is because this speaks to the real issue 
of debt and deficit. The Congressional 
Budget Office and OMB have looked at 
this idea-the most recent figures I 
have are from the Office of Manage
ment and Budget-calculated against 
this year's baseline. And what we find 
is that program alone, if it works opti
mally, will balance the budget by 1999. 
We would get a totally balanced budget 
by 1999. More importantly, by the year 
2008, it totally wipes out every penny 
of national debt, and the country is 
debt free by the year 2008. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That would 
be a stimulant to economic growth be
cause there would not be any tax in
creases. 

Mr. WALKER. Absolutely. What you 
would do is, you would get rid of hun
dreds of millions of billions of dollars 
that we are now paying in interest. All 
of those interest dollars would now be 
able to be used productively because 
there would be no more national debt. 

The American people would have en
forced it by themselves doing the 
checkoff. This is not something that is 
subject to Congress getting in the way 
of the spending cuts. The American 
people would enforce it. Every April 15, 
there would be a referendum by the 
Federal Government, and the American 
people would be permitted, every April 
15, to assure both spending reductions 
and debt reduction. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think that 
has a lot of merit because it forces 
Congress to make hard choices about 
priorities. It forces discipline on this 
body. 

I think the gentleman has a great 
idea. 

Mr. WALKER. What do you want to 
bet, though, that when we try to get it 
considered on the floor, that we will 
never get that to the floor, just like we 
have never been able to get balanced 
budgets to the floor or line-item veto 
or other kinds of things to really begin 
to clamp down on the process. The 
Democrats in Congress will not allow 
those kinds of things to be voted on on 
the House floor because they are real 
tools that result in real spending cuts. 

What they prefer to do is offer plans 
that raise taxes and promise spending 
cuts 4 and 5 years down the pike that 
never arrive. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would like 
to give my colleague and my col
leagues who may be paying attention a 
little history lesson. You talked about 
1990, when we raised the taxes $185 bil
lion. I did not vote for it, and I know 
you did not either. 

Since 1990, for every $1 in new taxes, 
we have spent $2.37. For the past 10 
years for every dollar in new taxes, we 
have spent $1.70. If you go back all the 
way to 1958, you will find that we spent 
$1.48 for every dollar in new taxes. 

That is the recipe for disaster that I 
talked about and that our President 
talked about very eloquently on the 
floor last night, and it is going to con
tinue that trendline. We are going to 
be spending more than we take in in 
tax revenues, if we adopt this plan. It 
is going to create a huge deficit, more 
deficits. 

Mr. WALKER. Maybe we ought to 
calculate it out for people. In other 
words, the President is saying that he 
is going to raise $250 billion in taxes. 
You and I would disagree and say it is 
even higher than that. But that is 
about what he says. 

If we follow historic patterns, going 
back to, I think the gentleman said 
1948, that means that that $250 billion 
of new taxes will not result in $250 bil
lion of deficit reduction. What it will 
really result in is $375 billion in new 
spending. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Right. And 
that has been the history year in and 
year out, and I do not see any dis
cipline in the proposal last night that 
is going to change that. And that is 
what we, as the loyal opposition, the 
Republicans, are very concerned about. 

There has to be the spending cuts. We 
are getting the cart before the horse. If 
we are going to be talking about tax 
increases, in my opinion, what we 
ought to be doing first is taking the 
meat cleaver to the Government spend
ing. Do that first and then, if you have 
to come back and raise taxes, we will 
talk about that. 

But what they are talking about is 
raising this $328 billion in new taxes up 
front and having the spending cuts not 
exist except minimally at the begin
ning and over the 5-year period · there 
really are not spending cuts. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman from 
Indiana, in my opinion, is one of the 
great heroes in the Congress who has 
come to the floor consistently day 
after day, week after week with spe
cific spending cuts that he urged upon 
the Congress when we were considering 
appropriations bills. How many of 
those amendments does the Congress 
willingly accept? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Out of about 
probably $4 or $5 billion in spending 
cuts that I proposed in different 
amendments, we probably have been 
successful in getting $400 or $500 mil
lion passed. We did get the Defense De
partment to go along with something· 
that they could do on their own that 
we discussed, which was about $700 mil
lion. 

But as far as actual spending cuts 
through our mandatory process here on 
the floor, we proposed probably ~4 or $5 
billion in cuts and only have been able 
to get one-tenth of that passed. 
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Mr. WALKER. So we have not s~en 

very much enthusiasm in the House for 
making spending cuts of a real specific 
nature and yet there were lots of Mem
bers standing, applauding the Presi
dent last night when he was talking 
about the spending cuts. I was some
what astonished, in fact, when they 
were applauding like crazy. I had the 
copy of OMB's "150 Spending Cuts," 
the programs that they are going to 
cut. What they are going to do. 

I went down through this, and I was 
stunned to find that many of these are 
the spending cuts that the gentleman 
has offered on the floor himself that 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
under the last two administrations, 
have sent up to the Hill on a consistent 
basis, things like cuts in the agricul
tural subsidies, cuts in the Medicare 
Program. 

There are a whole bunch of these 
things in here that have been on the 
Hill day after day, time after time, and 
have been thoroughly rejected by Con
gress. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Were any of 
those cuts in West Virginia? The chair
man of the other body's Appropriations 
Committee, are any of those cuts in 
there? 

Mr. WALKER. I do not know that it 
breaks it down by State. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I can tell 
my colleague, and I think he already 
knows this, Ghat the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee in the other 
body and the chairman of the Appro
priations Committee in this body 
worked very closely together to make 
sure that the pork-barrel projects that 
they really want passed by this body 
get passed, and they sometimes use 
some severe arm ·twisting to get it 
done. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I would say that I will be very, very 
surprised if that behavior changes be
cause of this proposal last night. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely right. As I say, what is even 
more amazing is that all the cheering 
and clapping and smiling about the 
cuts that they were going to be asked 
to make are exactly the cuts that they 
have rejected time after time when Re
publican administrations sent them to 
the Hill. I hope they mean it. I hope 
that they really mean that this time 
they are going to vote for these cuts. 

I must say, given their past record, I 
have my doubts, but then maybe I am 
just cynical. Maybe they really have 
changed their hearts and, in addition 
to voting for all of these spending in
creases, they really are going to vote 
for the spending cuts. It would be aw
fully nice to see them both in the same 
bill, not the spending increases first 
and then the spending cuts 3 or 4 years 
from now. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would say 
to the gentleman, let us say that the 

millenium comes and they do make all 
the cuts that are in the bill. We are 
still going to have $25 billion in spend
ing increases while at the same time 
we are increasing taxes, let us give the 
benefit of the doubt to the President, 
while we are increasing taxes $250-some 
billion. That is a 10 to 1 ratio, taxes 
over spending. That is going to have a 
very debilitating impact on the econ
omy of this county. 

In the best case scenario, this is 
going to be bad for the country, be
cause we are not addressing the spend
ing cuts up front like we should be. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gen
tleman, does the gentleman have any
thing else he would like to say? 

Mr. WALKER. No, Mr. Speaker, and I 
thank the gentleman for yielding 
to me. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would just like to end saying that 
I saw the polling data last night. It 
showed that 79 percent of the people of 
this country were willing to make sac
rifices and agreed with the President. 
For being able to muster that kind of 
support, President Clinton is to be 
commended. It shows that he does have 
great communicative skills. It shows 
that the American people want a 
change. They don't want gridlock any 
more, they want this deficit reduced 
and they are willing to sacrifice to 
get it. 

The problem is, the program that the 
President laid out last night is a recipe 
for further economic problems, higher 
deficits, more unemployment, more 
trade going overseas, bigger trade defi
cits, and more problems for us and our 
kids in the future. 

There is an old saying. It goes some
thing like this: "The road to hell is 
paved with good intentions." I think 
that the President wants to do the 
right thing, but he needs to reevaluate 
the plan he talked about last night. I 
would say, if the President were here, 
to the Members and to the Speaker, re
evaluate this situation. Let us go with 
the spending cuts first. That is what 
the American people want. They want 
to cut the red ink out· of the Govern
ment spending. 

Once we get through with taking a 
meat cleaver to the wasteful programs, 
start prioritizing spending around here, 
and if we need to come back and raise 
taxes, let us revisit that issue. I think 
the President will get much more of a 
positive response from the Republican 
side of the aisle if we cut out the 
waste, fraud, and abuse in Government 
first. 

NUCLEAR TRIGGERS STING, COM
MERCE BLUNDERS, AND CIA 
DECEPTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

WYNN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GONZALEZ] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, Sad
dam Hussein's greatest ambition was 
undoubtedly to become the military 
master of the Middle East. He not only 
wanted to build a huge and well
equipped army; he wanted to build mis
siles, to obtain chemical weapons, and 
to build his own nuclear bombs. To de
liver those chemical and nuclear super
weapons, he wanted to build missiles of 
far greater range and accuracy than 
the old Scud types that he obtained 
from the Soviet Union. He was willing 
to try anything, including constructing 
artillery with unheard of power and 
range-the so-called supergun engi
neered by Gerald Bull, which I have 
discussed considerably in times past. 

All of this sophisticated technology 
was of course beyond his own techno
logical reach. But what he did not 
have, Saddam Hussein was willing to 
buy. He found willing sellers-Western 
sources supplied him with all he needed 
to build the chemical weapons that he 
later used against Iran, and against his 
own rebellious Kurdish minority. West
ern sources also supplied him with just 
about anything else he needed. 

In fact, I had brought out that part of 
the dual political scheme which not 
only our country but others had since 
before 1981 to use Iraq as an offsetting 
in the grand geopolitical strategy, the 
mullahs and the fundamentalist power 
that had shaken everybody in Iran in 
the late 1970's. 

We found evidence of the stimulus 
given Mr. Hussein since before the out
break of the war with Iran. In fact, 
there is substantial evidence indicating 
that we were part of a group of nations 
that fostered and stimulated Mr. Hus
sein to take on Iran. Of course, trag
ically, as we have brought out, there 
were dire consequences when this trag
ic policy was continued after the end or 
the cessation of the hostilities between 
Iraq and Iran. 

In part, Saddam Hussein could buy 
all of these things because of this what 
I would say simply is Western greed, 
nothing else. His success also owed a 
great deal to the Western fears of 
Iran's fundamentalist revolutionary 
government, as I just said. Iraq was a 
convenient counterweight against a 
dangerous Iran, and incidentally, it is 
happening all over again with Iran now 
reaching even beyond its scope of ac
tivities before the Iraq-Iran war. We 
find this strange unsettlement, and in 
fact, it may prove that history will 
show that our intervention further and 
permanently destabilized that whole 
area. 

Iraq was a convenient counterweight, 
so the administration's policy, first 
President Reagan and then President 
Bush, initiated the policy to help Sad
dam Hussein build his military 
strength, to keep him going in his ter
rible, bloody wars that humanity has 
recorded. 

There is no doubt that President 
Bush knew what Saddam Hussein's am-
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bitions were. It is clear that he be
lieved Iraq could be kept on a leash. He 
was willing to tolerate Iraqi efforts to 
buy extremely dangerous technology
believing that if things threatened to 
get out of hand, the leash could be 
pulled tight and Saddam Hussein 
stopped. However, as I will show today, 
there was a great deal of difference be
tween assumption and reality. When it 
came to Iraq's efforts to build a nu
clear weapon, the United States Gov
ernment knew all about it, but while 
one arm tried to stop the shipment of 
critical parts, another agency arranged 
to have them sold anyway. The case of 
the nuclear trigger shows how deeply 
incompetent the Bush administration 
was, when it came to carrying out its 
policy of keeping Iraq on a leash. 

In September 1988, just about the 
time the war had wound down between 
Iraq and Iran, the Bush administration 
learned that Iraq was attempting to 
buy electrical capacitors of a special 
design-a design that could only be 
used for triggering a nuclear device or 
perhaps for separating the stages of a 
multistage missile. This could not have 
been a case of mistaken identity; the 
U.S. firm that was asked to sell the de
vices knew what their likely use would 
be, and promptly contacted the Central 
Intelligence Agency. 

Therefore it was with full knowledge 
of Iraq's sinister and extremely dan
gerous ambitions that President Bush 1 
year later approved National Security 
Directive No. 26, which we have had 
placed in the RECORD in times past, 
mandating closer ties with Iraq. 

This could only have been a pure 
gamble by President Bush that he 
could let Saddam Hussein have most of 
what he needed for his missiles and nu
clear weapons, but keep him from get
ting everything he needed. Ultimately, 
of course, there were failures and blun
ders, followed by outright war. 
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In the case of the nuclear triggers, 

while the Customs Department acted 
to foil Iraq's purchase, the Commerce 
Department actually approved the sale 
of almost identical devices to Iraq. 
This same kind of absolute blunder oc
curred in another case, in which the 
State Department mounted a world
wide effort to stop Iraq from getting its 
hands on crucial glass fiber tech
nology-only to have the Commerce 
Department approve the sale of a com
plete glass fiber plant, no questions 
asked. 
BACKGROUND ON ffiAQI PROCUREMENT NETWORK 

AND EUROMAC 

In previous reports I have provided a 
great deal of information on the Bush 
administration's knowledge and sup
port of Iraq's ambitious postwar mili
tary industrialization program. The 
United States Government was well 
aware that Iraq was determined to 
build its own nuclear, chemical, and bi-

ological weapons and the means to de
liver those weapons via long-range bal
listic missiles. Despite the obvious risk 
the Bush administration continued to 
press for closer relations with Saddam 
Hussein. 

During previous reports I provided 
particulars on the role played by Iraq's 
clandestine worldwide military tech
nology procurement network. I have 
provided abundant details about BNL's, 
the Italian agency bank in Atlanta, 
role in financing network firms such as 
Matrix-Churchill which had operations 
in the United Kingdom and the United 
States. The United States Government 
had abundant knowledge of Iraq's ac
tivities. Let me refer as I have before 
to a 1989 CIA report which states: 

Baghdad uses aggressive covert techniques 
to acquire technology. The nuclear net
work-controlled by MIMI-

That is the military industrialization 
outfit in Baghdad-

Uses Iraqi public sector enterprises, front 
companies, foreign agents and even civilian 
organizations to procure technology. Net
work methods-especially extensive use of 
covert techniques are similar to other na
tions attempting to develop nuclear weap
ons. We believe the covert nuclear procure
ment network is essential to Iraq's ability to 
produce a nuclear weapon. 

Today I will focus on an Iraqi front 
company called Euromac. The United 
States Customs Service attempted to 
stop that company from shipping so
phisticated technology to Iraq's nu
clear weapons program. The Euromac 
investigation is a fascinating case 
study which illustrates the triumphs 
and failures associated with our poorly 
coordinated attempts to stop the ex
port of sensitive U.S. technology. 

As I have indicated in previous re
ports, one of the largest and most im
portant Iraqi networks was the Al 
Arabi procurement network under the 
control of Iraq's Ministry of Industry 
and Military Industrialization [MIMI]. 
The Al Arabi holding company owned 
firms in Italy, France, Switzerland, 
Germany, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. 

The name of the Italian arm of the 
network was a firm called Euromac 
which is short for European Manufac
turing Center. Euromac was staffed by 
two brothers called Hussein and 
Kassim Abbas. Euromac-Italy not only 
played a key role in gathering tech
nology for Iraq's weapons programs, it 
also was instrumental in obtaining 
weapons for Iraq. In fact, the Abbas 
brothers were arrested in Italy in 1989 
for illegally shipping Italian-made 
arms to Iraq. Some intelligence reports 
identify the Abbas brothers as Iraqi in
telligence agents and certain CIA re
ports mention that Euromac was an in
tegral part of Iraq's procurement net
work. 

In early 1988 Euromac-Italy estab
lished an affiliate in London under the 
same name. Euromac-London was run 
by an Iraqi national named Ali Daghir. 

A British man named Michael Hand 
also played a major role in running 
Euromac-London. 

An April 6, 1989, Customs Service 
memo quotes Euromac's Michael Hand 
as stating that Euromac was a semi
official purchasing agent of the Iraqi 
Government and that Iraq was 
Euromac's sole customer. Mr. Hand in
dicated Euromac was doing about $1 
billion a month in business for the 
Iraqi Government in 1989, $1 billion a 
month. The memo also indicates Mr. 
Hand was aware that Euromac-London 
was involved in helping Iraq's military 
and he stated that Euromac had pre
viously bought thousands of parts used 
in munitions from a United States 
firm. 

Mr. Hand also revealed that Euromac 
had an office in New Jersey. The exist
ence of Euromac's New Jersey office is 
shocking news because this is the first 
time it has been revealed that Iraq had 
an east coast front company operation. 

I had suspected as much and still do. 
In fact, at one time in the past I men
tioned that under our system, as it op
erates, mostly supposedly overseen by 
the Federal Reserve Board, it is pos
sible even right now for Saddam Hus
sein to have his own bank funds in 
banks in the United States as long as 
they are held under certain conditions 
involving international banking and 
central bank banking. And this is the 
reason that we are leading to the main 
intention behind all of our efforts on 
the Banking Committee, and that is to 
at least, at least get the minimal legis
lation that we have needed all along in 
order to protect the national interests 
and the safety and soundness of our fi
nancial system as well as our own safe
ty of our national interests from these 
penetrations because of the gaps that 
exist in our regulatory oversight and in 
the laws that are supposed to be gov
erning. 

Prior to today the known locations 
of Iraqi funds in the United States were 
limited to Cleveland, Pittsburgh, and 
Los Angeles. As I had brought out but 
also had insinuated I had good reason 
to believe, and in fact I will say this 
now, there is no telling how many real 
equivalents of B&L's and BCCI's are 
out there that just have not popped up 
yet, but could. 

I will place documents in the RECORD 
today showing that Euromac's U.S. of
fice in Paramus, NJ, was established as 
early as February 1988. These docu
ments will also show that Euromac 
New Jersey often engaged in procure
ment activities under the name "Ex
press Resources Corporation," a com
pany with the exact same address and 
fax number as Euromac USA. 

Express Resources is a member of the 
Express Group of Companies, which has 
offices in Athens, Bahrain, Beirut, 
Damman, Jeddah, Khartoum, London, 
New York, Paris, Riyadh, and Washing
ton, DC. The committee has been un-
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able to contact the Washington office, 
but the New Jersey office is still oper
ational. The head of the New Jersey of
fice of Express, Rene Malek, told the 
committee that Ali Daghir asked per
mission to use the same address and 
phone number etc., as Express so that 
Euromac could establish a U.S. ad
dress. The committee is still inves
tigating to determine if any Iraqis had 
an ownership interest in any of the Ex
press companies. But one thing is 
clear, Euromac New Jersey shared of
fices with and at times was inter
changeable with Express Resources 
Corp. 

The committee has uncovered evi
dence showing that the U.S. branch of 
Euromac, with the help of Express Re
sources, was engaged in procuring 
equipment for Iraq's nuclear weapons 
program just like Euromac-London. 
More importantly, I will show that 
U.S. intelligence agencies were fully 
aware of this activity. 

In February and April of 1988, a 
Euromac/Express Resources represent
ative from New Jersey contacted 
Cardin, a Utah firm that sells equip
ment to the U.S. nuclear weapons pro
gram. 
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Cardin has been producing high-speed 

cameras for nuclear weapons research 
for decades. In fact, Cardin contributed 
this technology to the Manhattan 
project in the 1940's. Some of the com
pany's high-speed cameras are capable 
of taking over 1 million pictures per 
second, a feature that makes the cam
eras very useful for filming a nuclear 
explosion. 

When the Euromac/Express Re
sources representative told Cardin that 
he was interested in purchasing a cer
tain type of high-speed camera for de
livery to Iraq, Cardin knew imme
diately that this camera had nuclear 
applications. The company told 
Euromac/Express Resources that he 
would need a purchase order to apply 
for an export license and he also needed 
to know the name of the Iraqi end user. 

The purchase order, which I will 
place in the RECORD here today, did not 
list Euromac as the purchasing agent
it listed Express Resources Corp. as the 
purchasing agent. To illustrate how 
the companies worked together, the in
voice also instructed Cardin to send 
the shipment to Euromac. 

I will also place in the RECORD a let
ter accompanying the purchase order 
which gives an additional clue about 
the firm's status as an at least some
time Iraqi agent. Express Resources in
structed Cardin to issue a price 
quotation with a confidential 15-per
cent markup to be reserved for us. The 
use of markups was standard practice 
for Matrix-Churchill and other Iraqi 
firms in the procurement network, 
which we defined as kickbacks in the 
past. 

The Iraqi end user identified by Ex
press Resources is another familiar 
name: AI Kindi General Establishment. 
Al Kindi was Iraq's main weapons re
search complex and it was under the 
control of Iraq's Ministry of Industry 
and Military Industrialization. When 
we went to war with Iraq in 1991, Amer
ican bombers targeted and destroyed a 
good portion of AI Kindi. According to 
Euromac, AI Kindi intended to use the 
cameras for general research and mate
rial testing. 

Cardin contacted the Department of 
Energy about the proposed export. In 
reply, the Government said that there 
was no way Iraq would be allowed to 
purchase equipment so useful to a nu
clear weapons program. Cardin con
veyed this message to Euromac and 
was not contacted again. 

But there is more to this. In 1988 
Cardin informed United States intel
ligence agents about Iraq's attempt, 
through Express Resources, to pur
chase the cameras. Cardin clearly told 
United States intelligence that Iraq 
was seeking to purchase the unmistak
ably nuclear useful cameras. 

The April 6 Customs Service memo 
also reveals that Euromac worked 
closely with other AI Arabi front com
panies including London-based Tech
nology Development Group. The com
mittee, the Banking Committee, has 
documents showing how the Iraqi front 
company Matrix-Churchill Corp., in 
Cleveland, OH, was involved in trying 
to obtain an entire capacitor-making 
factory for Iraq. Capacitors have nu
merous military applications ranging 
from helping to detonate a nuclear 
bomb to separating the stages of ballis
tic missiles. Needless to say, Iraq need
ed this technology and they went to 
great lengths to obtain it in the United 
States. 

BNL AND EUROMAC 

The trail to Euromac began with a 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
memo, and as I have always said, at 
the bottom of it all is finance, money, 
or banking to Gerald Corrigan, head of 
the New York Federal Reserve Bank, 
dated April 5, 1990, which states: 

I followed up on your suggestion about a 
possible connection between BNL and the 
nuclear triggers that were seized in London. 
As you suspected, there is a connection. Ap
parently Paul Von Wedel (a former officer at 
BNL who is now cooperating with the gov
ernment) says that one of the transactions 
done with Rafidain Bank at some point ref
erenced nuclear detonators. According to 
Von Wedel, this reference scared BNL away 
from this particular transaction, but it is 
possible that the lesson the Iraqis learned 
was to be generic in preparing the credit doc
umentation, Thus, it is entirely possible that 
BNL financed some of this material. 

The Federal Reserve memo also illus
trates why I have so painstakingly fol
lowed the BNL scandal. The BNL scan
dal shows the serious repercussions of 
allowing foreign banks to run out of 
control on U.S. soil-they could be 

helping other countries develop nu
clear bombs. In the case of the BNL 
scandal, our worst nightmares came 
true. The bank regulators must be 
more diligent when inspecting foreign 
banks. The stakes are high. But so far 
it has been a hard struggle to not only 
develop and formulate the legislation, 
but much more to get it approved and 
passed on the part of the very Govern
ment agencies that I think should be at 
least trying to help us as much as pos
sible. 

EUROMAC-CSI STING OPERATION 

Now I will focus on the Customs 
Service's successful attempt at foiling 
Iraqi attempts to acquire nuclear 
weapons detonating devices. This effort 
would surely have failed had it not 
been for the efforts of a brave and de
termined Customs Service undercover 
agent named Dan Supnik. Mr. Supnik 
went undercover posing as a CSI em
ployee in order to help foil the Iraqi at
tempt. The country owes Mr. Supnik a 
great debt for his courageous pursuit of 
the case. 

Equally brave and persistent was CSI 
President Jerry Kowalsky who blew 
the whistle on Iraq's attempt to ac
quire dozens of electrical devices used 
in detonating a nuclear bomb. Mr. 
Kowalsky was instrumental in identi
fying the end-use of the electrical de
vices as well as informing the U.S. Cus
toms Service about Euromac's attempt 
to purchase the device for Iraq's nu
clear weapons research facility at the 
Al QaQa State Establishment near 
Baghdad. 

Capacitors have numerous commer
cial and military uses as I have said. A 
capacitor to a certain extent is some
thing like a battery-it has the ability 
to store electrical energy, and it has 
the ability to discharge all the energy 
it has stored in a matter of 
nanoseconds, as this word now coined 
as nanoseconds, meaning like I said a 
while ago, wherein, and I forget how 
many millionths of a second, a photo
graph could be taken. Accurate deliv
ery ·of energy is crucial to creating a 
nuclear explosion. And let me explain 
briefly. 

At the core of a nuclear bomb is a 
ball of fissionable material which is 
covered by a layer of high explosives, 
conventional explosives. A capacitor 
takes the energy stored in a battery 
and sends it over a series of wires that 
are embedded in the explosive material 
that covers the core of the bomb. When 
the electricity hits the explosive mate
rial, the ensuing explosion compresses 
the fissionable material in the core. 
The chain reaction resulting from the 
collapse of the fissionable material in 
the core is called a nuclear explosion. 
The explosion cannot take place unless 
the initial compression is extremely 
fast and evenly distributed around the 
core; the role of the capacitor makes it 
a critical part of a successful nuclear 
explosion. 
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The Iraqis were working on building 

their own indigenous capacitors, but 
procurement from outside sources was 
the easiest means of getting capacitors 
capable of initiating a nuclear explo
sion. CSI Technologies in San Diego, 
CA, is one of the few U.S. producers of 
these capacitors. 

In early September 1988 an employee 
of Euromac London approached the 
U.K. representative of CSI to inquire 
about prices for capacitors that would 
be shipped to Iraq. On September 6, 
1988, the U.K. representative of 
Euromac sent the specifications to 
Jerry Kowalsky, the president of CSI. 

Mr. Kowalsky suspected that the par
ticular capacitors requested by 
Euromac were for use in a nuclear de
vice. Capacitors of the type requested 
by Euromac on the United States mu
nitions list and their export to Iraq 
was prohibited by United States policy. 

Mr. Kowalsky immediately contacted 
the CIA and the U.S. Customs Service 
and told them about his suspicions re
lated to the Euromac order. The CIA 
was very interested in what Mr. 
Kowalsky had to say. Mr. Kowalsky 
was told by the CIA that he was not to 
let the U.S. Customs Service know that 
he was working with them on the case. 

During the course of the Euromac in
vestigations Mr. Kowalsky met with 
CIA agents in San Diego three to four 
times and they talked on the phone an
other half dozen or so times. Mr. 
Kowalsky told the Committee that 
over the course of the investigation the 
CIA asked for and was provided all im
portant documents related to Euromac 
triggers case. Mr. Kowalsky was happy 
to help the CIA and felt it was his pa
triotic duty. He did think it was 
strange that he was told not to inform 
the Customs Service of his assistance 
to the CIA. 

Mr. Kowalsky was no stranger to 
working with the U.S. Customs Serv
ice. In 1985 agents from both Iran and 
Iraq had approached CSI seeking what 
appeared to be nuclear weapons grade 
capacitors. The U.S. Customs Service 
was most interested in the Euromac 
case. Senior Special Agent Dan Supnik 
was assigned to the case and he told 
Mr. Kowalsky that he should carry on 
as if nothing had happened to learn 
more about Euromac and the Iraqi 
order. Later in the month the Customs 
Service told Mr. Kowalsky to ask the 
U.K. representative to let CSI handle 
the Euromac order. CSI's representa
tive agreed and from that day forward 
CSI had direct contact with Euromac. 

In early October 1988 Special Agent 
Supnik alertly wrote to the U.S. Gov
ernment's nuclear weapons laboratory, 
the Sandia National Laboratory in New 
Mexico, asking if they could verify 
that the capacitor sought by Euromac 
was specifically designed for military 
use and whether or not a license was 
needed to sell the capacitor to a third 
country. Agent Supnik also contacted 

two other capacitor manufacturers to 
determine the likely end use of the ca
pacitor. 

In a November 10, 1988, letter the 
Sandia Laboratory informed Agent 
Supnik that the capacitors in question 
had no civilian uses and that it could 
be possible that a possible end use was 
to detonate nuclear bombs. The private 
companies he contacted also replied to 
the same effect. 

In November 1989, Mr. Kowalsky 
traveled to London to meet with 
Euromac representative Mike Hand. 
Mr. Hand told Kowalsky that Euromac 
was a semi-official buying office whose 
only customer was Iraq and that dur
ing the Iran-Iraq war, Euromac proc
essed $1 billion a month in business for 
various Iraqi Government agencies. Mr. 
Hand also stated that now that the war 
with Iran was over Euromac was doing 
about $1 billion a year in procurement 
for various Iraqi entities. Hand also 
stated that Euromac's business deal
ings helped Iraq's military programs. 
The meeting contained little discus
sion of capacitors. 

In early January 1989, Mr. Kowalsky 
talked to Euromac and was informed 
that the Iraqi end user would like to 
order CSI capacitors. During negotia
tions over the next several months 
Agent Supnik continued to advise Mr. 
Kowalsky in his dealings with Euromac 
in an effort to obtain the identity of 
the Iraqi end user. If an Iraqi end user 
was identified, Agent Supnik proposed 
that he go undercover to investigate 
Iraq's nuclear procurement activities. 

In May or June 1989 Euromac finally 
identified the Iraqi end user as the Al 
QaQa State Establishment. In July Al 
QaQa asked Euromac to order 100 ca
pacitors from CSI. Upon learning the 
Iraqi end users name, Agent Supnik 
contacted Customs headquarters and 
asked them to contact the CIA for any 
information they had on the Al QaQa 
State Establishment. The CIA has 
plenty of information on Al QaQa. Re
ports dating back to the middle 1980's 
identified Al QaQa as Iraq's primary 
explosives factory. 

Evidently the Customs Service had a 
hard time getting any information out 
of the CIA. Six months passed before 
Customs headquarters got back to 
Agent Supnik with only cursory CIA 
information on Al QaQa and even that 
information was already public matter. 

In November 1989, the resourceful 
Agent Supnik took the initiative to 
talk to the Lawrence Livermore Na
tional Laboratory, the United States 
Government's expert in proliferation 
and he received details on the true 
identity of Euromac and Al QaQa and 
their role in Iraq's nuclear weapons 
program. 

The CIA's poor cooperation with the 
Euromac investigation fits the all too 
familiar pattern of an agency that re
fuses to cooperate with law enforce
ment efforts. We have already seen in 

the BNL and Matrix-Churchill inves
tigations that the CIA has not been 
forthcoming with law enforcement. 

The CIA's failure to properly cooper
ate with the BNL, Matrix-Churchill 
and now the Euromac investigations 
raises serious questions about the mo
tives of the CIA and whether or not 
their lack of cooperation was some
thing that was accidental or not acci
dental. Surely they are not as un
skilled in retrieving information as 
they claim to be-and if they are, why 
do we collect the information at all? 

In the case of Euromac, the CIA's in
formant, Mr. Kowalsky, shared the 
same offices with the U.S. Customs 
agent, yet there was never a CIA offer 
to help. Maybe the Customs Service in 
San Diego should have asked Mr. 
Kowalsky to get information from the 
CIA. 

On July 13, 1989, Euromac informed 
CSI that it had received a firm order 
for 100 of the CSI capacitors from Al 
QaQa, 40 of the capacitors were of the 
nuclear variety and the rest were for 
other military applications. 

In August 1989, Agent Supnik was 
granted authority by Customs Head
quarters to go underground and under
cover to pose as an employee of CSI. In 
the memo requesting the undercover 
assignment, the operation was de
scribed asfollows and I quote: 

The investigation * * * will be directed to
ward identifying and penetrating criminal 
organizations suspected of illegally attempt
ing to acquire restricted and controlled U.S. 
technology for export and diversion to Iraq. 

The investigation was given the code 
name Operation Quarry. Shortly after 
getting authorization to conduct the 
undercover operation, Agent Supnik 
and Mr. Kowalsky traveled to London 
for a September 11, 1989 meeting to dis
cuss and finalize specifications for the 
capacitors. 

When important topics were being 
discussed at the meeting the Iraqis 
spoke in Arabic so as to conceal their 
comments from Supnik and Kowalsky. 
However, the entire conversation was 
taped. 

The total value of the 100 capacitors 
ordered by Al QaQa was only around 
$10,000. In order to entice CSI to pro
vide the capacitors, the Iraqis offered 
future lucrative deals for the supply of 
more capacitors and other electrical 
components. The Iraqis even offered to 
have CSI build a capacitor factor in 
Iraq. 
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The meeting eventually produced 

more detailed specifications for the ca
pacitors and the Iraqis made it clear 
that the capacitors were to be designed 
for military application. The topic of 
export licenses was raised at the meet
ing as was the idea of altering the ship
ping documents to mischaracterize the 
devices in order to avoid detection by 
Customs officials. The idea of putting 
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the capacitors in Iraq's diplomatic 
pouch even came up during the meet
ing, as was the . idea of altering the 
shipping documents to mischaracterize 
the devices in order to avoid detection 
by the Customs officials. The idea of 
putting capacitors in Iraq's diplomatic 
pouch even came up. This is a way, as 
I have explained before, that blue
prints, for instance, for the .155 milli
meter casing artillery was shipped to 
Baghdad through the Iraqi business 
ownership or stock ownership of Ma
trix-Churchill. Placing it in the diplo
matic pouch, it is exempt from the 
usual examination processes of the 
government in question, in this case, 
our country. 

The Iraqis requested that undercover 
Agent Supnik visit the Al QaQa facil
ity to discuss Iraq's need for the con
struction of a capacitor manufacturing 
facility and requirements for high
speed electrical switches. Since one of 
the goals of the undercover operation 
was to gather new information, Supnik 
considered the offer a perfect oppor
tunity. 

The Customs Service headquarters in 
Washington eventually killed the idea 
as too risky. Agent Supnik believes 
that Euromac became suspicious of 
him after he had to refuse the invita
tion to visit Iraq. 

In September 1989 Euromac's affiliate 
in Monza, Italy was raided for its al
leged involvement in illegal export of 
Italian-made munitions to Iraq. Items 
sent to Iraq by Euromac-Monza were 
falsely labeled air conditioning equip
ment. 

Shortly thereafter, Euromac's agent 
Ali Daghir informed CSI that Euromac
London was no longer in business and 
that future communications with him 
should be addressed to Atlas Equip
ment Limited. 

Between September and December, 
Euromac employees discussed with CSI 
how to mislabel the capacitors for ex

. port purposes. Euromac instructed CSI 
to mislabel the capacitors as "com
puter room air conditioning units." 

In February 1990, CSI received a false 
end user certificate from the Iraqis in
dicating that the end user would be the 
University of Technology Baghdad
School of Applied Sciences. The sole 
use of the capacitors was listed as "C02 
laser system." 

On March 19, 1990, CSI shipped the 
mislabeled capacitors to Atlas Equip
ment Co. in the United Kingdom. On 
March 23 a sealed indictment was filed 
by the U.S. attorney in San Diego im
plicating the entities and individuals 
involved in violating U.S. export con
trol laws. Five days later, U.K. Cus
toms officers confiscated the capaci
tors and arrested the Iraqis as they 
were attempting to place the capaci
tors on an Iraqi Airways flight to Iraq. 

Several Euromac employees that 
were indicated in the U.K. were con
victed of violating U.K. export control 

laws. The U.S. Justice Department has 
never sought the extradition of the 
Euromac employees charged with 
breaking U.S. laws. 

One of the most astounding aspects 
of the Euromac case involves the Com
merce Department. In late November 
1989, CSI applied to the Commerce De
partment for a license to ship the ca
pacitors in question to Euromac in 
England. A week later the Commerce 
Department decided that the capaci
tors did not need an export license to 
be shipped to Euromac. 

Obviously, the Commerce Depart
ment did not realize the potential use 
of the capacitors nor the fact that the 
capacitors were on the State Depart
ment's munitions control list. In addi
tion, the Commerce Department evi
dently did not know that Euromac was 
an integral part of Iraq's military tech
nology procurement network. 

This debacle also illustrates another 
serious problem that we have brought 
out-the ineffective relationship be
tween the Commerce Department, and 
the CIA, and the State Department. At 
the time of CSI's application in No
vember 1989, the CIA had abundant 
knowledge of Euromac's role in gather
ing nuclear bomb technology for Iraq, 
yet the Commerce Department appar
ently was not privy to that informa
tion. 

I would hate to think Commerce ap
proved the licenses despite knowing 
about Euromac. I just cannot believe 
it. However, in fact a similar incident 
occurred when· the Commerce Depart
ment approved export licenses forGer
ald Bull 's Space Research Corporation 
shipment despite the CIA having oodles 
of information on the military activi
ties of SRC. Was the Commerce Depart
ment privy to that information? If not, 
why not? 

MAXWELL SENDS SIMILAR DEVICES 

The Iraqis may not have been frus
trated in their attempt to purchase ca
pacitors useful in exploding a nuclear 
device. In May 1988, a firm in San 
Diego called Maxwell Laboratories was 
approached by the Iraqis. Maxwell 
signed a contract to deliver capacitors 
to Iraq and the Commerce Department 
approved an export license to allow the 
shipment. 

Some of the capacitors were very 
similar to the ones the Iraqis were at
tempting to procure from CSI. When 
agent Supnik found out about the Max
well capacitor sales to Iraq, he told 
them to stop the order. Unfortunately, 
in early 1989 Maxwell had already 
shipped about 40 capacitors to Iraq. 
Maxwell was concerned enough to halt 
shipment of the second half of the ca
pacitor order. 

Thus, in both the CSI and Maxwell 
cases, the export licensing program 
stopped nothing-just as it failed to 
stop the shipment of other military 
goods destined for Iraq. One govern
ment foot was on the brakes, one was 
on the accelerator. 

STATE DEPARTMENT SLOW TO REACT 

During the course of the Euromac in
vestigation the Customs Service also 
had great difficulty in getting the 
State Department to cooperate in mak
ing a determination on the illegality of 
shipping the capacitors to Iraq. In fact, 
it took the State Department Office of 
Munitions Control [OMC] about a year 
to decide a determination that the 
triggers were on the munitions control 
list and that it was illegal to send 
them to Iraq without an export license. 
The whole case hinged on the State De
partment's determination that there 
had been a violation of the Arms Ex
port Control Act. The determination 
was made only after the U.S. attor
ney's office in San Diego intervened by 
getting State Department General 
Counsel Abe Sofaer involved in the 
case. 

From the start of the Euromac inves
tigation in September 1988, United 
States and United Kingdom authorities 
worked closely together. Agent Supnik 
was told early on in the investigation 
that British Customs and Excise had 
an ongoing investigation of Euromac 
as an arm of Iraq's European procure
ment network. 

Like the Matrix-Churchill case where 
British intelligence was feeding United 
States intelligence as early as Decem
ber 1987, British intelligence was also 
well aware of the activities of Euromac 
and clearly shared that information 
with the United States. The sharing of 
information apparently went both 
ways. Mr. Kowalsky's CIA handlers led 
him to believe that information he pro
vided to the CIA was passed on to the 
British intelligence. 

The highest levels of the U.K. Gov
ernment were also aware of the joint 
U.S.-U.K. Euromac undercover oper
ation. An August 4, 1989 Customs Serv
ice memo states: 

The British authorities contacted by Cus
toms-London have also added that their 
total support to the proposed operation and 
Customs San Diego was advised that the 
British Prime Minister was advised of the 
status of the investigation and is very much 
interested in its progress and successful out-
come. 

BAZOFT EXECUTION 

At one point in early 1990, U.K. Cus
toms asked U.S. Customs if it were pos
sible to speed up the Euromac sting. 
The reason for the request was that the 
British were grasping for any leverage 
they could get on Iraq so they could 
avoid the execution of the unfortunate 
U.K. journalist Farad Bazoft. On March 
10, 1990, Bazoft was convicted of spying 
and sentenced to death after he was 
caught visiting the site of a huge ex
plosion at the Al QaQa State Establish
ment outside Baghdad. Over great prot
estations from the British and Amer
ican governments Bazoft was executed 
on March 15, 1990, less than 2 weeks be
fore the Euromac bust. 

The Bush administration clearly was 
well aware that Iraqi agents were in 
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the United States gathering tech
nology for Iraq's nuclear and missile 
programs. Despite full knowledge of 
Iraq's intentions, President Bush is
sued National Security Directive 26 in 
October 1989 which mandated closer 
ties to Saddam Hussein, even exchang
ing intelligence information. 
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The result was that during the same 
time frame that United States law en
forcement and intelligence agencies 
were monitoring Iraq's nuclear related 
activities in the United States, other 
parts of the Bush administration pro
vided Iraq with over $3 billion in credit 
and approved over 400 export licenses. 
This was stupidity on a grand scale. 

To this day former President Bush 
and his top advisors refuse to admit 
this monumental blunder. But the 
facts cannot be denied. We had infor
mation and we failed to use it. We 
faced danger and ignored it. Our Gov
ernment confused everyone, most of all 
itself, and let Iraq come very, very 
close to building nuclear weapons to go 
with its well-remembered missiles. 
What if they had succeeded? It is only 
a matter of luck that they did not, as 
I have shown today. 

Euromac (USA) Inc. 

Dynafax model 370 streak cam
era: 

Includes: 300 rps drum with 1% 
hp motor drive. Model 2-70A 
daylight loading film cas
sette. 150mm objective lens, 
adjustable slit and 150 feet of 
2498 RAR film. . . .... .... ... . .. ....... $63,571.20 

Dynafax model 374 framing 
camera, includes: 200 rps 
drum with 1% hp motor drive. 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette, 17.5-105mm ob
jective lens and 150 feet of 
2498 RAR film. ....................... 74,377.60 

Napax model 377 framing cam
era, includes: 200 rps drum 
with 1% hp motor drive. 
Model 2-70A film daylight 
loading cassette. 17.5-105mm 
objective lens and 150 ft. of 
RAR 2498. Note: Vacuum 
pump (3.5 SCFM) required for 
operation ............................... 92,544.10 

Interchangeable faceplate assem
blies: 

The Super 70 Dynafax Cameras 
described above use the same 
identical motor, drum hous
ing and are designed so that 
faceplate assemblies are 
interchangeable in the field. 
Thus you can have all three 
cameras-models 370, 374 and 
377-by purchasing the one 
complete camera and the 
faceplate assemblies for the 
other two. (Note: Super 70 
Dynafax Faceplate Assem
blies are not interchangeable 
with Standard or Super 
Dynafax faceplate assem
blies.) 

Model 370 streak camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 150mm f/2.8 ob
jective lens and adjustable 
slit ........................................ . 

Model 374 framing camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 17.5-105mm ob
jective lens. 17.5-105mm ob-
jective lens. . ......................... . 

Model 377 framing camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 17.5-105mm ob-
jective lens. . ......................... . 

Dynafax model 370 streak cam
era, includes: 300 rps drum 
with 1% hp motor drive. 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 150mm objec
tive lens, adjustable slit and 
150 feet of 2498 RAR film ....... . 

Dynafax model 374 framing 
camera, includes: 200 rps 
drum with 1% hp motor drive. 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 17.5-105mm ob
jective lens and 150 feet of 
2498 RAR film ............... ....... . . 

Dynafax model 377 framing 
camera, includes: 200 rps 
drum with Pf.l hp motor drive. 
Model 2-70A film daylight 
loading cassette. 17.5-105mm 
objective lens and 150 ft. of 
RAR 2498. Note: Vacuum 
pump (3.5 SCFM) required for 
operation .............................. . 

Interchangeable faceplate assem
blies: 

The Super 70 Dynafax Cameras 
described above use the same 
identical motor, drum hous
ing and are designed so that 
faceplate assemblies are 
interchangeable in the field. 
Thus you can have all three 
cameras-Models 370, 374 and 
377-by purchasing the one 
complete camera and the 
faceplate assemblies for the 
other two. (Note: Super 70 
Dynafax Faceplate Assem
blies are not interchangeable 
with Standard or Super 
Dynafax faceplate assem
blies.) 

Model 370 streak camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 150mm f/2.8 ob
jective lens and adjustable 
slit ........................................ . 

35,740.10 

48,723.40 

64,714.10 

57,792.00 

67,616.00 

84,131.00 

32,491.00 

Model 374 framing camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 17.5-105mm ob-
jective lens. ..... ...................... 44,294.00 

Model 377 framing camera 
faceplate assembly, includes: 
Model 2-70A daylight loading 
film cassette. 17.5-105mm ob-
jective lens. ............... ............ 58,831.00 

EXPRESS RESOURCES CORP., 
Paramus, NJ, April 20, 1988. 

CORDIN, 
Salt Lake City, UT. 
Attn: Mr. Nebecker. 
Subj: Our P.O. IK/8208/SPL-COR. 

DEAR MR. NEBECKER: Please find enclosed 
our subject P.O. as we agreed on the phone 
today. 

Also enclosed is the information regarding 
the end user and their description of the use 
to which the camera will be put. 

We trust this information will be sufficient 
to start the Export License process moving, 
if you need more data, we would be happy to 
obtain it. 

I trust it is clear to Cordin that this is a 
preliminary P.O. for the purpose of obtaining 
the Export license. The final details and 
choice of accessories will be made at a later 
stage. 

The prices shown on the P.O. are the ones 
including the confidential 15% as agreed and 
as detailed in our letter faxed to you on Feb
ruary 17, 1988 (copy attached). 

Please keep me advised of developments, 
and good luck with the license. 

Sincerely, 
R. MALEK, 
Vice President. 

CORDIN camera-Model 124. 
End user: AL KINDY General Establish

ment, P.O. Box 11, Mosul, Iraq. 
AL KINDY is a State run organization, af

filiated to the Ministry of Industry. It was 
established to carry out Research and Devel
opment for government and private enter
prises. 

Camera use: The Camera will be used for 
general research and for material testing in
cluding crack propagation and investigation 
of materials and their behaviour under high 
rate of strain and impact loading. 

SHIPPING DOCUMENTS FROM EXPRESS 
RESOURCES CORP. 

To: CORDIN, 2230 South 3270 West, Salt 
Lake City, UTAH 84119, Attn: Mr. Nebecker. 

Ship to: To be advised. 
Shipping marks: "EUROMAC." 
Ship date: To be agreed. 
Terms: To be agreed. 

Model 124 Camera: Includ
ing Set of Entrance Aper-
ture Stops ...................... . 

Model 470 camera control .. 
Model 475/480 gas control ... 
Mirror turbine assem-

blies-Model1227, 10,000 
RPS 

Lenses: 
135--600 mm Zoom Lens F/ 

6.7 with matching field 
lens and lens board ..... . 

800 mm Zoom Lens F/5.6 
with matching field 
lens and board ............ . 

Control cabinet with 
casters and desk top 
shelf ............................ . 

Model 405 turbine speed 
control ........................ . 

Unit Price 

$97,727.00 
17,000.00 
5,187.00 

39,845.00 

66,934.00 

10,346.00 

3,583.00 

18,128.00 
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Unit Price 

Model 460 6 channel coin-
cidence control ............ 10,319.00 

Model 640 high energy 
pulser . ... .. .. ... ..... .. ... ...... 10,996.00 

Model 1516 image rotator 7,208.00 
Model 607 adjustable du-

ration light pulser ....... 26,837.00 
-------

Total FOB factory .... .. . 309,110.00 

EXPRESS RESOURCES CORP., 
Paramus, N.J. 

To: The Cardin Co., Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Att: Mr. Nebecker. 
Ref: High Speed Camera for Iraq. 

DEAR MR. NEBECKER, I was indeed gratified 
by your interest in pursuing the subject sale 
through our company. 

To confirm our conversation of February 
16, 1988, this is how we wish to pursue this 
contract: 

(1) Cardin will issue a quotation to Express 
Resources. The quotation to include a con
fidential 15% markup to be reserved for us. 
At a later stage, we may ask Cardin to issue 
the quotation directly to the Iraqi client, 
and Cardin will issue the same quote with 
the same 15% reserved for us. This arrange
ment to be kept confidential unless Cardin is 
instructed in writing by us to reveal it de
tails. 

(2) Cardin to coordinate its response to any 
enquiry from Iraq or for Iraq through our
selves, to determine if such an enquiry is 
coming from the same authorities to whom 
we have presented the information on 
Cardin. It should be noted that chances that 
more than one client could be interested in 
purchasing such cameras for Iraq at the 
same time are pretty slim. 

Please confirm the above is: 
(a) your understanding of our conversation 

and, 
(b) is acceptable to Cardin. 
Also, please proceed to quote for the 

Cardin model 119, as well as other models 
you deem appropriate to consider. Your com
ments on pros and cons on each choice would 
be appreciated by the client. Please include 
in each case any accessories you judge appro
priate. Also if you need any information to 
help determine what system is best suited 
for the job, please include a detailed list of 
what you need to know. 

Kindest regards, 
RENE N. MALEK, 

Vice President. 

U.S. GoVERNMENT, 
September 19, 1988. 

Reply to attn of: --, SS/A, Sac, San 
Diego. 

Subject: Request for License Determination. 
To: --, Munitions Branch, Strategic Divi

sion, Hqtrs-USCS. 
This memorandum is being sent to you in 

response to our telephone conversation on 
September 16, 1988. 

On September 14, 1988 I interviewed-
President and Chief Operating Officer of CSI 
Technologies, Inc (CSI), 810 Rancheros Drive, 
San Marcos, CA. 92069-3009. This interview 
was initiated by --- when he received a 
telefax from Ted Charlton, Walmore/Wave, 
London, England. (Ted Charlton, Walmore/ 
Wave is CSI's England-based European 
buyer/representative.) (A copy of that 
telefax, dated September 6, 1988 is attached 
for your review and information.) 

As background to this memorandum it 
should be noted that after being prosecuted 
for unrelated smuggling offenses, CSI agreed 
to cooperate with U.S. Customs as a result of 
plea negotiations. CSI is a manufacturer of 

electric capacitors. At the time of that com
pany's cooperation (1985-1986) it was learned 
by U.S. Customs that CSI had been con
tacted by the Iranian and the Iraqi Atomic 
Energy Ministries through separate chan
nels. Both of those Middle Eastern countries 
appeared to be interested in contracting with 
a manufacturer to produce large electric ca
pacitors for their use and had contacted CSI 
in their attempt to negotiate such a contract 
to acquire those units. CSI furnished this in
formation to USCS, SAC/San Diego and two 
investigations were initiated by this office in 
an attempt to identify any domestic-based 
agents of those two countries who may have 
been operating in the U.S. The investiga
tions proved to be inconclusive when it was 
learned that the Iraqis and Iranians had 
probably contracted with a foreign-based ca
pacitor manufacturer to obtain the units in 
which they were interested. At that time 
--- opined that based on the configura
tions of the capacitor units the Iraqis and 
Iranians were seeking it seemed likely to 
him, although not conclusively so, that both 
countries were attempting to develop a nu
clear weapon. -- stated at that time (ap
proximately July-September 1985) that the 
capacitor units sought by the Iraqis and Ira
nians had such a large electrical charge stor
age capability, it seemed unlikely that they 
would be used for any purpose other than nu
clear (weapons) research. This opinion was 
somewhat supported by the political situa
tion then existing between the two warring 
subject countries. 

When on September 6, 1988 -- received 
the above-cited telefax he contacted both 
this office and the CIA. Based on the specific 
configuration data provided to CSI by 
Walmore/Wave, --stated that the capaci
tors now sought by the Iraqis have three po
tential uses which are: 

(1) Nuclear weapon triggering devices 
(2) Conventional weapon trigger devices 
(3) Military laser technology 
--stated that based on the technology 

now in use in the Middle East, and based on 
his experience, he believed that the capaci
tors currently sought by Iraq would be most 
likely used in nuclear weapon triggering de
vices. (The spec. sheet for the capacitors, 
also furnished by Walmore/Wave to CSI, is 
also hereto attached for your use and infor
mation). 
-- noted that on the spec. sheet, item 

14-"Repetition Rate: single shot," was a 
definite indicator of a military end-use func
tion for capacitors with the given configura
tions as provided by Walmore/Wave. 

(Please note that Part B of the spec. sheet 
which was received by CSI also indicates an 
inquiry on behalf of the Iraqis for switching 
devices which CSI does not manufacture. 
This office, through CSI's cooperation, is 
currently attempting to identify which U.S. 
company or companies may have received 
that request for quote from Walmore/Wave. 
This contact, once established, will be for
warded to the appropriate OE office for any 
required investigative follow-up by local 
USCS SACIRAC personnel). 

CSI and this office are currently working 
together to establish direct contact with the 
end-user/customer and if this is achieved, 
SAC/San Diego will initiate an active under
cover case to pursue investigative leads as 
they develop. 

It is requested that your office please expe
dite a license determination regarding the 
above-cited capacitors so that this office 
may respond accordingly and properly to the 
information currently being received from 
and developed by CSI under this office 's di
rection. 

If you require any further information, 
please contact me directly at FTS: 895-6850 
or commercial (619) 557-6850. 

U.S. GoVERNMENT, 
April 6, 1989. 

Reply to attn of: --, EUROMAC. 
Subject: Memorandum of Interview 
To: Case File. 

On March 29, 1989, the reporting Special 
Agent interviewed -- CEO, CSI Capaci
tors, Inc. at his office in San Marcos, CA re
garding the on-going negotiations between 
his company and Euromac for the manufac
ture and purchase through Euromac of high 
energy capacitors on behalf of the govern
ment of Iraq. 

Kowalsky stated that he had recently re
ceived some suggested modifications to the 
design of the capacitors sought by the Iraqis 
via Michael Hand, Director of Export and 
Sales for Euromac. Kowalsky stated that he 
had responded by telefax to Hand and was 
currently awaiting finalization of the order 
by Euromac. Kowalsky added ~hat the fur
ther modification to the design of the ca
pacitors by Iraq indicated to him with a 
greater degree of certainty that the capaci
tors were definitely for a military end-use 
(as always indicated) and specifically either 
for a nuclear explosive device or a ballistic 
missile igniting device. --- added that to 
date Hand had not furnished an answer to his 
several previous inquiries regarding the spe
cific end-use of the capacitors the Iraqis are 
currently seeking. 
--also provided the following informa

tion gathered by him during discussions with 
both Hand and Ted Charlton (CSI's U.K. rep
resentative) of Walmore/Wave, London, Eng
land. -- stated that since the first in
quiry for the capacitors came in to CSI from 
Charlton in September 1988, he had met with 
Hand once in person during a trip to the 
U.K.; that the meeting took place at 
Charlton's office at Walmore/Wave as per 
Hand's request; and that during that meeting 
Hand gave him a business card which de
scribed Hand as "Director of Export and 
Sales" for Euromac (European Manufacturer 
Center, Ltd), although Hand also described 
himself as a Vice President of that company. 
-- stated that during that meeting 

Hand described ·Euromac as an official pur
chasing office for the government of Iraq and 
that Euromac's sole customer was the gov
ernment of Iraq.-- stated that Hand also 
stated that Euromac had two other offices 
located in Italy and New Jersey, USA and 
that the president of the Euromac London 
office was Ali Daghir. -- further stated 
that Hand told him that there was also co-lo
cated with the office of Euromac another 
small company called "TDG" which was 
made up of Iraqi engineers who were Iraqi 
government employees.---also stated that 
HAND explained that when an Iraqi delega
tion visited London, they stated they needed 
the capacitors and presented the specs for 
the capacitors to him; and that he (HAND), 
in turn, passed on those specs to Ted 
CHARLTON at Walmore/Wave.--stated 
that HAND told him at that time that 
DAGHIR had subsequently taken CSI's pro
posal/response to Baghdad to be presented to 
the authorities there in Iraq.--stated he 
asked HAND at that time if business was 
slowing down due to the slowing down of the 
war between Iraq and Iran and that HAND 
responded, "On the contrary," that they 
were doing a billion dollars a month in busi
ness and that the principal source of mate
rial for Iraq was France.--added that the 
only identification of the Iraqi end-user for 
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the capacitors he could determine was a 
state organization in Iraq called " SORG" or 
"SORQ" . 
--also stated that HAND told him that 

there were things DAGHIR was involved in 
with which he was not privy; that HAND 
stated he never knew what any of the parts 
were specifically to be used for, but indi
cated that he knew he was aiding in the Iraqi 
war effort and treated the business and his 
knowledge with "a wink of the eye" .--
also stated that HAND told him that even 
though the Iraqis did have a small official 
technical delegation in London, England 
they would typically not use that resource 
but rather go through Euromac to obtain 
that technology, material and goods sought 
by that government (Iraq). 

--added that HAND had mentioned to 
him one specific prior purchase he had made 
on behalf of Iraq through Euromac of a lot of 
explosion-proof switches (used in munitions) 
which were obtained from another U.S. man
ufacturer for export to Iraq.--also stated 
that HAND had mentioned that DAGHIR was 
also involved in the importation to England 
of frozen french fried potatoes from the U.S. 
as a side light to his other business deal:ngs 
for Iraq; and that HAND mentioned that the 
food business had not been a profitable en
terprise. 
--stated that he met HAND during a 

meeting in England in November 1988 and 
had obtained the above information during 
that meeting (at which CHARLTON was also 
present).- - stated that in further negotia
tions regarding the capacitors he learned 
that CHARLTON had met with an Iraqi dele
gation during February 1989 at the offices of 
Euromac which CHARLTON described as 
being located in "an old battered 
house" .--stated that he heard 
CHARLTON had met with Michael HAND, 
Ali DAGHIR. two Iraqi engineers and what 
were described to him as two Iraqi "watch
ers" who just watched and said nothing dur
ing that meeting.--stated that he learned 
that no business cards were exchanged at 
that meeting and that the only other persons 
present in the building at the time of the 
meeting were a couple secretaries who ap
peared to be foreign (possibly Iraqis). 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, 

July 22, 1989. 
Reply to --, attn of: Special Agent in 

Charge, San Diego, California. 
Subject: Threat Assessments for Operation 

QUARRY. 
To:---, Assistant Regional Commissioner 

(Enforcement), Pacific Region. 
As discussed in the attached undercover 

proposal, the goal of this proposed operation 
is the penetration of groups of individuals 
and companies currently operating in both 
Europe and the United States which are at
tempting to obtain U.S. technology for di
version to Iraq. Negotiations have been 
under way involving undercover contacts be
tween the subject group and a U.S. Customs 
undercover agent for approximately eight 
months and three months, respectively. 

Negotiations are being conducted in re
sponse to an inquiry by a U.K.-based com
pany for high-voltage electrical capacitors 
which have been identified as those used in a 
nuclear-related missile program. Continued 
contact and liaison with the Customs Atta
che-London, U.K. has developed information 
that -- and are cooperating in this U/C 
investigation. The U.K.-based subject com
pany has been identified as a procurement 
office for the Iraqi government and uses the 

cover of a frozen food import/manufacturing 
company. Information developed through 
this investigation indicated that munitions 
items have been acquired for Iraq by that 
company from the U.S. in the past. In light 
of the Condor project (joint Iraqi-Egyptian
Argentinean ICBM development program) 
this current investigation appears to be of a 
very significant nature. As of mid-July 1989, 
a firm order has been received for the manu
facture of one hundred of the high voltage 
electric capacitors. 

It is expected that the instant operation 
will identify major arms/munitions smug
gling routes and organizations and will re
sult in successful prosecutions. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, 

August 4, 1989. 
Reply to Assistant Regional Commissioner, 

attn of: (Enforcement)/Pacific Region. 
Subject: Request for Foreign Travel-Oper

ation QUARRY. 
To: Assistant Commissioner (Enforcement). 
Thru: Director, Special Investigations Divi

sion. 
The following information relates to pro

posed travel of Senior Special Agent Daniel 
Supnick from San Diego, California to Lon
don, England as a function and in further
ance of Operation QUARRY. 

In the course of initiating the above-cited 
Operation, a cooperating manufacturing 
business in the San Diego area has provided 
SS/A Supnick with cover within that com
pany. SS A Supnick is currently posing as 
that manufacturer's manager for export and 
finance. A meeting has been requested by the 
* * *with the concurrence of CA/London and 
cooperating British authorities to take place 
between the cooperating company's Chief 
Executive Officer, the U/C agent, subjects in 
the U.K. and representatives of the end-user 
country, which has been identified as Iraq. 
--- A firm date for that meeting should be 
forthcoming within the next three weeks. 
Due to the possible short notice between the 
actual meeting dates, this request is being 
submitted at this time to allow all authoriz
ing officials the necessary time to review 
this request. 

A. Name of Employee: --- Senior Spe
cial Agent attached to the SAC/San Diego, 
California. 

B. Necessity for Travel: A meeting is being 
brokered between the cooperating company 
(and U/C agent) and the subjects and end
users involved in the attempted acquisition 
and illegal export/diversion of controlled 
technology from the U.S. through the U.K. 
to Iraq for use in a nuclear-related missile 
program. --. Prior to requesting that 
such a meeting be arranged, contact was 
made between the U/C agent and --. CR, 
CA/London. After discussion between CR 
Rowley and cooperating British authorities, 
it was requested by CA/London that such a 
meeting be requested to take place at the 
U.K. subjects' place of business. The CI and 
SAC/San Diego are currently awaiting a re
sponse from the U.K. subject company to 
confirm the dates of that meeting. During 
the proposed meeting, negotiations will be 
conducted to further the business of the 
manufacturer of the hardware sought by 
Iraq. More importantly though, the U/C 
agent will elicit that conversation and de
velop the evidence necessary to: (1) fully 
identify all of the subjects of this investiga
tion; (2) further and expand the investiga
tion; (3) fully determine the extent of the 
subjects' involvement in this scheme, to suc
cessfully prosecute in the U.S. any violations 

of law in which the subjects are participat
ing. For this initial meeting it is crucial 
(and has been included in the U/C operation 
proposal) that the CI be present to discuss 
technical matters relating to the technology 
being ordered by the subjects. After this trip 
the CI's involvement should be greatly re
duced and subsequent negotiations will be 
handled by the U/C agent. U.K. authorities 
have already given their stamp of approval 
for this meeting and have authorized the 
electronic monitoring and recording of the 
U/C contacts in the U.K. 

C. Case Synopsis: The SAC/San Diego re
quested authorization to initiate an under
cover operation based in the San Diego, Cali
fornia area, with undercover contacts antici
pated to be made in other parts of the United 
States, in Europe and possibly the Middle 
East. This operation is being conducted by 
the U.S. Customs Service with liaison and 
support provided through the U.S. Customs 
Attache-London, U.K. by H.M. Customs and 
Excise --. The investigation is antici
pated to last anywhere from six months to a 
year and will be directed toward identifying 
and penetrating criminal organizations sus
pected of illegally attempting to acquire re
stricted and controlled U.S. technology for 
export and diversion to Iraq. The operation 
will require the extensive use of at least one 
U.S. Customs undercover special agent and 
initially the participation of a cooperating 
individual whose ---. The undercover 
agent is assuming the role of an export/fi
nance consultant for the cooperating cor
poration and is holding a title in that com
pany, as well. The investigation has already 
begun with liaison having been established 
between SAC/San Diego, CA, the U.S. Cus
toms Attache/London, England and H.M. 
Customs and Excise --- offices strongly 
support this operation. It is anticipated that 
this U/C operation will continue for up to 
twelve (12) months. 

The objectives of the undercover operation 
are as follows: 

(1) Identify all individuals and businesses 
that are associated with the U.K.-based sub
ject company both within and outside the 
U.K. who are involved in the illegal acquisi
tion of military material for Iraq. 

(2) To attempt to corroborate the associa
tion of persons and firms in the U.S. (pre
viously identified) with the subject U.K.
based company. 

(3) To enter into an agreement to provide 
the controlled technology to the subject 
U.K.-based company through a U.S.-based 
contact (individual or firm) and then either 
damage or substitute the goods and trace 
their route from the U.S. via England to 
Iraq. 

(4) To expose and prosecute those persons 
and corporations involved in the illegal ex
port/diversion of contraband technology 
from the U.S. to Iraq. 

(5) To develop additional intelligence and 
information concerning the Iraqi nuclear 
missile program for purposes of initiating 
other spin-off and collateral investigations. 

* * * * * 
With the total cooperation of the British 

authorities and the local cooperating indi
vidual and company. SAC/San Diego has pro
posed to enter into continued negotiations 
through the use of an undercover agent high
ly experienced in these investigations, for 
the purpose of developing and obtaining that 
evidence necessary to prosecute the subjects 
of this investigation. 

Any overt investigation has proven to be 
unsuccessful in the past and this opportunity 
should be seized to identify, expose and pros-
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ecute any violators of U.S. and British law 
as related to the illegal acquisition, export 
and diversion of U.S. technology to a pro
scribed country. 

A local Assistant U.S. Attorney who is 
Chief of the Fraud Section, Southern Dis
trict of California has endorsed the proposed 
undercover operation and has volunteered to 
monitor its progress and offered his support 
in guiding the operation towards a successful 
conclusion. The British authorities con
tacted by CNLondon have also added their 
total support to his proposed operation and 
SAC/San Diego was advised recently that the 
British Prime Minister was advised of the 
status of this investigation and is very much 
interested in its progress and successful out
come. 

In mid-July 1989 it was learned that the 
subject U.K. company had received a firm 
order for one hundred of the identified ca
pacitors. The cooperating company was then 
notified by the subject firm and an inquiry 
was put to the cooperating company as to 
whether the order should be followed up by 
direct negotiations with the end-user in Iraq. 
After discussing this option with Customs 
Representative Susan Rowley, CNLondon, it 
was agreed that it would be undesirable to 
have a meeting at this time to take place in 
Iraq. As a much more acceptable alternative 
it was agreed to request that a meeting be 
brokered by the subject company to take 
place between the CI and the U/C agent (rep
resenting the cooperating firm) and the end
user representatives at the offices of the sub
ject firm in England, U.K. CR Rowley has ad
vised that the British authorities have al
ready agreed to such a U/C meeting and have 
authorized the electronic monitoring/record
ing of that meeting. As the CI has an unques
tioned expertise in the area of the tech
nology sought by the Iraqis and is known to 
the subjects, it would be a perfect setting for 
the introduction of the U/C agent who will be 
posing as the export/finance consultant/offi
cer for the cooperating company. At this 
meting, all technical questions should be re
solved and negotiations will be passed on (at 
that meeting) to be picked up and continued 
by the U/C agent. Negotiations will be car
ried on from that point with the primary 
goals in mind of identifying all persons and 
business entities involved in this scheme to 
obtain restricted munitions-related tech
nology by Iraq and to obtain the evidence 
necessary to prosecute the subjects of this 
investigation. 

D. Person(s) Visited: Ali Daghir, owner 
(subject), Jeanine Speckman, sales manager. 
(subject), EUROMAC-a business in England, 
U.K. (subject). and others as yet unknown or 
unidentified. 

E. Identity of Suspects (Identified to Date): 
(See "D" above). 

F. Country to be Visited: England, U.K. 
G. Proposed Travel Itinerary: Departure 

from San Diego, California on or about Sep
tember 7, 1989. In London, England, from 
September 8, 1989 through September 15, 
1989. Return to San Diego, California on Sep
tember 16, 1989. (Above dates have not as yet 
been confirmed and are only approximate). 

H. Proposed Travel Itinerary: Round trip 
from San Diego, California to London, Eng
land. Briefings with CNLondon and British 
authorities participating in this investiga
tion and U/C meeting(s) with suspects. 

I. Estimated Costs: 
Airfare Roundtrip for U/C and CI $900 2 

$1800. 
Per Diem at $170/day 7 days 2 = 2380. 
Miscellaneous travel expenses = 600. 
Total cost for trip: $4780. 

U .S. CUSTOMS SERVICE MEMORANDUM, 
August 29, 1989. 

To: Assistant Commissioner, Office of En
forcement. 

From: Assistant Regional Commissioner (En
forcement), Pacific Region. 

Subject: Special Operation Proposal, "Oper
ation Quarry. " 

Attached for your review is Operation 
Quarry, which is a Group I undercover oper
ational proposal. The goal of this U/C oper
ation is to identify individuals and compa
nies operating in Europe and the United 
States that are attempting to obtain items 
necessary to explode nuclear devices. These 
individuals and companies are attempting to 
procure for Iraq. 

This memorandum is a request for oper
ational approval and certification. Funding 
will be done by this Region. 

I have reviewed this proposal and concur 
with the Special Agent-in-Charge, that it has 
merit. Request the attached be reviewed by 
the Undercover Review Committee at their 
next scheduled meeting as this operation is 
currently continuing in the Group II cat
egory. 

Please have the committee contact-
of my staff, to answer any questions. He can 
be reached at FTS 798-4692. 

U .S. DISTRICT COURT, SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 

NOVEMBER 1988 GRAND JURY CRIMINAL CASE NO. 
900211 

United States of America, Plaintiff, versus 
Ali Ashour Daghir (1), Karim Dhaidas Omran 
(2), Wallid Issa Ahmad (3), Jeanine 
Speckman (4), Dafir Al-Azawi (5), Euromac 
(London) Limited (6), aka European Manu
facturer Center, Ltd., Atlas Equipment 
(U.K.) Limited (7), Defendants. 

Indictment: Title 18, U.S.C., Sec. 371, Title 
22, U.S.C., Sec. 277~and Title 18 U.S.C., Sec. 
1956(a)(2)(A}-Conspiracy to Export Defense 
Articles and to Launder Money; Title 18, 
U.S.C., Sec. 1956(a)(2)(A}-Money Launder
ing; Title 18, U.S.C., Sec. 2---Aiding and Abet
ting. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE MEMORANDUM, 

March 15, 1990. 
To: Director, Strategic Investigations Divi

sion Attention:--
From: Special Agent in Charge, Office of En

forcement, San Diego, California. 
Subject: Operation "Quarry" -- Eight

een-Month U. S. Customs Undercover In
vestigation Uncovers Iraqi Plot to Ob
tain Nuclear Missile Warhead Detonator 
Components from U.S. Manufacturer. 

CHRONOLOGY 

September 1988: SAC/San Diego-Senior 
Special Agent --- learns of inquiry by a 
British company "Euromac (London) Lim
ited", aka European Manufacturer Center 
London, Ltd., 2 Western Green, Thames 
Ditton Green, Surrey, England, on behalf of 
Iraq for the pur0hase of custom-made, spe
cial order electrical (high voltage, low in
ductance) capacitors from CSI Technologies, 
Inc., San Marcos, California. CSI agrees to 
cooperate in the ensuing investigation. (Ca
pacitors are electric energy storage cells, in 
this instance designed to dump 5000 volts of 
electricity into a trigger in order to detonate 
a nuclear missile warhead.) Investigation es
tablishes that the capacitors sought by 
Euromac are U. S. munitions items regu
lated by the U. S. Munitions List and the 
U.S. Department of State's Office of Muni-

tions Control for Export, and export to Iraq 
would be denied by U. S. policy. Further in
quiries through Customs Attache, London, 
disclosed that British authorities had an in
vestigative interest in Euromac as an arm 
and front for Iraqi government arms procure
ment network. Director of Euromac is iden
tified as Ali Ashour Daghir, an Iraqi citizen 
residing in the U. K.; Euromac is registered 
as a company whose main business in im
port/export of foodstuffs to/from the U.K. 

September 191Wr-March 1989: Negotiations 
conducted between Euromac and CSI regard
ing design and pricing for one hundred (100) 
capacitors to be manufactured for Euromac 
for ultimate use in Iraq. Through this period, 
a British citizen, Michael Brian Hand, is rep
resenting Euromac as its sales vice president 
and representative. At a meeting at Euromac 
with Iraqi representatives, the capacitor 
order is further discussed. Hand discloses 
that Euromac is an official purchasing office 
of the Iraqi government which had done mil
lions of dollars of business in procuring mili
tary material for the Iraqi government dur
ing the Iran-Iraq conflict and had continu~d 
to do so through the present time. Hand also 
stated that although the Iraqi government 
has an official purchasing office/representa
tive in the U.K., the Iraqi government would 
use Euromac to obtain/procure more sen
sitive/important items. 

Late March/Early April 1989: Disclosure in 
British/United States press regarding Israeli 
government disclosure re: Iraqi government 
nuclear weapon development program. 

Michael Hand leaves employ of Euromac 
but advises that according to Daghir, who 
had returned from trip to Iraq, capacitor 
order is still active. Hand is replaced by 
Jeanine Speckman at Euromac and negotia
tions continue regarding capacitor order. 

April-September 1989: Negotiations con
tinue between CSI and Euromac. Speckman 
identifies Iraqi end-user. 

May 1989: End-user in Iraq is identified by 
Euromac as Al-Qaqaa State Establishment, 
Ministry of Industry in Iraq. (Subsequent in
vestigation by SAC/San Diego Senior Special 
Agent--- indicates that Al-Qaqaa is a fa
cility involved in the development of mis
siles/rockets and explosives research and de
velopment for the Iraqi government's "Min
istry of Industry & Military Industrializa
tion".) 

September 1989: Order for one hundred (100) 
capacitors is placed with Euromac by Al
Qaqaa. 

September 11, 1989: At the Cavendish Hotel 
in London, England, Ali Ashour Daghir and 
Jeanine Speckman as representatives of 
Euromac (London) Limited, and Atlas Equip
ment (U.K.) Limited; Karim Dhaidas Omran 
and Wallid Issa Armad, as representatives of. 
Al-Qaqaa met with a representative of CSI 
Technologies. Inc. and Senior Special Agent 
---of the U. S. Customs Service, who was 
posing in an undercover capacity as Daniel 
Saunders, CSI Technologies, Inc.'s Manager 
for Finance and Export, to discuss and to fi
nalize the exact specifications and design re
quirements for the nuclear warhead detona
tion capacities sought for purchase by 
Euromac (London) Limited. 

During that meeting in London, England, 
Omran and Ahmad made it a requirement 
that the nuclear warhead detonation and 
other military capacitors they sought to 
purchase from CSI Technologies, Inc. be 
made to military specifications and military 
standards. Omran and Ahmad, when initially 
asked for what specific end-use the nuclear 
warhead detonation capacitors they wanted 
to purchase were required, they stated that 
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they were to be used for "laser applica
tions"; however, when questioned further, 
they stated that those capacitors were actu
ally intended to be used for an "aero-space" 
application. A discussion took place regard
ing the export of the nuclear warhead deto
nation capacitors from the United States, 
wherein Daghir asked Special Agent---if 
an export license would be required to export 
the nuclear warhead detonation capacitors 
from the United States and to which Special 
Agent---responded by advising him that 
an export license would be required and that 
an export license would probably not be ap
proved or issued for those capacitors if the 
Republic of Iraq was designated as the end
user. Speckman stated that they would also 
have a similar problem in trying to export 
the nuclear warhead detonation capacitors 
from the U.K. to the Republic of Iraq. 

During the meeting, Daghir and Speckman 
discussed with Special Agent---how to de
scribe or misdescribe the nuclear warhead 
detonation capacitors so that, as Speckman 
said, "It wouldn't create any problems", and 
at which point, Daghir added, "We do the 
same thing like with the Scottish company 
* * * .. " 

During the meeting, Daghir stated that the 
money intended to be used for the purchase 
of the nuclear warhead detonation capacitors 
had already been transferred to the Iraqi em
bassy in London and was immediately avail
able and Daghir stated to the CSI Tech
nologies, Inc. representative and Special 
Agent---"We don't want you to include a 
single dollar for us * * * we don't want any
thing" with regards to a commission on the 
sale of the nuclear warhead detonation and 
other military capacitors; Daghir further 
stated that, "Because I am an Iraqi * * * so 
I am like that * * * I am an English com
pany, but I am Iraqi* * *if I profit my coun
try, it is for me a profit * * * if my country 
will * * * use this one, and make use of it, 
it's for me a profit." 

Also at that meeting, Iraqis requested that 
the undercover agent visit Iraq to discuss 
other needs of Iraqi end-user; requirement 
for the construction of a capacitor manufac
turing facility in Iraq; requirement for high
speed electric switches also set for the by 
Karim Omran. 

September 12, 1989: In a telephone con
versation between Jeanine Speckman in Sur
rey, England and Special Agent--, they 
discussed the misdescription of the capaci
tors for export purposes and Speckman sug
gested that the nuclear warhead detonation 
and other military capacitors be 
misdescribed as for use in "computer room 
air-conditioning units". 

September 1989: A company operated by 
two (2) Iraqis in Italy, named " Euromac" is 
raided by Italian authorities for its alleged 
involvement in illegal export of munitions 
items from Italy to Iraq and misdescribing 
items as "air-conditioning equipment". 

September-December 1989: Daghir advised 
undercover agent that Al-Qaqaa's represent
atives will attend test of capacitors in Cali
fornia at CSI's factory and advise of export 
route through a United States-based associ
ate of theirs. Money for payment of capaci
tors is wire-transferred to CSI from British 
bank. Undercover agent is urged to visit end
user Al-Qaqaa in Baghdad and is promised 
millions of dollars in business with that and 
other Iraqi end-users. Al-Qaqaa invites un
dercover agent to be its guest in Baghdad. 

Daghir also advises undercover agent that 
shipment to Euromac is not possible as 
Euromac (London) Limited is no longer in 
business or operating. Now doing business as 
" Atlas Equipment (U.K.) Limited". 

January 1990: Daghir advises undercover 
agent that Al-Qaqaa representatives will not 
visit United States. Daghir directs under
cover agent to shipment to "Atlas Air Condi
tioning Ltd." in England. Subsequently, 
Daghir directs undercover agent to rather 
ship capacitors to Euromac (London) Lim
ited and misdescribe as " air-conditioning 
equipment" . 

February- March 1990: End-user certificate 
is received via Euromac (London) Limited, 
identifying end-user as "University of Tech
nology, Baghdad-School of Applied 
Sciences-Department of Applied Physics" 
for sole use of capacitors as "C~ laser sys
tem". 

March 1990: Directions given to undercover 
agent to ship capacitors to Euromac (Lon
don) Limited, attention: J. Ajini. 

CSI TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
CAPACITOR DIVISION, 

March 19, 1990. 
To: Euromac London Ltd. 
Attn: Mr. Ali Daghir, Ms. Jeanine 

Speckman. 
From: Mgr. E&F, C/0 CSI Technologies, Inc. 
Ref: P.O. IK/20/3/1. 

ALVJEANINE, Good News! 
Attached is a copy of the finalized invoice. 

We all agree that "air conditioning equip
ment" is the best description for all of us, as 
you suggested. If you so advise we will de
stroy/return end-user certificate previously 
furnished. 

As the original terms were 25% advance, 
75% upon shipment, they appear on the in
voice. We agree it is now paid in full. Also, 
your original order specified CIF London. 

Our freight forwarder has just notified us 
that shipment is enroute to you: 

TWA Flight #760 Los Angeles to Heathrow. 
Will arrive at Heathrow, London on Tues. 

3/20/90. 
Late morning-TWA Airway bill #01&-

74482192. 
One wooden crate 97 pounds (weight). 
Looking forward to future orders! 
Best regards, 

SIDPPING DOCUMENTS FROM CAPACITORS 
Shipped to: EUROMAC London Ltd., 2 Wes

ton Rd., Weston Green, Thames Ditton, 
Surrey, KT7 OHN England. 

QUANTITY ORDERED, PRODUCT NUMBER AND 
DESCRIPTION, CODE, AND QUANTITY SIDPPED 
15, 4W039LNX 3uF, 3.5KV electrical capaci-

tor, A, 15. 
15, 5W151LNX 0.5uF, 5.0KV electrical capac

itor, A, 15. 
15, 4W1138LNX l.OuF, 3.5KV electrical ca

pacitor, A, 15. 
40, 5W1139TX 1uF, 5KVDC electrical capaci

tor, A, 40. 
All items electrical components for air 

conditioning equipment. 

U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, 
London, England, April2, 1990. 

From: Customs Attache, American Embassy, 
Box 52, FPO New York 09509. 

To: SAC/SD Attn:--
Subject: "Draft" copy of summary of U.K. 

arrests and follow-up. Details may be 
helpful. 

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION 
EUROMAC (London) Ltd., 2 Weston Road, 

Weston Green, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Eng
land, U.K. 

Ali Ashoor Daghir Al-Saidei, DOB: 7/1140, 
director of EUROMAC, 19 Drakes Close, 

Esher, Surrey, England, U.K., holds Iraqi and 
British passports. 

Jeanine Celestine Speckman, DOB: 12/20/48, 
export executive of EUROMAC, 50 Bates 
Walk, Addlestone, French-born/now U.K. cit
izen by marriage to U.K. national, Surrey, 
England, U.K. 

Toufic Fouad Amyuni, salesman/consult
ant of EUROMAC, DOB: 1/5/53, 6 Fawcett 
Court, Fawcett St., London, England, U.K., 
holds Lebanese and U.S. passports!U .S. pass
port #P014013077 issued 14 August 1989 in 
Washington, DC, expires 13 August 1999. 

Joseph Agini, secretary/accountant of 
EUROMAC, DOB: 1118/29, 110 Barnhill Road, 
Wembley Park, Middlesex, England, U.K. 

Omar Latif, DOB: 7/2142, station manager 
for Iraqi Airways in London, Iraqi national
Deported from the U.K. on 3/31190. 

On the morning of March 28, 1990, H.M. 
Customs & Excise [HMCE], in close coopera
tion with the CA/London, culminated their 
code-named OPERATION ARGUS with the 
arrest of five individuals involved in the at
tempted export of electrical capacitors/nu
clear detonators from Heathrow Airport in 
London aboard an Iraqi Airways 747 bound 
for Baghdad. The undercover investigation 
was worked exclusively by the SAC/San 
Diego and was. by far, the most significant · 
case which contributed to the HMCE oper
ation. 

Arrested were four employees of 
EUROMAC including Ali Ashoor DAGHIR 
AL-SAIDEI, Director of EUROMAC, three 
other EUROMAC employees, and the Station 
Manager of Iraqi Airways in London. Search 
warrants were executed at Iraqi Airways of
fices at Heathrow Airport, downtown Lon
don, and also at the business premises of 
EUROMAC. It is alleged that EUROMAC, 
Iraqi Airways, and several companies are 
part of a sophisticated procurement network 
in the U.K. involved in the acquisition of 
highly sensitive nuclear-related technology 
for the Government of Iraq. 

The following is a brief chronology of 
events in the final days and hours of the op
eration in the U.K. 

3/26 P.M. EUROMAC solicits an unwitting 
representative of a small freight company 
based at Heathrow Airport to pick up the 
dummy shipment of capacitors from the 
TWA cargo shed. The capacitors were cleared 
for entry into the U.K. Freight company em
ployee puts the package in the trunk of his 
car, and takes them to his private residence 
overnight. 

3/27 A.M. Freight company employee deliv
ers the package to EUROMAC business prem
ises. 

3/27 P.M. EUROMAC employees (including 
DAGHIR but minus SPECKMAN) work late 
preparing the package for re-export. 
EUROMAC employee AGINI departs 
EUROMAC with the dummy capacitors (now 
broken down into two smaller boxes which 
were inside the original crate). AGINI puts 
the two packages inside the trunk of his car 
and takes them to his residence overnight. 

3/28 A.M., 0654 AGINI departs his residence 
with the two dummy packages of capacitors 
left inside his vehicle the previous night. 

0752 AGINI arrives at Heathrow Airport 
Terminal 3, puts the two packages contain
ing the capacitors on a trolley, and wheels 
them to the Iraqi Airways ticket counter. 
Agini is met at the Iraqi Airways ticket 
counter by Omar LATIF, Station Manager 
for Iraqi Airways in London, and EUROMAC 
employee Toufic Fouad AMYUNI, previously 
booked on the flight to Baghdad who arrived 
at the airport by taxi. 

0915 Subsequent to check-in procedure for 
Amyuni, which included a first-class upgrade 
arranged for by Latif, at the last minute , 
LATIF directed an unidentified female Iraqi 
Airways employee to push the two packages 
containing the capacitors " airside" (mean
ing behind the counter in a secure area), 
HMCE investigators arrested Latif, Amyuni, 
and Agini as soon as the capacitors were 
airside. 
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1015 While Euromac employee Speckman 

had previously arrived at Euromac premises, 
the whereabouts of Euromac Director Daghir 
were unknown. Daghir finally arrived at 
Euromac and was arrested by HMCE along 
with Speckman. This triggered the execution 
of several search warrants including Iraqi 
Airways offices at Heathrow and in down
town London, and at EUROMAC. HMCE also 
executed two additional search warrants 
(one in North Wales and one in Scotland) not 
related to the EUROMAC case but also in
volving the illegal export of technology to 
Iraq using Iraqi Airways. 

1120 HMCE advises the CA/London that de
portation orders were previously issued for 
LATIF and DAGHIR who were alleged to be 
Iraqi citizens. The CA/London was told by 
HMCE this was ordered by the British For
eign Secretary and totally out of their con
trol. 

1348 CA/London was now advised DAGHIR 
was found to be in possession of a British 
passport, accordingly, the deportation for 
DAGHIR was withdrawn and he was re-ar
rested by HMCE and would be charged with 
Customs export violations with the other 
EUROMAC employees. 

3/28 Late P.M. DAGHffi, SPECKMAN, and 
AMYUNI were formally charged by HMCE 
under section 68 of the Customs & Excise 
Management Act of 1979 dealing with the 
prohibition to export controlled goods. Sub
sequent to numerous interviews of AGINI, he 
was released and formally charged pending 
review of evidence gathered during the 
EUROMAC search warrant. 

3/29 A.M. DAGHIR, SPECKMAN, and 
AMYUNI initial court appearance. DAGHIR 
and AMYUNI did not receive bail due to fear 
of flight from the U.K. SPECKMAN was re
leased on bail due to her strong connections 
in the U.K. 

Omar LATIF, Station Manager for Iraqi 
Airways in London, was not charged-de
ported from the U.K. on 3/31/90. 

To: Mr. Corrigan. 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM, 
April 5, 1990. 

From: Thomas C. Baxter, Jr. 
Subject: Lavoro. 

I followed up on your suggestion about a 
possible connection between Banca 
Nazionale del Lavoro ("BNL" ) and the nu
clear triggers that were seized in London. As 
you suspected, there is a connection. Appar
ently, Von Wedel (a former officer of BNL 
who is now cooperating with the govern
ment) says that one of the transactions done 
with Rafidain Bank at some point referenced 
nuclear detonators. According to Von Wedel, 
this reference scared BNL away from this 
particular transaction, but it is possible that 
the lesson the Iraqis learned was to be ge
neric in preparing the credit documentation. 
Thus, it is entirely possible that BNL fi
nanced some of this material. 

At any rate , I have been assured that those 
conducting the criminal investigation in At
lanta are looking into these connections, 
with a view to developing additional crimi
nal charges. The resignation of the United 
States Attorney in Atlanta has led to anum
ber of difficulties in that investigation. 
These difficulties have been compounded by 
what is perceived as interference from the 
Justice Department in Washington. 

The press has also made a connection be
tween BNL and the detonators. Attached you 
will find copies of two Financial Times arti
cles doing just that. 

TELEGRAM, March 8, 1989 
From Central Bank of Iraq Baghdad. 
8.3.1989. 
To Banca Nazionale del Lavore Atlanta, 

Georgia. 
Test 15828 for no amount. 

69-059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 3) 2 

Att Mr. Christ Drougal and Mr. Paul Bee 
Von Wedel. Ref to MIL No.3 D D 3., Dec 1988 
we list hereunder the particulars of contract 
which we intend to open its lie through your 
good bank suppliers Euromac-European. 
Manufavtuer centre CAPSOC 20--000--000-20052 
Monza/MI!Italy TLX 351073 SURMAC-I buy
ers state establishment for heavy engineer
ing equipment. 

Products various tools. 
Amount ITL 56,951,410/
Contract No. 570/88 in 24.11.88. 
Please inform us your agreement to fi

nance under MTL 3 DffiCTLT or according 
to option B to cover the LICS through other 
banks in order to enable us take the nec
essary action regards banking dept 3 our ref 
~B/243 . 

Reporting office: Customs Attache, London, 
England. 

Short title: Euromac/Daghir/Speckman-Nu
clear Capacitors to Iraq . 

NARRATIVE 
After deliberation of almost two days, a 

jury at the Old Bailey (Central Criminal 
Court) in London, has returned unanimous 
guilty verdicts against Ali Daghir and Jean
ine Speckman for conspiracy and the illegal 
diversion/attempted export of forty capaci
tors to Iraq, allegedly to be used in the firing 
set of a nuclear bomb. The undercover inves
tigation, worked by the SAC/San Diego in 
conjunction with the CA/London and H.M. 
Customs & Excise (HMCE), culminated with 
the arrests of Daghir, Speckman and Amyuni 
(not a U.S. target who was acquitted) in 
March of 1990 as the capacitors, which were 
shipped under controlled circumstances from 
the U.S. to the U.K., were being loaded 
aboard an Iraqi Airways 747 bound for Bagh
dad. 

The U.K. criminal trial, which lasted seven 
weeks, focused on two major issues, the 
"special design" of the capacitors (i.e. for 
military use only) and alleged entrapment 
by the U.S. undercover agent. The first issue 
was resolved through the testimony of nu
merous experts called by the prosecution and 
the defense from the U.S. and the U.K., the 
second by the judge who dismissed entrap
ment, and the unanimous jury verdict 
against both defendants. 

In a strong and emotional appeal by 
Daghir's defense attorney for a light sen
tence, Daghir was subsequently sentenced to 
five years in prison (maximum was seven 
years) which is considered very strict in the 
U.K. for this type of offense. The judge 
stressed the seriousness of the offense in 
spite of no previous convictions, and the pos
sible consequences not only for the Middle 
East but for the entire world if the capaci
tors were to end up in Iraq. Furthermore, the 
judge stated the sentence was to send a 
strong message to others involved in similar 
illegal activities. Daghir had no reaction and 
will appeal his conviction. Speckman will be 
sentenced on 6/13. 

As a result of this conviction in the U.K., 
this case may have far-reaching implications 
on the use of covert techniques and elec
tronic interception on export cases. HMCE is 
extremely pleased. 

OPERATION ARGUS 
(These notes are unattributable and are for 

background use only . They may be drawn 
upon only in the event of convictions of 
the accused.-HM Customs and Excise, 
June 1991) 

INTRODUCTION 
1. This case involved the attempted illegal 

exportation of forty (40) electrical capacitors 

specially designed for military use as con
trolled by the Export of Goods (Control) 
Order 1989, to Iraq, in March 1990, contrary 
to the Customs and Excise Management Act 
1979. 

The company and personnel involved are: 
A. EUROMAC (London) Ltd, European 

Manufacturer Centre, 2 Weston Green. Wes
ton Road, Thames Ditton, Surrey KT7 OHN. 

B. Ali Ashoor Daghir, 19 Drakes Close, 
Esher, Surrey KT10 8PQ. Managing Director 
of A; DOB: 01.07.40; Iraqi & British Passports. 

C. Jeanine Celestine Speckman, 50 Bates 
Walk, Addlestone, Weybridge KT15 2DQ. Ex
port Executive of A; DOB: 20.12.48; French & 
British Passports. 

D. Toufic (TED) Fouad Amyuni, 6 Fawcett 
Court, Fawcett Street, London SW10 9HW. 
Sales Mgr/Consultant of A; DOB: 05.01.53; 
Lebanese & American Passports. 

BACKGROUND 
2. Euromac (London) Ltd, traded as a gen

eral sales company for goods, mainly heating 
and ventilation equipment, for export to 
Iraq. Managing Director Ali Daghir also ran 
other companies from the same premises, 
namely, Atlas (foods) Ltd-(fast food com
pany, ceased trading), Atlas Equipment (UK) 
Ltd-(general sales to Iraq), Keencloud Ltd
(property management company) . In addi
tion to Daghir, Speckman and Amyuni the 
company employed a bookeeper/general driv
er, Joseph Agini, and a secretary. 

3. In September 1988 an American company 
specialising in the design and manufacture 
of capacitors CSI Technologies Inc, San 
Marcos, California, received an enquiry from 
its UK representative regarding the purchase 
of capacitors. From the specifications 
quoted, the president of CSI (Jerry 
Kowalsky) suspected that the capacitors 
may have been for use in a nuclear device, 
and reported his suspicions to the US Cus
toms Service. 

4. On the instructions of US Customs, 
Kowalsky established that the initial 
enquiry had come from Euromac (London) 
Ltd, who were attempting to source the ca
pacitors, for end-use in Iraq, and started to 
negotiate with Euromac directly. 

INVESTIGATION 
5. US Customs were kept aware of the ne

gotiations on price and specifications, and in 
September 1989 a meeting was arranged in 
London between the manufacturer (CSI), 
Euromac, and the Iraqi end-user. Present at 
that meeting in the Cavendish Hotel on 11th 
September 1989 were Ali Daghir and Jeanine 
Speckman of Euromac, 2 Iraqi engineers 
from the Alqaqaa State Establishment, 
Jerry Kowalsky, President of CSI, and an un
dercover US Customs Officer, Daniel 
Supnick, acting as Dan Saunders the export 
finance manager of CSI. The meeting was 
tape recorded, and monitored by HM Cus
toms and Excise Investigation Division Offi
cers. 

6. During the meeting the final specifica
tions required for the capacitors were dis
cussed. Problems with export licensing re
quirements both here and in the USA were 
discussed, and various ways of circumvent
ing the requirements were mooted. Supnick 
told the meeting that he thought that the 
capacitors were for use in some kind of rock
et. Altitude specifications were requested to
gether with the requirement to withstand 
25g vibration, and all specifications to meet 
military standards. One of the Iraqi engi
neers said that the use was to be "One Shot 
Aerospace Application". Daghir made it 
clear that Euromac were not going to receive 
a sales commission on the deal , " ... if I 
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profit my country, it is for me a profit . 
he said. A final order for the capacitors was 
agreed, endorsed with the shipping terms as 
FOB San Diego to Euromac (London) Ltd. 

7. Subsequent communication with 
Euromac and Alqaqaa from CSI was all on 
the directions of US Customs. Telephone 
calls to Euromac by Supnick acting as the 
export finance manager of CSI were recorded 
by Supnick. Discussions concerned the man
ufacture , the testing of the capacitors to en
sure the very low inductance needed, a pos
sible visit by CSI to Iraq, the misdescription 
of the capacitors on export from the USA, 
and the preference by CSI for a domestic 
(US) delivery. Supnick told Daghir that CSI 
knew that the end application of the capaci
tors was for nuclear warheads. An end-user 
certificate was supplied to CSI via Euromac 
detailing the end-use application as C02 

laser system, and the end-user as the Univer
sity of Technology, Dept of Applied Physics, 
Baghdad. 

8. Delivery instructions were finally given 
to CSI to ship the capacitors to the UK on 
15th March 1990. The instructions from 
Speckman were that the goods should be 
consigned to Euromac (London) Ltd, for the 
attention of Joseph Agini, and that her name 
should not appear on anything. The final in
voice described the capacitors for air condi
tioning equipment, as agreed. 

9. On 20th March 1990 the 40 capacitors ar
rived in the UK packed with a further 45 ca
pacitors ordered, at Heathrow airport on 
flight TW 760. The goods were packaged in 2 
boxes bound together into 1 crate. On arrival 
the crate was secured by Officers of HM cus
toms Investigation Division, and substituted 
by a similarly packaged crate containing 
inert, and inoperable capacitors. 

10. Laser Airfreight Ltd, a Shipping and 
Forwarding Agent were directed to enter the 
capacitors for Home-Use by Speckman, and 
charges for duty and VAT amounting to 
£1346.59 were subsequently paid. Laser Air
freight queried the tariff description with 
Speckman who passed the query back to CSI 
asking if it would cause a problem with re
export. 

SURVEILLANCE AND ARRESTS 

11. Surveillance was maintained on the 
crate as it was moved from the TWA freight 
shed to Laser Airfreight on 26th March 1990. 
Laser Airfreight to a driver's home address 
in Sunbury on 26th March. Sunbury to 
Euromac (London) Ltd, Thames Ditton on 
27th March, where it was taken inside the 
premises later to re-emerge broken down 
into 2 boxes each tied with string to assist 
carrying, and put into Ag-ini's car. 

12. The 2 boxes were then taken home by 
Joseph Agini to Wembley Park where they 
remained overnight. Surveillance was main
tained on the boxes the next morning as he 
took them to Heathrow Airport Terminal 3 
and met Omar Latif, the Iraqi Airways Sta
tion Manager, that Toufic Amyuni, at the 
Iraqi Airways Check-in. 

13. Latif put baggage labels onto the 2 
boxes, and stuck the reclaim tags into 
Amyuni's flight ticket for that mornings 
Iraqi Airways flight direct to Baghdad. After 
all the other passengers and baggage had 
been checked-in Latif directed another Iraqi 
airways employee to take the boxes airside 
for loading. At this stage the boxes were 
intercepted and detained by officers of HM 
Customs Investigation Division. The words 
'Saleh Air Conditioning Factory' had been 
written on top of -each box. Amyuni was ar
rested by officers of HM Customs Investiga
tion Division, and Latif (an Iraqi National) 
was arrested by officers of the Metropolitan 
Police Extradition Squad. 

14. Daghir and Speckman were arrested at 
the business premises of Euromac (London) 
Ltd, which were searched under the author
ity of a Search Warrant. Daghir was initially 
taken to his home address which was also 
searched under the authority of a Search 
Warrant. 

15. After interviews at Custom House, 
Lower Thames Street, London, Daghir, 
Speckman and Amyuni were jointly charged 
under Section 68(2) CEMA 1979 at Heathrow 
Police Station. 

16. The original import consignment of ca
pacitors was secured and seized on arrival in 
the UK. The value of the 40 detonation ca
pacitors was US $8,000.00, and the value of 
the remaining capacitors packed with, was 
us $2,475.00. 

TRIAL 

17. The specifications for the 40 electrical 
capacitors were examined by Nuclear Weap
ons experts from the UK and USA, who gave 
evidence at the trial held at the Central 
Criminal Court, Old Bailey. 

18. The Department of Trade and Industry, 
Export Licensing Unit stated that capacitors 
specially designed for military use require 
an export license to all destinations, and 
that no export license applications have been 
received from, or licenses issued to Euromac 
(London) Ltd, European Manufacturer Cen
tre, or Atlas Equipment (UK) Ltd, and con
firmed that an export license would not be 
granted for capacitors specially designed for 
military use for Iraq. 

19. The trial lasted from 22nd April 1991 for 
7 weeks. · 

REFORMING OUR RULES AND CAM
PAIGNING DURING THE STATE 
OF THE UNION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I just wanted to take this op
portunity to address very briefly two 
subjects. One is the subject of rules in 
the House and the way the House con
ducts its business. 

Mr. Speaker, I had a recent experi
ence with submitting an amendment to 
a bill that is to come before the House. 
It is a very germane amendment. It is 
an amendment that all of the Members 
of the House should have an oppor
tunity to hear and to vote on. We have 
been denied that opportunity by the 
Committee on Rules. We think that 
this makes a travesty of the so-called 
democratic process here in the House, 
and we would urge that these rules be 
changed so that germane, important 
amendments can come to the floor 
where the democratic process can pro
ceed as our forefathers envisioned it. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that all of the 
frebhmen; I suspect that just about 99.9 
percent of all the freshmen who came 
here, campaigned on the same platform 
that I did, that they wanted to come 
here to reform this institution. They 
came here as watchdogs, and I will bet 
that a number of those Members who 
returned ran on that same platform 
also. 

I would submit, and I would chal
lenge, my colleagues on the Democrat 

side of the aisle who came here running 
on that platform, as I suspect many of 
them did, to be strong watchdogs, to 
please, please not become those obedi
ent little puppies that follow their 
leadership along. We need to vote down 
these rules that prohibit the demo
cratic process. 

The other subject I wanted to talk 
about, just very briefly, was our Presi
dent's very excellent campaign speech 
last night. But in case he has not no
ticed, the campaign is over, and he is 
now the President of the country. I 
think that most people expect a bit, 
maybe more than a bit, of political hy
perbole in campaign speeches. They do 
not expect that of a responsible Presi
dent who is giving a State of the Union 
Address. 

Mr. Speaker, if his program is imple
mented by the Congress, it will be, in 
my view, a prescription for disaster. He 
has recommended the largest tax hike 
in history, and the second shoe will 
likely drop when we have the health 
care plan which is going to require, I 
suspect, new taxes. Never in our his
tory, as I understand it, have we ever 
had a tax increase that has reduced the 
deficit or reduced the debt, and this 
time will be no different. 

Milton Friedman says that Govern
ment will spend all of the money that 
we give it plus as much more as it can 
get away with. We now ·have a fragile 
recovery from a double-dip recession. 
My concern is that, if this plan, or any 
major portions of it, are implemented, 
that we will pull so much money out of 
the private sector that we will absorb 
our fragile recovery. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge Members 
of the House to cut spending, to not in
crease taxes, to promote the recovery 
rather than doing things that are going 
to abort this recovery. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing, from the Presi

dent of the United States, was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

THE PRESIDENT SPEAKS THE 
TRUTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker and Members of the House, 
last night, in this Chamber, the Mem
bers of the Congress and the American 
people were treated to a rather unusual 
event, and that was a President of the 
United States coming before the Na
tion to tell the Nation the truth, and 
to explain to them in detail the means 
by which we can change the economic 
picture of this Nation from one of con
tinuing to lag in world competition, 
continuing to lag in the support of the 
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wages of American families, to chang
ing this into a dynamic economy that 
not only will have skilled workers, but 
will have the infrastructure to allow us 
to compete in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, when President Clinton 
came into this Chamber last night, he 
came to deliver an honest speech about 
the facts and about the situation that 
confronts this Nation, and he did that. 
He pre sen ted to us a balanced program 
and addressed a number of needs within 
the American economic system and 
within our society. He started by ex
plaining that, while we are experienc
ing the beginning of what we hope is a 
long recovery, it is a recovery that is 
not creating jobs at the rate that we 
should be at this point in the recovery, 
nor is it creating jobs sufficient to 
lower the unemployment rates in this 
country so that American families can 
again have economic stability and vi
tality within their families. 

As a result, Mr. Speaker, he has pro
posed a short-term stimulus package 
that would provide immediate jobs, im
prove the infrastructure by using vehi
cles that have already been legislated 
by this Congress, but not fully funded, 
dealing with the transportation infra
structure of the Nation, the infrastruc
ture of our national parks, the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, the many other agen
cies where there is a backlog of 
projects that are ready to go, urgently 
needed for the communities of our Na
tion, the opportunity to put people to 
work on an immediate basis. He also 
talked about providing the tax incen
tives to American corporations to cre
ate new jobs on a longer term basis. 

That is the easy part of the package 
that the President presented to us, and 
he recognized that, and admitted that, 
and told the Congress that it would be 
very easy to vote for that part, but 
there was more to be done if, in fact, 
we are going to turn this Nation 
around, and help its people and provide 
an economy that has, in fact, a future 
for this country because the next part 
that he came and dealt with were the 
issues of deficit reduction, something 
that many, many millions of words 
have been spent on in this Chamber, 
and over the last 12 years two Presi
dents have come before this Congress 
and railed for a balanced budget and 
never presented one. Members of Con
gress have voted for a balanced budget 
amendment and never dealt with one, 
and time and again they have sug
gested to us that they would have the 
opportunity to balance the budget if 
you just follow the prescription of the 
Republican Party. 

Mr. Speaker, we tried it their way for 
12 years. Unfortunately, from my point 
of view, we tried it very often their 
way with Democratic support. 
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What we have is the largest deficit in 

the history of this country and a debt 

that is threatening to swallow up all of 
the expenditures in the economic fu
ture of the country, a deficit that we 
have watched continue to grow as the 
Congress each year has told the Amer
ican people that somehow we have the 
answer, just one more gimmick, one 
more grand scheme, and we will 
achieve deficit reduction. We have had 
budget summits, we have had Gramm
Rudman, we have had walls built be
tween social spending and defense 
spending. We have put caps on spend
ing. We have told people we would par
ticipate in across-the-board cuts. We 
have tried it all, and none of it worked. 

Why did it not work? Because they 
were all designed to have the Congress 
avoid making the tough decisions that 
needed to be made. It was a political 
conspiracy to avoid going home and 
telling the people that we represent 
what it is that is necessary to reduce 
the deficit. We could avoid the discus
sion of raising taxes and we could avoid 
the discussions of honest deficit reduc
tion within specific programs where 
the Government spends the taxpayers' 
money. As a result, the defict just con
tinued to increase. 

It got to the point in such a coverup 
and such a camouflage last year that 
no Republican would introduce the 
President's budget. These are the same 
people who stood in this well last 
night, who have talked to the press in 
the last 24 hours, and said that Presi
dent Clinton has not offered enough 
cuts, that he is not tough enough, that 
they expect more deficit reduction. 
When they had their opportunities last 
year and the year before, they chose 
not to introduce their own President's 
budget because they knew it would 
have been laughed out of the Chambers 
and out of the country. It did not ad
dress the economic problems of there
cession. It simply put us on auto pilot 
to lead to higher deficits. 

So what are they doing now? They 
are suggesting that only if they were in 
charge they somehow could do it bet
ter. That is the claim they made before 
the election. They lost that bid with 
the American public. And what the 
American public got instead was a very 
serious President who understands the 
depths of the problem and the courage 
to come before the Congress and the 
American people and explain what it 
means to handle those problems and 
the consequences if we fail to do so. 

The deficit is not just an academic 
discussion. It affects all of our lives. It 
affects the lives of each and every one 
of our constituents. 

As a liberal Member of Congress I 
strongly support social spending, 
spending on behalf of women and chil
dren at risk, families at risk, the edu
cation of our children. But it is also 
very clear to me unless we do some
thing about the deficit, money simply 
will not be available for those kinds of 
programs for the kinds of investments 

that we need to make in our children 
so we can have a brighter future. 

The deficit affects our business com
munity, it affects our home life, our 
ability to buy a home, our children's 
ability, because the deficit decides how 
much money will be left over for the 
rest of the American economy. 

There is only so much savings in the 
United States of America. If the Fed
eral deficit is going to soak up that 
savings for paying for things that we 
did not have the courage to pay for on 
a pay-as-you-go basis, but chose to use 
credit, then that means there is not 
going to be enough money left over for 
home building, for new business starts, 
for reinvestment by ongoing busi
nesses, to pay for a college education, 
to pay for consumer consumption. The 
money that will be left over will in fact 
be more expensive. 

That is why this deficit has to come 
down, not only because it threatens to 
become the greatest expenditure in our 
annual budget of the Federal Govern
ment, but because it threatens the eco
nomic underpinning of this country. 

Fine, during the 1980's people appar
ently were convinced that we could 
continue to borrow money at no risk to 
the sovereignty of this Nation or to the 
economic well-being. Well, frankly now 
the American people are finding out 
that that economic theory proposed by 
President Reagan and President Bush 
carried out by the Republicans and 
Congress means that we now have to 
pay the bills. Those of us that are left 
standing after that activity must now 
pay the bills. If we fail to pay the bills, 
just like so many American corpora
tions, we will in fact find ourselves in
solvent. 

We cannot do that, and President 
Clinton made that very clear last 
night. We cannot fail to pay those bills. 
We must engage in that deficit reduc
tion. 

We find that over the last several 
weeks in the Wall Street Journal and 
other newspapers the point has been 
made time and again that big deficit 
reduction could sharply reduce interest 
rates. We see the response of the bond 
market by President Clinton proposing 
the energy tax which sends a signal 
that if in fact the Congress was willing 
to impose an energy tax, the Congress 
must be serious about deficit reduc
tion. And that is in fact true. Because 
you cannot get to deficit reduction 
without those kinds of revenues being 
generated. 

If we are to do that, that means that 
we can continue to provide low interest 
rates for a continued economic recov
ery. The President has said time and 
again that the length and duration and 
the strength of this economic recovery 
will have to do with interest rates. If 
we are not serious in the next couple of 
months in enacting the President's 
program, interest rates will start to 
climb. That means that people will not 



2998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 18, 1993 
be able to refinance their homes, the 
new home buyers will not be able to 
qualify for a home, that those who are 
seeking money for the education of 
their children will pay more for it. 
Those of you who charge on Visa and 
MasterCard, interest rates will con
tinue to go up. And that there is no 
middle-income tax cut that we can pro
vide that can make up for that increase 
in interest rates. In fact, the American 
people have had more money put into 
their pockets because of the decline in 
interest rates than anything that Con
gress could possibly do for them. 

It is politically more popular to talk 
about a middle-income tax reduction, 
but the fact is if we went out, we would 
be borrowing the money to give it to 
you, which means that interest rates 
would go up and you would pay twice. 
You would pay once at the Government 
and once in the marketplace. 

So I think when President Clinton 
took the time that he did last night 
and set the tone that he did, he was 
talking about a very serious matter, 
the economic future of this country. 

Now, he understands that many peo
ple did better in the 1980's than others. 
We created many millionaires, and a 
record number of billionaires. We also 
understand that during that same time 
a very small percentage, 1 or 2 percent 
of the people in this country, were ac
cumulating wealth at a record rate and 
were accumulating income at a record 
rate. 

Their tax rates were going down. 
Their tax burden was being reduced. 
Yet families and middle-income fami
lies, lower middle-income families, 
their tax rates were going up, either 
because of income increases or in fact 
because of the withholding tax and So
cial Security. 

So what is he suggesting? He is sug
gesting to the American people that 
yes, he is prepared to raise taxes, as he 
said he was during the campaign. But 
he thinks we ought to ask those people 
who did the best in the 1980's, those 
people who became the wealthiest and 
who did not pay their fair share, the 
time has come for them to belly up to 
the bar, to help us, to participate with 
the rest of us in this country that will 
be making sacrifices so that we can 
have a long-term economic future . He 
is asking that their tax rates be in
creased. 

Their tax rates back in the late 1970's 
and the early 1980's were in the 70-per
cent bracket. Today they are in the 31-
percent bracket or the 28-percen"t 
bracket. He is asking that they go to 36 
percent so that they contribute to the 
all important deficit reduction. He is 
asking that they pay their fair share. 

So we find out that the income tax 
increases will not affect 98 percent of 
the taxpayers in this country, because, 
unfortunately, they are not wealthy 
enough under the Clinton plan to be 
taxed. 
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He has asked that we create an en

ergy tax. Why? Because it has multiple 
benefits to this Nation. 

Time and again Members of Congress 
have come into this well and they have 
said how we have had to reduce our de
pendency on foreign oil, how we had to 
have independence for America, how we 
had to use energy in a better way, but 
the Congress has never responded to its 
own rhetoric. And as a result of that, 
we have wasted billions of barrels of oil 
in this country in inefficient uses. 

We have paid a huge environmental 
price for the use of that energy. But 
more importantly, we have continued 
to be addicted to the whims of the for
eign nations that produce that oil for 
our consumption. At the very time 
that the President is asking the Amer
ican people to pay a very small broad
based energy tax that we think is op
pressive, that the Republicans tell us 
they will not accept, we see that the 
oil ministers are meeting in Abu Dhabi 
and they are talking about just raising 
the price of oil $4 or $5 or restricting 
the flow of oil. 

Do we want to take control of our 
own energy situation, or do we want to 
leave it to the oil ministers of the for
eign nations of the world. I think we 
would do well to follow the Clinton 
proposal and get the benefits that this 
means for the American economy. 

We know that this energy tax will 
also spur a new level of investment. It 
will spur new investment in energy ef
ficiency. It will make American manu
facturing more competitive. It will 
make it more efficient, and it will also 
increase the number of products that 
are available for American manufac
turers to sell overseas. So the Presi
dent has dealt with the issue of reve
nues in his package. He has dealt with 
them in the most progressive manner 
they have been dealt with, the fairest 
manner that they have been dealt with 
in over a decade, and he has also pro
vided us the means of long-term invest
ment through the energy tax. 

He also recognizes in his speech that 
in the case of the Government, sac
rifice must begin at home. And that is 
why he announced earlier in the week 
and again last night his reductions of 
White House staff and the cost of the 
executive branch. 

His intention is, over the next 4 
years, to continue to try and reduce 
personnel and the cost of the executive 
branch. And he announced that he ex
pected the Congress to do the same. He 
expected, while we are asking the 
American people to pay a little bit 
more, that perhaps Federal workers 
will have to go without a cost-of-living 
increase. Members of Congress will 
have to go without a cost-of-living in
crease. But when we consider the sac
rifice and the need and the problems 
that the American people have con
fronted, a rather small price but an im-

portant one, to send a signal that we 
must examine every part of the Federal 
Government for these kinds of savings. 

Now, for those who have said, on the 
Republican side of the aisle and in the 
Senate, that the President has not 
done enough in deficit reduction, he 
has made 150 specific suggestions and 
recommendations for deficit reduction, 
very, very controversial, a great deal of 
emotion and a lot of heat. 

The President has taken on many 
special interests. He has told many 
wealthy farmers that he is no longer 
going to ask the taxpayers to subsidize 
their water to the extent that they 
have in the past because those farmers 
can afford to pay more for the water. 
He has said to the mining companies, 

·we are no longer going to subsidize 
your mining activity. We are no longer 
going to give you land at $2.50 an acre 
and let you develop millions of dollars 
off it and pay the Federal Government 
nothing. 

He has also told the timber compa
nies that we are not going to spend 
more money preparing the forests for 
timber sales than you pay us for the 
trees you take off it. The American 
people cannot take that any more. 
There can be no justification for those 
subsidies. 

He has told weal thy ranchers they 
are not going to be able to continue to 
graze their cows at subsidized rates 
while those farmers and those ranchers 
who do not have access to Federal land 
have to pay the going market rate for 
land to graze their cattle, that the 
American people should not have to 
participate in those kinds of subsidies. 

Those may sound very small to many 
of you around the Nation, but those are 
very important and powerful special in
terests, and our phones have already 
been ringing from the cattlemen and 
the timber companies and the 
irrigators and the coal miners and oth
ers who think they have a God-given 
right to continue to have their hand in 
Uncle Sam's pocket to engage in busi
ness activities in this Nation. 

He has told the doctors, the hos
pitals, and the providers of health care, 
you are not just going to continue to 
have an unrestricted right to send the 
Federal Government a bill for Medi
care. You have got to put your charges 
in line with the real costs of delivery of 
services. You've got to check the serv
ices you are delivering, so that you are 
not doing them for profit as opposed to 
health care. Those sacrifices will have 
to be made. . 

The hospitals are already gearing up. 
The administrators are planning their 
trips to Washington. The doctors are 
rallying around to prevent this from 
taking place. 

Earlier this week he told the drug 
companies that they cannot continue 
to profiteer off the backs of people in 
America who are sick by charging 
prices that are higher than anywhere 
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else in the world, that there has to be 
some reasonable connection between 
the profit you make on selling drugs to 
sick people and your costs. We cannot 
continue that kind of subsidy. 

The drug companies are putting to
gether their lobbyists. They are put
ting together the consortiums and they 
are getting ready to march on Wash
ington to tell us that they cannot con
tribute. But the fact is, they can con
tribute. The fact is, they all must con
tribute, because all American families 
will contribute and all American busi
nesses should contribute, because what 
is at risk is the future of our country. 

If we cannot achieve this deficit re
duction, if we cannot reduce the share 
of American savings that go to the 
Federal Government, then we will not 
be able to make the kinds of long-term 
investments in our Nation that are 
necessary for the future of our children 
and for the economic well-being of this 
country. 

It has become clear that the Congress 
has stumbled each and every time in 
meeting its goal of deficit reduction. 
The Congress has reacted each and 
every time in a crisis and put on some 
elaborate scheme, but nevertheless 
failed to reach deficit reduction. 

So what President Clinton has pro
vided for the American people is a 
means of measuring the Congress of 
the United States to determine wheth
er we kept faith with the President and 
the American people. Because his very 
specific suggestions for spending reduc
tions, within each and every depart
ment of this Nation's Government, you 
will be able to measure whether or not 
Congress did it. As he admitted from 
this podium last night, he did not just 
attack the concerns of others, where he 
may not hav~ shared the benefit. 

From the White House to the rural 
electrification of this Nation, we con
tinue to spend millions of dollars that 
can no longer be justified but heavily 
impact his State of Arkansas, he has 
recommended those reductions. 

He is not saying, "I want deficit re
duction, so I want Congress to reduce 
all spending 2 percent across the 
board," trying to escape the political 
liability of telling us where it should 
be done. He is, in fact, engaging in the 
political risk of naming each and every 
area where the Congress must make an 
effort to reduce Federal spending. 

Not many Presidents are prepared to 
do that. It has been a long time since 
we have seen one. 

He not only had the courage to come 
before the American people and talk to 
them about deficit reduction and the 
means by which he thought it could be 
achieved, but clearly, much to the sur
prise of many pundits who said that he 
did not have the courage, he was also 
here to tell you how he was going to 
need an additional contribution from 
weal thy people in income taxes and 
from essentially all Americans in an 
energy tax. 

He stood here and outlined the bene
fits of that program, the costs of that 
program, to be honest with the Amer
ican people, to be square with the 
American people, and to lay it out as 
no other President has done in this 
Chamber in over a decade. 
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The question that must now be re

solved for this country is whether or 
not the American people-as they read 
his program and they see how progres
sive it is in terms of its fairness on 
raising revenues, they see how serious 
the deficit reduction is, and they see 
the long-term investment that he is 
prepared to make on behalf of Ameri
ca's children in the reform of our 
health care system, in the investment 
of new manufacturing capacity, in new 
industries to be competitive on a world 
market, as the American people look 
at that plan and they realize the bene
fits-will they insist that the Congress 
pass this package and not pick it apart 
and not succumb to the lobbyists and 
the special interests, but hold together 
President Clinton's package so that we 
can get back on the road to prosperity, 
we can get back on the road of long
term investment in the American econ
omy, and in the American people, and 
American families? 

If they, in fact, insist that each and 
every Member of Congress do that, 
then we have an opportunity for real 
change. Then we have an opportunity 
to put the ship of state onto a direction 
of long-term economic growth so that 
we can see America once again not 
being just the largest debtor nation
owing more money to other nations 
than anybody in the world, and imag
ine, that is what has happened to us in 
the 1980's; we acted like we were rich, 
but we were borrowing money from 
other nations-and our distinction now 
is that we are the largest debtor nation 
in the world. We used to loan countries 
more money. Now we are borrowing it. 

Should we continue that path in the 
1990's? No. If we follow the program 
laid out by the President of the United 
States, we need not do that. We can 
once again take control of our econ
omy, our destiny, and our place in the 
world. 

This is going to require the complete 
and total political involvement of the 
people of this Nation, who recognize, as 
we see in the overnight polls, some 74 
percent and in some cases 79 percent of 
the people say they support the pro
gram. When asked if they are aware of 
how much taxes are i:n the program, 
are they aware that cuts are in the pro
gram, they say yes, they still support 
the program. 

Sixty-three or sixty-four percent of 
the people, I think it is, said they 
would be willing to pay more taxes be
cause they want the changes that are 
envisioned in t:P,e economic plan of 
President Clinton. They want the 
change in the future for their children. 

We are tired as parents of watching 
our children as they go out into the job 
market, watching the insecurity that 
they feel; the discussions we have at 
the dinner table: "Am I going to be 
able to find a job in the area that I 
studied in college? Am I going to be 
able to find a job with the training 
that I have? How long will that job 
last? Will I need more training?" 

My generation, for the most part, has 
not had to face those questions. Cer
tainly my father's generation and my 
mother's generation did not. People 
went -to work and 25 years later they 
retired, 30 years later they retired from 
the refineries in our hometown, from 
the telephone company, from the 
cities, from the county government. 

Today that is not true. We launch 
our children today, and we know deep 
in our hearts that each of them will 
have to acquire skills throughout their 
lives. We have watched as our fri~nds, 
and family, and our neighbors have had 
to bring their children back into their 
home after completion of college, after 
completion of high school, after acquir
ing job training, because the wages 
they are earning are not sufficient for 
them to maintain their own home. 
They are back home with us. 

We watch as families struggle to not 
only provide a college education for 
their children but to take care of their 
parents. My generation, somebody said, 
was the sandwich generation; that I 
and my wife would be sandwiched be
tween the responsibilities to our chil
dren and to our parents. I did not un
derstand that when it was first told to 
me. I do now, and so do many other 
Americans. 

That is why, when the President 
paused in the speech to explain em
phatically the need for health care re
form, America listened. They listened, 
because they understand that they now 
see health care no longer as the No. 1 
benefit they have in participating in 
American society, but perhaps the 
greatest fear they have of living in 
American society, because they know 
that health care can foreclose their fu
ture. A catastrophic illness, a serious 
illness, a sick child, can bring about 
the loss of a child, can mean the loss of 
our retirement, can mean the loss of a 
home, because we are the only Western 
nation that has not figured out how to 
deliver health security to the Amer
ican people. 

When our children turn 23 and they 
are not in school, if we have insurance, 
they tell us they cannot be part of our 
family plan any more. If we go out and 
try to buy it, it damned near exceeds 
the wages our kids are earning. 

If our wife is diagnosed with breast 
cancer, or a husband with cancer, they 
tell us they are going to cancel us. If 
they do not cancel us, they now tell us 
they are going to limit the benefits. 
They are only going to take care of 
some of our chemotherapy, they are 
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going to only take care of some of our 
illnesses. They have deemed us too ex
pensive for their health care plan. 

If we go to change our job, they want 
to know if we were sick before. If we 
say yes, . then they simply do not hire 
us because they do not want to take us 
on as a liability in their business. They 
do not want their premiums to go up. If 
we say our spouses were sick or our 
children have a disease or a serious ill
ness, they may say, "We will hire you, 
but we will not cover your children in 
our insurance plan. We will not cover 
your spouse." 

How can we pull this society together 
when we cannot even provide the basic, 
basic security for the health of our 
families? Every month, if we are lucky 
enough to have insurance, we are given 
a monthly reminder. They tell us that 
our premium is going to have a sur
charge. They tell us if we go to the hos
pital without calling the 800 number on 
the back of our insurance card, it is 
going to cost us another $500; if we did 
not get the preapproval of some clerk 
sitting by an office phone telling us 
whether or not we can go to the hos
pital, it is going to cost us more 
money, or we may be liable for the 
whole bill. · 

They tell us that not only are our 
premiums going to go up, but unfortu
nately, they are going to cut back the 
benefits. So America understands what 
the President was talking about. Amer
ica understands when he tries to con
vey to the Congress of the United 
States the urgcmcy of health care re
form, the urgency to America's fami
lies, and also when he tried to convey 
the urgency to the American economic 
system. This economic system will 
simply be unable to compete if we can
not get health care under control. 

We have all heard the hundreds of 
dollars that are allocated to every car 
that Ford, General Motors, and Chrys
ler makes just to pay for health care, 
but it is not allocated to the cars that 
they make in Canada, that has a uni
versal system. So when the President 
talks about the long-term well being, 
he is now going beyond deficit reduc
tion, he is going beyond the tax in
creases, he is talking about the kind of 
country we want to be, and the long
term investments, and the lifetime 
training of our children, who, as he 
said last night, may have to change 
jobs seven times before they retire, and 
will need new skills for the new job or 
to hold onto the job they have. We 
have to have the ability to do that. 

The serious and fundamental reform 
of our education systems are necessary 
so that our children will be able to get 
a first-class education, to get their 
first job, to participate as citizens in 
this country with an understanding of 
our democracy, our history, our cul
ture, and the world's culture and his
tory; that kind of long-term invest
ment, the long-term health care invest-

ment and the long-term infrastructure 
investments under the leadership of 
Vice President GORE, talking about 
bringing technology to American com
panies that they now only discuss but 
should in fact be in place, that are 
available to lower the cost of doing 
business, to make business more effi
cient, and to provide new jobs for 
American citizens. 

I think when the American people 
get an opportunity not just to listen to 
characterizations of the President's 
plan but to examine it, to examine it in 
terms of their income and the burden 
that he is asking them to bear, they 
will see that that burden is small com
pared to the long-term return for this 
country, for their families; that clearly 
we do have a choice. We are beginning 
a new century and ending an old one 
with a new President. We have an op
portunity to change the direction of 
this country. We can do that if in fact 
the American people want it done. 

Many in Congress and many in gov
ernment try to portray the fact that 
you cannot fight city hall. The fact is 
you can, and the people do it every 
day. They do it in your community and 
they do it in my community, because 
when people get involved, they partici
pate in the system, they go to meet
ings, they write the letters, they make 
the phone calls, and government in this 
country generally listens. 
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I would like to say that sometimes 

Members of Congress get 50 phone calls 
and they think they have a mass move
ment going on out there in their dis
tricts, and they want to know every
thing about those phone calls, who 
they came from, and can they talk and 
meet with them. That kind of democ
racy has got to be brought to the Clin
ton program, because if it is only going 
to be left to the special interests, if it 
is only going to be left to the lawyers 
and the lobbyists who represent those 
special interests to have input into the 
Congress of the United States, then we 
will fail. We will fail and this country 
will fail. 

But if you insist, if you insist that 
this President be given a chance, if you 
insist that the Congress demonstrate 
the same kind of courage that the 
President demonstrated last night in 
coming before us and laying out a com
prehensive plan, then in fact we have 
an opportunity. And if this plan can be 
put in place, we can then move on to 
the additional discussions of education 
reform, and health care reform, and 
create in fact a new agenda for a new 
society for a new economy in this 
country. That is the challenge. 

It will not be answered in this Hall, 
it will not be answered in the Senate 
down the way, unless the American 
people insist upon it. And for those 
who suggest that this is not the plan 
they can support, challenge them to 

come up with their own deficit reduc
tion, challenge them to replace those 
100 specific recommendations with 
their own. I daresay there are not 
many politicians that want to do that. 
Challenge them to come up with the 
same level of deficit reduction over the 
next 4 years that President Clinton has 
challenged the Congress to, and chal
lenge them most of all to do it without 
the political rhetoric, to do it without 
all of the what we call around here blue 
smoke and mirrors, to do it without 
the gimmicks, to do it the old-fash
ioned way, with honest numbers, and 
political courage. And if that is done, 
we will have success. We will have suc
cess on behalf of our Nation, on behalf 
of our families, and on behalf of our fu
ture, because clearly, as the President 
has so eloquently stated last night, 
that is the challenge of this program, 
that is the challenge of his administra
tion. 

He did not just come to Washington 
to reside in the White House. He came 
here to use the White House and the of
fice of the Presidency to change the di
rection of this country, to make life a 
little bit uncomfortable for those of us 
who sit in these seats. He made a deci
sion that he would challenge this polit
ical system. He made a decision that he 
put courage on the table and see 
whether or not the Congress could 
knock it off. 

A couple of years ago that challenge 
was given to this country once before 
when the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
came forward with a plan to provide for 
this kind of economic retooling that 
engaged both in raising revenues and 
serious spending cuts. And he asked 
people to "write Rosty," and the peo
ple responded around the country as 
they never had before. But the Con
gress fell by the wayside because the 
special interests got here before the 
people, and we did not achieve the defi
cit reduction. 

The challenge now is for the people 
to get here first, to get here often, and 
to understand that they have the 
greatest stake in the outcome. It is not 
whether or not after next November 
there will be more Democrats or more 
Republicans in this House, whether the 
President will be up in the polls or 
down in the polls. That is not what is 
at stake. That happens every 2 years 
throughout the history of this country. 
What is at stake is whether or not the 
economy will be on the move, whether 
people will have a chance at employ
ment, whether young people will have 
a chance at education, and whether 
families will have health security. 
That is what is at stake with this pro
posal, and it is why we must support it, 
and that is why we must encourage the 
President, and that is why the people 
must encourage the Congress to have 
the same kind of courage he dem
onstrated. 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON'S STATE OF 

THE UNION ADDRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. TUCKER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to respond in the hours after the 
President's State of the Union Address 
to my constituents, and to this country 
and to all Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot in 
the past few hours since the comments 
by the President on the House floor 
here last night addressing both houses 
of Congress. We have heard some ap
proval and, of course, we have heard 
some criticism. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
today to set the record straight, to 
clarify the picture for America. 

We Americans, on February 18, 1993, 
are on a journey, and President Clinton 
made it clear last night that we are on 
a journey in a new direction. Imagine 
us all in a wonderfully big ship travel
ing together. We are all together in 
that ship, Mr. Speaker, whether we be 
Republicans or Democrats, because 
whether we voted for the President or 
not, we are all in the same boat now. 

Yes, we have problems in this coun
try, a spiraling deficit. But that prob
lem is not a result of President Clin
ton. It is of course a matter that Presi
dent Clinton inherited from prior ad
ministrations. 

But it is not President Clinton's 
problem, it is America's problem, it is 
our problem. But it is not the only 
problem. We have a problem today, Mr. 
Speaker, on this ship to a new horizon 
with the baggage of unemployment, 
with the challenge of fighting the 
winds of change, with the challenge of 
finding a new course of hope for people 
who have been disenfranchised, disillu
sioned, left out, locked out, left behind, 
and who have lost a sense of what the 
American dream was really all about. 

In this great ship, Mr. Speaker, are 
people of every kind, yeoman, a cap
tain, a crew, all members of the ship, 
all trying to get to the same destina
tion, a destination of high growth and 
productivity, a destination of a lower 
deficit, trying to find that elusive Uto
pia that we all believed in when we put 
our hands over our hearts and said we 
pledge allegiance to the flag. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a tough course 
that we must take to find this utopia. 
The course is not only tough, but it is 
new. In fact, its newness makes it 
tough, because it is unexplored. We are 
in unexplored territory. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to 
know that America was founded by ex
plorers traveling in unexplored terri
tory. In fact, when they were traveling, 
Mr. Speaker, there were always those 
who said we could find it, and there 
were always those who said we will 
never get there. There were always 
those who said that the world is round 
and we will get there, and there were 

always those who said the world is flat, 
and we will surely fall off the edge and 
die. 

0 1530 
This is an hour not for doomsday

sayers and not for naysayers, but for 
the hopeful, for the faithful, for the 
foresighted and the visionary. This is 
an hour, Mr. Speaker, for those who 
can see the possibilities of what a 
changing and a new, burgeoning Amer
ica can be. This is an hour where we 
must grab the possibilities of the new 
direction of America. We must take the 
doubters and, if you will, put them in 
the brig and move forward and set the 
course for the new America. 

The way we must do this is we must 
look and follow very closely a map 
called investment and a map called 
fairness. 

It is interesting that the naysayers 
have said that investment is nothing 
more than a cute euphemism for tax
ation, and much of the commentary 
that we have had in the last few hours 
since the President's State of the 
Union Address has focused on, has 
harped on taxation, taxation, taxation. 
But it is interesting to note, Mr. 
Speaker, that the very persons who 
have criticized the President's plan, his 
very thorough and comprehensive plan 
focusing on and hinging on taxation, 
are the same ones who were around the 
same side of the aisle for the last 12 
years who did not speak much about 
the taxation that we were incurred 
with at that time. 

Mr. Speaker, taxation, unfortu
nately, is a necessary evil of all admin
istrations, whether they be Democratic 
or Republican. The question is not 
whether or not we have taxation. The 
question is: What is the spirit behind 
the taxation, and what is the spirit be
hind the plan that includes that tax
ation? 

Taxation for the sake of taxation is 
unfair. It is shortsighted. It is insensi- · 
tive. But taxation, investment and 
spending in order to engender a new en
franchisement in America, to provide 
an inclusive environment, to bring 
those in who have been left out, to pro
vide a means of empowerment for those 
who have been powerless, then that, 
Mr. Speaker, speaks for compassion 
and sensi ti vi ty. 

For so long we have had an adminis-
. tration that has been going through 

the motions of administering, but 
there has been no heart in the thing. 
There has been no heart in the admin
istration. 

Taxation is a necessary evil, but at 
the end of that taxation, there must be 
liberation, there must be creation, and 
there must be a means of construction 
so that there are jobs and there is eco
nomic empowerment for this entire 
country. 

We heard about the economic indica
tors that indicate that we are on the 

road to recovery. But all you have to 
do to find out what road we are now on 
and where we are along that road is to 
go out into America, go into Middle 
America, go out into urban America, 
go into rural America, and you will 
find that on the road are people who 
are crippled, who are maimed, who are 
blind, who are humbled by the pros
pects of making ends meet not only 
month to month but week to week, day 
to day, hour to hour. These are the peo
ple who are in this boat that we are 
traveling along on. These are the peo
ple, the poor and the huddled masses, 
who are trying to find the Utopia along 
with those whom we have elected to 
represent us here in these hallowed 
halls. 

Mr. Speaker, we must begin to rede
fine and understand the term "invest
ment" in this society. Investment nec
essarily means that implied within 
that term is a sense of faith and a 
sense of hope and belief that what we 
do today, the sacrifice, the cost of what 
we do today is nothing compared to the 
far greater weight of good that will 
come tomorrow. For if we do not be
lieve that, then we should never tax. If 
we do not believe that, then we should 
never invest, and if we do not believe 
that, we should never sacrifice. 

But I believe that President Clinton 
understands investment. I believe, Mr. 
Speaker, that he believes that what we 
do today will be for the betterment of 
America and not for the detriment of 
America, that what we do today in 
terms of cutting, spending, raising 
taxes and investing in programs to help 
human infrastructure, public infra
structure, job creation, Head Start, 
summer youth programs, changing our 
society from welfare to workfare, 
changing our society from an entitle
ment society to an empowerment soci
ety. I believe that he understands and 
knows that this is a beneficial exercise. 

Mr. Speaker, now, we must ask those 
who do not agree and those who do not 
see to come on board, to come on board 
and to realize that it is all right to 
criticize taxation, but when you have 
taxation like we have had in the last 12 
years, and the people who are out there 
in America are not getting any of the 
benefits of that taxation, then that is 
wrong, and it is heartless. 

If we are going to have taxation, let 
us make sure the people in America, at 
least reap the benefits of that taxation, 
and then if we are going to have tax
ation, let us set the record straight 
about what that tax is and what the 
burden or the impact of that taxation 
is. 

We have heard people say that the 
impact is that the middle class have to 
bear this taxation. That is not true, as 
the President pointed out last night: 
98.8 percent of the middle class will be 
unaffected by this new tax. Yes, you 
could have talked about a gas tax; yes, 
you could have talked about a coal tax. 
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But what the President did is he took 
the tax least drastic and most fair for 
all Americans, and when you look at 
the statistics on that and put it into 
context, you realize Americans who do 
not make $30,000 a year will not suffer 
the effects of that, will not even have 
an impact, and those who make more 
money than that, an average family 
making $40,000 a year, might be af
fected to the tune of $150 extra a year 
in the energy tax. 

Mr. Speaker, that is a small price to 
pay. It is a small price to pay for the 
recuperation and the rehabilitation of 
the homeless people that you and I see 
every day coming in and out of our 
Federal buildings. It is a small price to 
pay for the devastation that we see 
every day when we pick up the paper 
and we realize another youth has shot 
another youth in the head. It is a small 
price to pay when we look around and 
we see that day after day there is an
other carjacking, another robbery, an
other burglary. How is this tied, Mr. 
Speaker, into these problems? Because 
when we do not invest in our people, 
when we do not give them an oppor
tunity to have some other viable 
means of livelihood, then they end up 
going to a life of crime. They end up 
living in a life of squalor and homeless
ness. 

And then we want to know, and we 
want to find out what our Representa
tives are doing about it. What is the 
President doing about it? Mr. Speaker, 
what is anybody doing about it? What 
are we doing about it? We are not doing 
anything about it except criticizing 
and sitting back and picking apart a 
proactive plan instead of being a part 
of a ship that is sailing in the right di
rection. 

We must understand that today is a 
new day, and we must make a change 
in courage and in faith for the better
ment of all people in this society. We 
have heard rhetoric in the last few 
years from people who have said to us 
that we are going to help people out 
there, we are going to fully fund Head 
Start, but they did not do it. 

Mr. Clinton has pledged himself to 
have real change, and real change in
curs and requires and necessitates real 
commitment. If it means dollars to do 
it, then dollars we will have to have. 

A meeting earlier this day on Capitol 
Hill in the Rayburn Building incensed 
me, Mr. Speaker. There were those who 
criticized Mr. Clinton's plan and said 
that there is too much money being 
spent on summer youth employment 
programs; those programs are no good; 
they do not do anything for the youth; 
they do not help the youth. "Why 
should we spend a billion dollars on 
youth summer programs?" 

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that 
anyone who has· that kind of criticism 
needs to come with me back to Comp
ton, CA, and needs to see the impact 
those programs have on young people. 

Someone who has that criticism, Mr. 
Speaker, needs to come to me and jus
tify the value of life of one young per
son who is turned · around by such a 
program. 

It is easy when you have a job in cor
porate America, when you have a job in 
the upper middle class, to sit back and 
criticize what effect those programs 
have on someone in the ghetto. 

But, Mr. Speaker, those programs are 
important programs. It is easy to put 
those programs against long-term job 
skills training programs, but, Mr. 
Speaker, the truth be known, as Mr. 
Clinton elucidated last night, it is not 
about putting one aspect of this plan 
against the other. It is about looking 
at the plan in toto and looking at the 
plan as an aggregate plan, to deal with 
the short- and long-term needs of our 
people out here who are suffering and 
who need help. 

Yes, we need apprenticeship pro
grams; yes, we need job training pro
grams that will prepare our young peo
ple and adults for high-wage and high
skilled jobs. 

But we also, Mr. Speaker, have some 
young people out here in America, 
rural and urban America, who are un
skilled, unprepared, and who are to
tally ignorant of the mainstream of so
ciety. These young people become our 
worst nightmares out on the streets 
when we are going to unlock our cars 
at night in the parking lot. These 
young people become our worst night
mares when we wonder where our kids 
are on the weekends, and some inno
cent kid who is not in a gang ends up 
getting a bullet in the head. These kids 
become our worst nightmares when we 
find out that they have a wonderful life 
either in athletics or academics, and 
before they even find out what life is 
all about, they ov.erdose on cocaine or 
heroin or crack. 
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These young people are the ones that 

we need to give an opportunity to, Mr. 
Speaker, because they are human 
beings just like we are. We must pro
vide the avenues for them to under
stand what it is like to groom them
selves, what it is like to speak cor
rectly, what it is like for them to learn 
how to speak correctly, for them to un
derstand what it is like to work in an 
office, or even in the U.S. Congress. 

We have young people right here 
within the sound of my voice; some
body gave them an opportunity to be 
pages. It is a wonderful opportunity. 
But someone gave them that oppor
tunity. We must give all of our Amer
ican youth opportunities to find out 
what being an American is all about. 
Maybe then, Mr. Speaker, we will not 
have so many youths out in the streets 
of Los Angeles, in the streets of Chi
cago, in the streets of Philadelphia in 
the summertime, rioting and pillaging, 
and us sitting back in conference with 

all kinds of self-proclaimed pundits 
analyzing, and reanalyzing, and won
dering why America is bent on destruc
tion. 

America, Mr. Speaker, is bent on de
struction because destruction starts at 
the top and then it rolls down; destruc
tion in terms of a moral base that says 
that we are going to do right by Amer
ica, a moral fiber that says we have 
compassion. 

Our leaders have to have compassion, 
and yet they have to govern with rea
sonableness and sobriety. 

The President has proposed cuts, he 
has proposed investment and, yes, he 
has proposed taxes. All those things 
taken together, Mr. Speaker, set us 
right on the course where we must go. 
We must today embrace the vision, Mr. 
Speaker, a vision that cares, that not 
only sees but cares about all of our 
people. 

Yes, those who are making over 
$200,000 or $250,000 will have to pay 
their share in order to fuel this vision. 
those of us who are receiving a surplus 
of our Social Security benefits will 
have to pay our fair share in order to 
continue to propel this vision. 

But contrary to the criticisms that 
we have heard, Mr. Speaker, that say 
that this new plan is one rap on the 
back of the Social Security bene
ficiaries, that this new plan is a rap on 
the backs of the middle class, that this 
new plan is not fair to Americans in 
terms of a broad-based energy package, 
contrary to that, Mr. Speaker, we find 
out that that is untrue. When 98.8 per
cent of the middle class will have their 
taxes unchanged, we realize that is not 
true. When 80 percent of all recipients 
on Social Security will have their tax 
status unchanged, unharmed, we find 
out that that is not true. 

We realize today more so than ever 
that we must invest in our infrastruc
ture. When we have dropped to the 
level of being 52d in the world in our 
investment in public infrastructure in 
the last couple of decades, then we re
alize that we have not done what we 
should do in terms of creating jobs. 

As the President indicated last night, 
Mr. Speaker, we have one of a few 
choices: We can invest to grow this 
economy, we can take the idea or the 
notion of the Republicans, that all we 
must do is merely cut spending, or we 
can simply do nothing. If we do noth
ing, then, my fellow Americans, in just 
a few short years, by the year 2000, the 
deficit that all of our Republican crit
ics are concerned about will have risen 
to the spiraling figure of $650 billion, if 
we do nothing. If we do nothing, the 
hope of America, and particularly the 
future of this country, will be gone, 
summarily gone. 

If we sit back and we just cut spend
ing and believe that that is going to be 
the answer, then we are surely short
sighted, if not exercising a lack of com
passion. We would be shortsighted be-
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cause the deficit is spiraling and grow
ing exponentially every year. Just cut
ting spending will not do it. Just cut
ting people out will not do it. 

Yes, we.have to cut. But in addition, 
we have to have the foresight, and we 
have to have the total picture, to know 
that in the long run, concomitant with 
cutting, we must be investing. This 
country, Mr. Speaker, is in need of 
major surgery, to wit, a heart trans
plant. We must cut out that old cold 
heart that does not care about people 
on welfare; we must cut out that old 
cold heart that does not present a plan 
to take people from welfare to 
workfare; we must cut out that old 
cold heart that did not care enough 
about Head Start to really fund it, but 
only to just talk about it; we must cut 
out that old cold heart that talked 
about America as the land of the free 
and the home of the brave, but did not 
care enough to break down the practice 
of redlining and to allow the people to 
get loans in their communities. Amer
ica needs a new heart. It needs not only 
the wisdom that a President and his 
Cabinet and all of their statisticians 
and budget and financial counselors 
can wield, but it needs a new base that 
says we are going to, for the first time 
in a long time, and maybe for the first 
time, do right by America, do the right 
thing. Doing the right thing in this 
particular instance is taking a plan 
that considers every American-old 
and young, black and white, yellow, 
brown, red, male, female, urban, 
rural-an America that considers the 
future as well as the present. We must 
do right by America today. The way we 
do that, Mr. Speaker, is by transplant
ing a new heart in America because, 
based on the criticisms that I have 
heard of late, in these last few hours 
after the President's speech, it has ap
palled me to the extent that I now real
ize, more than ever, what the problem 
is in America. The problem is not that 
we do not have enough money, the 
problem is not that we do not have 
enough resources, the problem is not 
that we do not have enough potential. 
The problem is that we do not have 
enough vision, and we do not have 
enough compassion, and we do not have 
enough courage, and enough fairness 
and justice to do the right thing. 

There are people who want to work. 
As the President said last night, the 
people who hate welfare the most are 
the ones who are on it. There are peo
ple who want to start small businesses, 
who want to pay their fair share of 
taxes, property taxes, income taxes, 
their fair share of taxes. But they do 
not even have the first place to go to. 
They need a chance, they need seed 
money, they need a beginning, not just 
a lifeboat or a push overboard without 
a lifejacket, because that is basically 
what we have been getting for the last 
12 year, Mr. Speaker. 

I ask for all of American people, 
search our souls and ask ourselves this 

question: If America needs a heart 
transplant, and if we are indeed Ameri
cans, could it possibly be that the 
heart transplant begins with us? Could 
it possibly be that we must first exam
ine our own values and realize that we 
have an integral part to play in this 
new economic plan, which is not just 
an economic plan, it is a new life plan. 
It is a plan for a new way of life for 
America, a way of life that says I am 
my brother's keeper, that I will be my 
brother's brother. If his house is burn
ing down, we had better be careful 
which way the wind blows, because 
yours might be next. 

Every incident and every indicia of 
poverty, gang warfare, crime, drugs out 
of control, affects all of us whether we 
live in suburbia or right in the inner 
city; it affects all of us. What the 
President has done in good conscience 
is come up with a plan that is revolu
tionary, but it is also responsible. 

Yes, the cuts are there, cuts in the 
military, cuts starting at the White 
House, and even yesterday, you heard 
from the House leadership, cuts to be 
coming in the Congress. Once again, 
there is no smoke and mirro·ws, no 
three-card folly, there are no tricks 
here you have heard from the last two 
administrations. This is an administra
tion that has gone forward with a sober 
agenda, that is sobering on the Demo
cratic side as well as on the Republican 
side. Each and every one of us should 
ask ourselves now where is our heart, 
where is our heart for America? An 
America not just for one American, but 
for all America. We are talking about 
the American who cannot afford to own 
his own business or start his own busi
ness, the American who has never had 
a job, an American who never had job 
training. How dare we push our broth
ers and sisters out of the boat without 
a lifejacket, not just a lifejacket but 
instructions on how to swim? 
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No, not a handout, but a hand up. We 

must provide the training and the prep
aration so that each of us, when we 
look at our work force in the year 2000, 
we can say, yes, we have qualified 
workers here, because we put the 
money in the investment to train 
them. 

Let us never say, let us never come 
to the day when we have to say to 
someone, "Well, I'm sorry. We can't 
hire you because you are not qualified. 
You are not prepared. You are not 
trained," and have that person think, 
"Well, that is just an excuse for 
sexism, or racism, or ageism" or what
ever other ism. 

What we must do, we must prepare, 
and we must train, and we must have 
our work force ready in existing indus
tries, and also in new industries, new 
technologies, telecommunications, and 
whatever else our leadership comes up 
with as the new direction for an indus-

trial base in this country; but the time 
has come and the time is now. 

We are on a journey, Mr. Speaker. It 
is a new journey and because it is new, 
it is going to be tough. 

There is a guide, and that is the 
President, but there is also a driver's 
seat, and contrary to what people 
think, the one in the driver's seat is 
you, the American public. The Amer
ican public is in the driver's seat be
cause when you realize that after the 
President's speech some 60 to 70 per
cent of the people are saying that they 
approve of the plan. That is letting you 
know that democracy is still alive and 
well. It is letting you know that if 
there are some who do not agree and 
who do not come on board to make 
sure that the ship arrives at its provi
dential destination, then the demo
cratic process is such that the majority 
rules and those who are in the majority 
must make sure that we get to our des
tination. 

So let us move on and let us com
plete this journey. 

And let us please, Mr. Speaker, effec
tuate and complete the surgery that 
needs to happen in this case for the pa
tient to be well. Nobody likes taxation 
and nobody likes surgery, but if your 
life depends on it you will go under the 
knife in order to cut out the cancer 
that might be killing you. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we com
plete the healing in America and move 
forward to a final and prosperous des
tination. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON IS FOLLOW
ING NEW JERSEY GOVERNOR 
FLORIO'S FAILED BUDGET BLUE
PRINT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRANKS] 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, last night I came to this 
Chamber with high hopes for both our 
country, and our new President. We 
had a new chief executive committed 
to ending gridlock and business as 
usual. 

But after several minutes, there was 
something hauntingly familiar about 
the President's remarks. To fully ex
plain my concerns over the President's 
message last night, I need to tell you 
why I felt I was revisiting a very tragic 
experiment. 

Just 3 years ago, my home State of 
New Jersey had a new, energetic Gov
ernor-a Governor who campaigned on 
a commitment to bring fiscal stability 
to our State. He promised that every 
dollar the State spends would be care
fully audited. The problem was not 
taxes, he said during the campaign. 
New Jersey taxpayers were already 
paying more than their fair share. The 
problem was the State was spending 
too much money and we needed to root 
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force government to look at new ways 
of conducting the public's business. 

Jim Florio was elected Governor in 
1989 because people were fed up with 
business as usual and wanted to see 
State ·government make the same kind 
of tough decisions that families and 
businesses throughout our State were 
being forced to make to adjust to 
tough economic times. 

Then, suddenly, after being in office 
only a few weeks, Florio said he had 
uncovered some startling news--the 
State was in far worse shape than he 
ever imagined. We were headed for fis
cal disaster and there was now a need 
for a new plan to rescue our economy. 
Due to the scope of the new emergency, 
he said everyone-even the already 
overburdened middle class--was going 
to have to make major sacrifices now 
to ensure a brighter tomorrow. 

He claimed that the cure for New 
Jersey's ailing economy and the bal
looning budget deficit was to impose $3 
billion in new taxes. At that time, his 
economic prescription was the largest 
tax increase ever enacted by any State 
government in the history of our Na
tion. 

In terms very similar to those used 
by the President last night, Florio said 
the overwhelming portion of his tax in
crease was aimed at the most wealthy. 
But as the details became known, 
every taxpayer was forced to pay more 
for essential goods and services. Florio 
talked vaguely about the need to cut 
spending, but he said that would have 
to come later. 

Last night, President Clinton took a 
page from Jim Florio's budget blue
print. 

Bill Clinton has now broken his cam
paign promise, just as Jim Florio did in 
New Jersey. The President said he had 
no choice, the deficit was worse than 
he thought. That's just what Jim 
Florio said. 

Last night the President said that 
the weal thy could afford to carry a big
ger share of the tax burden. That is 
just what New Jerseyans were told 3 
years ago. But just as Governor Florio 
discovered that there were not enough 
so-called weal thy people to make real 
progress against the deficit, and there
fore he needed to hike taxes on the 
middle class, Bill Clinton has asked for 
massive contributions from the same 
overburdened middle class. Echoing 
Governor Florio's theme, President 
Clinton told the Nation that a massive 
infusion of new taxes would lay the 
foundation for a more secure future. 

There are a number of very disturb
ing parallels between what the 7.5 mil
lion people in New Jersey have experi
enced over the past 3 years and what 
now faces the American people. The 
most troubling feature is the President 
falling into the business as usual trap 
of taxing first and talking about cut
ting back on spending later. That point 

was underscored just this morning 
when Mr. Panetta admitted before our 
Budget Committee that in the first full 
year of the Clinton program, there will 
be $36 billion in higher taxes and a net 
spending reduction of only $2 billion. 
That is not fair-it is not balanced, and 
it simply will not work. 

Before the Democrats in Congress 
agree to follow this perilous course, 
they should know that New Jersey has 
never recovered from Jim Florio's rush 
to raise taxes. Our economy only be
came weaker and more fragile. The new 
taxes simply led to more runaway 
spending and even bigger deficits. At 
the same time, New Jersey's unemploy
ment rate soared way above the na
tional average. 

The investment Florio called for 
never paid off. The promised dividends 
has never been realized. The sacrifices 
were in vain. 

Like Governor Florio, President Clin
ton is now offering a prescription for 
failure. Feeding the Government's ad
diction to spending with higher taxes 
will never lead to economic prosperity 
and new jobs for American workers. 

The American people are prepared to 
make sacrifices and shoulder the bur
den of higher taxes--but only if all op
portunities to reduce wasteful Govern
ment spending have been exhausted. 
After serving only 28 days in office, 
there is no way that President Clinton 
has had time to wring the waste and in
efficiency out of the Federal bureauc
racy. Until he does, he should not ask 
the hard-working people to turn over 
more of their hard-earned money to 
continue subsidizing a wasteful, bloat
ed bureaucracy. 

Until we bring spending in line with 
revenues by exhibiting the political 
will to make the tough decisions to re
duce Government spending, we will not 
restore the trust and confidence of the 
American people in their own Govern
ment. Moreover, without several struc
tural changes in the way we approach 
the Federal budget, any temporary 
progress we make will likely be short 
lived. 

Those changes include a balanced 
budget amendment to the Federal con
stitution and line-item veto power for 
the President. These are common 
sense, long overdue reforms. Without 
them, we will never get America's fis
cal house in order. 

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton 
should look carefully at New Jersey's 
experience. Huge tax hikes actually 
slowed our economy. It led to increased 
unemployment, reduced personal in
come, and misery for millions of our 
families. I implore this house not to re
peat the same mistake. 

A VISION OF CHANGE FOR AMER
ICA-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
(H. DOC. NO. 103---49) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

WYNN) laid before the House the follow
ing message from the President of the 
United States, which was read and, to
gether with the accompanying papers, 
without objection, referred to the 
Union Calendar and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
To accompany my address to the 

Joint Session of the Congress, I am 
submitting this report, entitled A Vi
sion of Change tor America. This report 
describes the comprehensive economic 
plan I am proposing for the Nation. 

I am asking you to join with the 
American people in their call for 
change. My vision is one of fundamen
tal change-to invest in people, to re
ward hard work and restore fairness, 
and to recognize our families and com
munities as the cornerstones of Ameri
ca's strength. 

For more than a decade, our govern
ment has been caught in the grip of the 
failed policy of trickle-down econom
ics. While the rich get richer, middle
class Americans pay more taxes to 
their government and get less in re
turn. My plan will put an end to gov
ernment that benefits the privileged 
few and mark the beginning of an eco
nomic strategy that puts people first. 

My plan has three key elements: eco
nomic stimulus to create jobs now 
while laying the foundation for long
term economic growth; long-term pub
lic investments to increase the produc
tivity of our people and businesses; and 
a serious, fair, and balanced deficit-re
duction plan to stop the government 
from draining the private investments 
that generate jobs and increase in
comes. 

The change will not be easy, but the 
cost of not changing is far greater. We 
must ensure that our children's genera
tion is not the first to do worse than 
their parents. We must restore the 
American dream. 

We have already heard the clamor of 
the powerful special interests who op
pose change because they profit from 
the status quo. But the American peo
ple have demanded change, and it is 
our responsibility to answer their call. 
With that in mind, I ask for your help 
and support to restore our economy 
and give our people hope. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WIDTE HOUSE, February 17, 1993. 

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: 
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(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) to re
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. KASICH, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SOLOMON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. MINK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OLVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEPHARDT, for 60 minutes, on 

February 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 
March 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 
TI,w,w.~.23.~.~.~.~.~.m. 

Mr. CONYERS, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 60 minutes, on 

February 24 and 25. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, for 5 min

utes, today. 
(The following Member (at the re

quest of Mr. TUCKER to revise and ex
tend her remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Ms. LONG, for 60 minutes, on Feb
ruary 23. 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, for 10 
minutes, today. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. SANTORUM. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. GILLMOR. 
Mr. SOLOMON, in two instances. 
Mr. HENRY. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. DORNAN. 
Mr. MCCANDLESS. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PENNY. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Mr. HUGHES. 
Mr. DE LUGO. 
Mr. JACOBS. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 2 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, February 22, 
1993, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

739. A letter from the Principal Deputy, 
Production and Logistics, Department of De
fense, transmitting notification that the De
partment's Environmental Compliance Re
port will be submitted when the President 
submits his budget, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 
2706(b); to the Committee on Armed Services. 

740. A letter from the Chairman, Farm 
Credit Administration, transmitting the ad
ministration's 1993 salary range structures; 
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs; 

741. A letter from the Chairman, Council of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 9-413, "Rehired Police Offi
cer Annuitant Salary and Deployment Clari
fication Temporary Amendment Act of 1992," 
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

742. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting the National Commis
sion on Drug-Free Schools followup report; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

743. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Transportation, transmitting a copy 
of a study and survey of present and poten
tial need and demanq among class II and III 
railroads for Federal guarantees of obliga
tions provided under 45 U.S.C. 831, pursuant 
to Public Law 101-322, section 9 (104 Stat. 
297); to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

744. A letter from the Vice President for 
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas
senger Corporation, transmitting the Cor
poration's annual report on each route on 
which the Corporation operated rail pas
senger service during fiscal year 1992, the 
1993 Legislative Report, and Amtrak's 1992 
Annual Report, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 548(b), 
644(1)(B); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

745. A letter from the Director, Defense Se
curity Assistance Agency, transmitting the 
annual report containing an analysis and de
scription of services performed by full-time 
USG employees during fiscal year 1992, pur
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2765(a); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

746. A letter from the Acting Assistant Ad
ministrator for Legislative Affairs, Agency 
for International Development, transmitting 
a report on economic conditions prevailing 
in Egypt that may affect its ability to meet 
international debt obligations and stabilize 
its economy, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2346 note; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

747. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a copy of 
his report for fiscal year 1992 on each in
stance a Federal agency did not fully imple
ment recommendations made by the GAO in 
connection with a bid protest decided during 
the fiscal year, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3554(e)(2); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

748. A letter from the Mississippi River 
Commission, Executive Assistant, Depart
ment of the Army, transmitting a copy of 

the annual report in compliance with the 
Government in the Sunshine Act during the 
calendar year 1992, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552b(j); to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

749. A letter from the Chairman, Occupa
tional Safety and Health Review Commis
sion, transmitting the annual report under 
the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity 
Act for Fiscal Year 1992, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

750. A letter from the Chief Administrative 
Officer, Postal Rate Commission, transmit
ting a report of activities under the Freedom 
of Information Act for calendar year 1992, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

751. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di
rector for Collection and Disbursement, De
partment of the Interior, transmitting noti
fication of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

752. A letter from the Deputy Directo:r;, Na
tional Science Foundation, transmitting the 
biennial report of the National Critical 
Technologies Panel, pursuant to Public Law 
101-189, section 841(a) (103 Stat. 1512); to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

753. A letter from the Chairman, Cultural 
Property Advisory Committee, U.S. Informa
tion Agency, transmitting the report of the 
Cultural Property Advisory Committee on 
the extension of the emergency import ban 
on antique textiles of the community of 
Coroma, Bolivia, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2601 
et seq.; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

754. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re
port pursuant to section 108 of Public Law 
102-229; jointly, to the Committee on Appro
priations and Foreign Affairs. 

755. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re
port pursuant to section 108 of Public Law 
102-229; jointly, to the Committees on Appro
priations and Foreign Affairs. 

756. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting the sixth 
report on the assignment or detail of General 
Accounting Office employees to congres
sional committees as of January 11, 1993; 
jointly, to the Committees on Appropria
tions and Government Operations. 

757. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission's report on the nondisclosure of 
Safeguards Information for the quarter end
ing December 31, 1992; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Natu
ral Resources. 

758. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a re
port on the Commission's Safety Research 
Program; jointly, to the Committees on En
ergy and Commerce and Natural Resources. 

759. A letter from the Department of En
ergy, transmitting notification that the re
port required by section 2904 of Public Law 
102-486 will be delayed; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce, Natural 
Resources, Foreign Affairs, and Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

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: 



3006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE February 18, 1993 
By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 

KOPETSKI, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. WILSON, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. BAKER of 
Louisiana, Mr. LAFALCE, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. LIVING
STON, and Mr. BEVILL): 

H.R. 960. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to modify certain provi
sions relating to the treatment of forestry 
activities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KLUG (for himself, Mr. HANSEN, 
Ms. SHEPHERD, and Mr. PENNY): 

H.R. 961. A bill to prohibit the expenditure 
of Federal funds for the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration's ad
vanced solid rocket motor program; to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself and 
Mr. BACCHUS of Florida: 

H.R. 962. A bill to increase the amount of 
credit available to fuel local, regional, and 
national economic growth by reducing the 
regulatory burden imposed upon safe, sound, 
and properly managed financial institutions; 
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. SAND
ERS, and Mr. GILCHREST): 

H.R. 963. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to authorize local governments 
and Governors to restrict receipt of out-of
State municipal solid waste; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. WALKER, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
BARCIA, Ms. E.B. JOHNSON, and Mr. 
MINGE): 

H.R. 964. A bill to implement the Protocol 
on Environmental Protection to the Ant
arctic Treaty, to enact a prohibition against 
antarctic mineral resource activities, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, Energy and Com
merce, and Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 
H.R. 965. A bill to provide for toy safety 

and for other purposes;· to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Miss COLLINS of Michigan (for her
self, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAZIO, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
MFUME, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. E.B. 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FORD of 
Tennessee, Mr. OWENS, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. WHEAT, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, 
Mr. WASHINGTON, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mrs. CLAY
TON , Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. 
MEEK, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
WATT, Mr. WYNN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Ms. . PELOSI, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MINK, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms. ESHOO, 
Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. P ETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. CRAMER, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 

PASTOR, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BISHOP, and 
Mr. BACCHUS of Florida): 

H.R. 966. A bill to require the Commis
sioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics to 
conduct time use surveys of unremunerated 
work performed in the United States and to 
calculate the monetary value of such work; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, Mr. THOMAS of California, 
Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. DOOLEY, and Mr. CONDIT): 

H.R. 967. A bill to amend the Federal Insec
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act with 
respect to minor use pesticides; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon): 

H.R. 968. A bill to amend the Federal Insec
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act with 
respect to the authorization for appropria
tions; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DE LUGO (for himself, Mr. MIL
LER of California, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
and Mr. MURPHY): 

H.R. 969. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to provide for appointments to 
the military service academies by the Resi
dent Representative to the United States for 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. · 

By Mr. DELLUMS: 
H.R. 970. A bill to provide for participation 

by the United States in a climate stabiliza
tion program; jointly, to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Education and Labor, Foreign 
Affairs, Energy and Commerce, Natural Re
sources, Merchant Marine and ·Fisheries, 
Rules, Science, Space, and Technology, and 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself and Mr. 
MANTON): 

H.R. 971. A bill to require the Federal Com
munications Commission to initiate rule
making proceedings to improve multilingual 
radio broadcasting, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 972. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in
come that portion of a governmental pension 
which does not exceed the maximum benefits 
payable under title II of the Social Security 
Act which could have been excluded from in
come for the taxable year; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GORDON: 
H.R. 973. A bill to amend the Federal Elec

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to strengthen pro
visions relating to disclosures in campaign 
advertisements; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself, Ms. 
SHEPHERD, Mr. GENE GREEN, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. DEAL, Mr. 
STRICKLAND, Mr. BAESLER, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY: 

H.R. 974. A bill to eliminate any salary ad
justment for Members of Congress under sec
tion 601(a)(2) of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, in fiscal year 1994; jointly, 
to the Committees on House Administration 
and Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. STUDDS, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-

setts, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. EVANS, and Mr. WYDEN): 

H.R. 975. A bill to amend title I of the Em
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to ensure nondiscrimination in benefits 
provided under group health plans, and to 
provide for adequate notice of adoption of 
material coverage restrictions under group 
health plans and effective remedies for viola
tions of such title with respect to such plans; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 976. A bill to disregard cost-of-living 

adjustments in tier 1 railroad retirement 
benefits in determining eligibility for supple
mental security income benefits under Med
icaid; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

H.R. 977. A bill to make permanent the au
thority to transfer revenues attributable to 
the taxation of certain railroad retirement 
benefits to the Railroad Retirement Ac
count; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS (for himself and Mr. 
BUNNING): 

H.R. 978. A bill to amend title XI of the So
cial Security Act to improve and clarify pro
visions prohibiting misuse of symbols, em
blems, or names in reference to Social Secu
rity programs and agencies; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 979. A bill to amend title II of the So

cial Security Act to expand current restric
tions on payment of benefits to prisoners to 
include payments to individuals confined to 
public institutions pursuant to court order 
based on a verdict that the individual is not 
guilty of a criminal offense by reason of in
sanity or a similar finding; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 980. A bill to amend title II of the So
cial Security Act to require dependency as a 
condition of a stepchild's eligibility for 
child's insurance benefits, thereby prevent
ing an insured individual's stepchildren from 
qualifying for such benefits on the insured 
individual's wage record (and thereby reduc
ing the benefits of the insured individual 's 
natural children) if the stepchildren are 
being supported by a natural parent, and to 
provide for termination of an individual's 
child's insurance benefits, based on the work 
record of a stepparent, ·upon the remarriage 
of the child's natural parent after such natu
ral parent's divorce from such stepparent; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY: 
H.R. 981. A bill to provide for the payment 

of retirement and survivor annuities to, and 
to improve access to health insurance for , 
certain ex-spouses of employees of the 
Central Intelligence Agency; to the Commit
tee on Intelligence (Permanent Select). 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. QUINN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
and Mr. HOUGHTON): 

H.R. 982. A bill to provide for the minting 
of coins to commemorate the World Univer
sity Games; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 
BLACKWELL): 

H.R. 983. A bill to amend the Robert T . 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As
sistance Act to provide disaster assistance 
for costs of operation of a transit system 
during a major disaster; to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MACHTLEY: 
H.R. 984. A bill to provide an 8-percent in

terim geographic pay increase for certain 
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Federal employees, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. McCOLLUM (for himself, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. SMITH 
of Texas, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. ARMEY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. GOOD
LING, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. BUYER, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mrs. MEYERS of Kan
sas, Mr. Goss, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. CANADY, Mr. SHAW, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. ARCHER, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. KING, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. McKEON, 
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. WELDON, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. KYL, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. FA
WELL, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. INGLIS, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BARTON of Texas, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COM
BEST, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. SUNDQUIST, 
Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. SKEEN, and Mr. EVERETT): 

H.R. 985. A bill to include infection with 
the agent for acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome as a communicable disease of pub
lic health significance for which an alien is 
excludable under the Immigration and Na
tionality Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mrs. MEEK (for herself, Mr. OWENS, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mr. 
TOWNS): 

H.R. 986. A bill to provide for adjustment 
for status of certain Haitians; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him
self, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida, Mr. HALL of Ohio, and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

H.R. 987. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to re
quire each State, as a condition of receiving 
Federal assistance under such act, to imple
ment a gun control program in its schools, 
and to establish a program of grants to local 
educational agencies for purposes of purchas
ing crime prevention equipment and training 
security personnel; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mrs. MINK: 
H.R. 988. A bill to waive certain limita

tions on assistance for losses resulting from 
Hurricane Andrew, Typhoon Omar, or Hurri
cane Iniki, and for other purposes; jointly, to 
the Committees on Agriculture, Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs, and Natural Re
sources. 

H.R. 989. A bill to provide that the State 
Health Insurance Program of Hawaii is eligi
ble for reimbursement from certain funds ap
propriated to the Public Health and Social 
Services Emergency Fund, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

H.R. 990. A bill to provide that the Sec
retary of Commerce shall not set minimum 
or maximum amounts on grants made for 
the purpose of providing financial assistance 
to States whose tourism promotion needs 
have increased due to Hurricane Andrew, 
Hurricane Iniki, or other disasters; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

H.R. 991. A bill to waive certain require
ments under the Small Business Act for dis-

aster relief assistance; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

H.R. 992. A bill to provide that individuals 
who exhaust their rights to disaster unem
ployment benefits shall be entitled to emer
gency unemployment benefits; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 993. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to extend the period for the 
rollover of gain from the sale of a principal 
residence located in a disaster area; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. MOLINARI: 
H.R. 994. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Army to conduct a review of the report 
of the Chief of Engineers on Staten Island 
from Ft. Wadsworth to Arthur Kill, NY, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. PENNY, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
CLYBURN, and Mr. QUINN): 

H.R. 995. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve reemployment 
rights and benefits of veterans and other 
benefits of employment of certain members 
of the uniformed services, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Veter
ans' Affairs and Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself 
and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey): 

H.R. 996. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to establish a veterans edu
cation certification and outreach program; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia: 
H.R. 997. A bill to amend general note 

3(a)(iv) of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of 
the United States to deny special tariff 
treatment to goods of the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands unless certain 
conditions are met, to require the Secretary 
of Labor to assign a full-time resident com
pliance officer to the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PENNY (for himself, Mr. VIs
CLOSKY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. STENHOLM, and Mrs. UNSOELD): 

H.R. 998. A bill to achieve a balanced Fed
eral budget by fiscal year 1998 and each year 
thereafter, achieve significant deficit reduc
tion in fiscal year 1994 and each year through 
1998, establish a Board of Estimates, require 
the President's budget and the congressional 
budget process to meet specified deficit re
duction and balance requirements, enforce 
those requirements through a multiyear con
gressional budget process and, if necessary, 
sequestration, and for other purposes; joint
ly, to the Committees on Government Oper
ations, Rules, and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD: 
H.R. 999. A bill to require the Adminis

trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration to terminate the advanced 
solid rocket motor program; to the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
H.R. 1000. A bill to protect financial insti

tutions from liability for damages caused by 
failure to remove asbestos from a residential 
or commercial building in which the finan
cial institution holds a security interest if 
an accredited asbestos management planner 
has recommended in-place management of 
the asbestos, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 1001. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Reduced Enrichment Research 
and Test Reactors Program of the Depart
ment of Energy; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Mr. 
MFUME, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut): 

H.R. 1002. A bill to amend the U.S. Housing 
Act of 1937 to revise the method of calculat
ing the amounts paid by public housing 
agencies in lieu of State, city, county, and 
local taxes. and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself and Mr. 
MFUME): 

H.R. 1003. A bill to amend title I of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 to establish an economic development 
block grant program; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 1004. A bill to establish a program of 
mandatory national service for young people 
in the United States; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Education and Labor, Post Office and 
Civil Service, Ways and Means, Energy and 
Commerce, and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Mr. 
MFUME, and Mr. SANTORUM): 

H.R. 1005. A bill to assist distressed cities 
with large, abandoned factories and hazard
ous waste sites; jointly, to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce and Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Mr. 
MFUME, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. CLINGER, Mr. PETRI, Mr. GOOD
LING, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. 
MCHUGH): 

H.R. 1006. A bill to amend the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 to expand the re
quirement that legislation be accompanied 
by cost estimates of its impact on State and 
local governments; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself and Mr. 
MFUME): 

H.R. 1007. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate disincen
tives in the program of aid to families with 
dependent children that prevent recipients of 
such aid from working toward self-suffi
ciency; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

H.R. 1008. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to stimulate employment 
in, and to promote revitalization of, targeted 
urban areas designated as targeted urban 
areas by providing Federal tax relief for em
ployment and investments, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means, the Judiciary, and Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. SLATTERY (for himself, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. BE
REUTER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
Florida, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. STARK, Mr. KLECZKA, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. REED, 
Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. PAYNE of New Jer
sey, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia): 

H.R. 1009. A bill to terminate the obliga
tion of funds by the United States for the 
superconducting super collider project; to 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 1010. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to acquire parcels of land 
commonly known as Fisherman's Cove and 
Gull Island for inclusion in the Edwin B. 
Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge in Mon
mouth County and Ocean County, NJ; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 1011. A bill to establish a task force to 

recommend a uniform strategy to protect 
women against violent crime; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. AP

PLEGATE, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BARTLETT, 
Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
ELUTE, Mr. BREWSTER, Ms. BYRNE, 
Mr. COBLE, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. KLECZ
KA, Mr. KLINK, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. POSHARD, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
WYNN, and Mr. WALSH): 

H.R. 1012. A bill to establish a congres
sional commemorative medal for organ do
nors and their families; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. STENHOLM (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. PAYNE 
of Virginia, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Texas, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. 
BAESLER, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. BUYER, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. CONDIT, 
Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ED
WARDS of Texas, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. 
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. GIBBONS, 
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GOSS, Mr. HALL 
of Texas, Mr. HAMILTON, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HOBSON, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INSLEE, Mrs. JOHN
SON of Connecticut, Mr. KLINK, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
MANN, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. MINGE, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. POMBO, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SLATTERY, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WELDON, Mr. WIL
SON, Mr. WOLF, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
ZELIFF). 

H.R. 1013. A bill to amend the Congres
sional Budget Control and Impoundment Act 
of 1974 to establish procedures for the expe
dited consideration by the Congress of cer
tain proposals by the President to rescind 
amounts of budget authority; jointly, to the 
Committees on Government Operations and 
Rules. 

By Mr. STOKES: 
H.R. 1014. A bill to expand the State option 

to exclude service of election officials or 
workers from coverage under the Social Se
curity System; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TORRES (for himself, Mr. GoN
ZALEZ, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. RUSH, Ms. ROY
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. BARRETT of Wiscon
sin, Ms. FURSE, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. WATT, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
FLAKE, Ms. WATERS, and Mrs. 
MALONEY): 

H.R. 1015. A bill to amend the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act to assure the completeness 
and accuracy of consumer information main
tained by credit reporting agencies, to better 
inform consumers of their rights under the 
act, and to improve enforcement, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 1016. A bill to amend the National Ag

ricultural Weather Information System Act 
of 1990 to improye the collection and dis
tribution of weather information to assist 
agricultural producers; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

H.R. 1017. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 

Defense to assign Department of Defense per
sonnel to assist the Immigration and Natu
ralization Service and the U.S. Customs 
Service perform their border protection 
functions; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

H.R. 1018. A bill to require the Adminis
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, in meeting the needs of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion for additional facilities, to select aban
doned and underutilized facilities in de
pressed communities; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. EDWARDS of California, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. 
ESHOO, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, 
Mr. TUCKER, Mr. BECERRA, and Mr. 
CLYBURN): 

H.R. 1019. A bill to provide grants to cities 
to establish teen resource and education cen
ters to provide education, employment, 
recreation, social, and cultural awareness as
sistance to at-risk youth; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Ms. WATERS: 
H.R. 1020. A bill to amend the Job Training 

Partnership Act to establish a Job and Life 
Skills Improvement Program to provide 
comprehensive services to youth and young 
adults living in high poverty areas in cities 
and rural areas of the United States; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 1021. A bill to provide employment op
portunities to unemployed individual in high 
unemployment areas in programs to repair 
and renovate essential community facilities; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 1022. A bill to establish a program to 
provide grants to improve the quality and 
availability of comprehensive education, 
health and social services for at-risk youth 
and their families, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Education and 
Labor and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GRAMS: 
H.J. Res. 115. Joint resolution proposing a 

balanced budget and line-item veto amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. KAPTUR: 
H.J. Res. 116. Joint resolution designating 

August 23, 1993, as "National Health Unit Co
ordinator Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself and Mr. 
HYDE): 

H. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that medi
cal examiners and coroners should make rea
sonable, goodfaith efforts to locate the next 
of kin of deceased individuals; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Ms. MOLINARI (for herself, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. LEVY, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ZELIFF, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. KING, Mr. CAMP, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SMITH 
of Oregon, Mr. Goss, Mr. EWING, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BARRETT of 
Nebraska, and Mr. HUNTER): 

H. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing rape and forced pregnancy of women and 
girls in the former Yugoslavia; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H. Con. Res. 46. Concurrent resolution con

cerning the establishment of a Joint Com
mission for the United States-Mexico Border 
Region; jointly, to the Committees on For
eign Affairs, Energy and Commerce, and 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. MICHEL: 
H. Res. 91. Resolution designating minor

ity membership on certain standing commit
tees of the House; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. HOYER: 
H. Res. 92. Resolution designating majority 

membership on certain standing committees 
of the House; considered and agreed to. 

H. Res. 93. Resolution electing Representa
tive Sanders of Vermont to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs and 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
H. Res. 94. Resolution providing amounts 

from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on the Judiciary in the 1st ses
sion of the 103d Congress; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ROWLAND, 
Mr. SLATTERY, and Mr. SANG
MEISTER): 

H. Res. 95. Resolution providing amounts 
from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on Veterans Affairs in the 1st 
session of the 103d Congress; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

By Mr. ROSE: 
H. Res. 96. Resolution providing amounts 

from the contingent fund of the House for ex
penses of investigations and studies by the 
Committee on House Administration in the 
1st session of the 103d Congress; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. SAXTON: 
H. Res. 97. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives respecting 
curriculum to teach about the horrors of Na
zism; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

43. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Sen
ate of the State of Kansas, relative to the is
suance of a stamp honoring American Horol
ogy; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

44. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Missouri, rel
ative to "riders" or conditions attached to 
Federal funds earmarked for the States; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi introduced a 

bill (H.R. 1023) to clear certain impediments 
to the licensing of the vessel Play Pretty for 
employment in the coastwise trade of the 
United States; which was referred to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 7: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. BLACKWELL, and Mr. HILLIARD. 

H.R. 20: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. THORNTON, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. _SPRATT, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. FISH, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
GRANDY, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. PETE GEREN, Mr. 
STRICKLAND, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. DARDEN, 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. CARR, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. SYNAR, 
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. LEHMAN, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. TEJEDA, Mrs. THURMAN, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SHARP, Ms. MARGOLIES
MEZVINSKY, Mr. HOUGHTON, and Mr. BRYANT. 

H.R. ?:1: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
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H.R. 59: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana, Mr. KLUG, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. MICHEL, 
Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, and Mr. POMBO. 

H.R. 60: Mr. SAM JOHNSON. 
H.R. 81: Mr. UPTON, Mr. HASTERT, and Ms. 

NORTON. 
H .R. 94: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 

COBLE, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. DREIER, and Mr. 
WOLF. 

H.R. 138: Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. POMBO, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. BART
LETT, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. BARRETT of 
Nebraska. 

H .R. 140: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
CALVERT, and Mr. HILLIARD. 

H.R.l59: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H .R. 163: Mr. SKEEN. 
H .R. 200: Mr. BLACKWELL and Mr. ROMERO

BARCELO. 
H.R. 242: Mr. CLYBURN and Mrs. COLLINS of 

Illinois. 
H.R. 381: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 383: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 388: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BARTLETT, and 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. 
H.R. 389: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H .R. 390: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H .R. 406: Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

HASTINGS, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H .R. 409: Mrs. KENNELLY and Mr. LAFALCE. 
H .R. 503: Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. 
H .R. 512: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. EM

ERSON, and Mrs. MORELLA. 
H .R. 526: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. RA

HALL, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. TORRES. 
H.R. 585: Mr. LEWIS of Florida and Mr. 

BEILENSON. 

H .R. 636: Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H.R. 660: Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 

HINCHEY, Mr. WILSON, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
HASTINGS, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 682: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. KING, Mr. WALSH, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. HUTTO , Mr. BLUTE, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. GINGRICH, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. UPTON, Mrs. COLLINS of Michi
gan, Mr. STOKES, Mr. STUMP, Mr. MACHTLEY, 
Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
HEFNER, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. PARKER, 
Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Oklahoma, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. OWENS, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.R. 730: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 760: Mr. DOOLEY. 
H.R. 776: Mr. PARKER, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 

LEACH, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and 
Mr. CAMP. 

H.R. 784: Mr. SHARP, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. 
SWIFT, Mrs. KENNELLY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. BEILENSON. 

H .R. 799: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. 
KLUG. 

H.R. 854: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. 
STEARNS. 

H.R. 870: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R. 875: Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BALLENGER, 

Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 887: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Goss, Mrs. BENT

LEY, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SHAW, and Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER. 

H.J. Res. 22: Mr . . SPENCE and Mr. SKEEN. 

H.J. Res. 30: Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. 
lNHOFE. 

H.J. Res. 71: Mr. WILSON. 
H.J. Res. 76: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H . Con. Res. 26: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BACHUS of Ala
bama, Mr. GENE GREEN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. EM
ERSON, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BEILENSON, and Ms. 
BROWN of Florida. 

H. Res. 40: Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. SABO, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. WHEAT, and Mr. 
BOUCHER. 

H . Res. 41: Mr. SKAGGS. 
H . Res. 50: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 

GOODLATTE, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
HOKE, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. DORNAN, 
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mr. SKEEN. 

H . Res. 53: Mr . JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. QUINN, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
BALLENGER, and Mr. MCCANDLESS. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
15. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

National Governors' Association, Washing
ton, DC, relative to infrastructure invest
ment for the 1990's; which was referred to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 
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SENATE-Thursday, February 18, 1993 
February 18, 1993 

The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seek
ing wisdom and guidance from the Cre
ator of life and life eternal, the Senate 
will be led in prayer by the Senate 
Chaplain, Rev. Dr. Richard C. Halver
son. 

Doctor Halverson. 

PRAYER 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 5, 1993) 

I thank him for his prayers and for his 
pastorship of this institution. He cer
tainly has been a remarkable leader 
and an inspiration, I think, to all of us. 

I thank him again for his prayer 
today. As most of my colleagues are 
aware, his health is not good. But he 
has shown great courage and great con
viction and leadership. 

I compliment him for his service to 
this body. 

NATIONAL 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard HEALTH 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow- OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

ing prayer: 
Let us pray: 
Almighty God, Your word declares, 

"* * * the powers that be are ordained 
of God." (Romans 13:1) Gathered on the 
Senate side of Capitol Hill are 100 of 
the most powerful people in the world. 
They are a chosen people. Not only 
have they chosen to be here; they have 
been chosen by the people, and they 
have been chosen by God. 

Gracious Father, the magnitude of 
problems which converge upon this 
place and upon Your servants is impon
derable. Tens of thousands of agendas 
meet here, and in the vortex of the 
storm are the Senators. Economic and 
social problems cry for attention, not 
to mention state and world affairs. 
Apart from divine intervention, their 
task is impossible. 

Grant, dear Lord, midst this whirl
wind of issues, that the Senators may 
recognize the availability of divine 
help and give them grace to call upon 
Thee. 

In the name of Jesus, the way, the 
truth, and the life. Amen. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the order previously entered, the lead
ership time will be reserved. 

TRIBUTE TO THE SENATE CHAP
LAIN-RICHARD C. HALVERSON 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, before 

we begin today, I wish to pay tribute to 
the Chaplain of the Senate, Dr. Halver
son, for not only his prayer this morn
ing, but also for his service to this 
body for the last 12-plus years. He real
ly has been an inspiration, not only to 
myself, but I think to all Members of 
this body and to countless others 
throughout the country. 

I compliment him for his service, for 
his leadership, and for his compassion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 30 
minutes of debate on the two amend
ments to run concurrently with the 
time to be equally divided and con
trolled in the usual form. 

The clerk will again report the bill. 
The l assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 1) to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to revise and extend the pro
grams of the National Institutes of Health, 
and ·for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Nickles Amendment No. 37, relating to the 

admission to the United States of aliens in
fected with the AIDS virus. 

Kennedy Modified Amendment No. 38 (to 
Amendment No. 37), to provide that the cur
rent list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance remain in place for a 90-
day period and to require that a careful re
view of potential costs to the United States 
health care system take place before any 
change in the list. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the two amend
ments are withdrawn and must be reen
tered. 

The NICKLES amendment No. 37 and KEN
NEDY modified amendment No. 38 to amend
ment No. 37 were withdrawn. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 39 

Mr. NICKLES. On behalf of myself 
and Senator Kennedy, we have amend
ments at the desk. I ask for their im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK
LES], for himself, Mr. DOLE, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
LoTT, Mr. COATS, Mr. MAcK, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. ROTH, Mr. MUR-

KOWSKI, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SMITH, Mr. SIMP
SON, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. KEMPTHORNE, pro
poses an amendment numbered 39. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, add the follow

ing: 
SECTION 1. ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES 

OF ALIENS INFECTED WITH THE 
AIDS VIRUS. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, regulations or directives concerning the 
exclusion of aliens on health related 
grounds, infection with HIV, the human 
immunodeficiency virus, shall constitute a 
communicable disease of public health sig
nificance for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED-
The President shall submit a report by 

September 1, 1993 containing-
(!) an assessment of the anticipated costs 

of the admission to the United States of per
sons with HIV to public health care pro
grams, including such costs as will be borne 
by States and municipalities, and private in
surers and health care providers; 

(2) an estimate of the number and origins 
of persons infected with HIV likely to seek 
entry into the United States before Decem
ber 31, 2003; 

(3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act in pre
venting persons entering the United States 
likely to become a public charge, as well as 
the ability to enforce this Act with regard to 
persons infected with potentially costly 
health conditions including, but not limited 
to, HIV; 

(4) the cost implications of refugees enter
ing or likely to enter the United States, who 
carry the HIV virus; and 

(5) a comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions. 

(C) HIV TESTING-
Except as otherwise provided in subsection 

(d) the Attorney General, in consultation 
with the Secretary of HHS, shall provide for 
the testing of aliens for infection with HIV 
in accordance with the policy in effect on 
January 1, 1993. 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY-
Subsection (c) may be waived by the Attor

ney General, in consultation with the Sec
retary of HHS for non-immigrants who, ex
cept for the provisions of this act, would be 
admissible to the United States, and who 
seek admission for 30 days or less for the 
purpose of: 

(1) attending educational or medical con-
ferences; 

(2) receiving medical treatment; 
(3) visiting close family members; 
(4) conducting temporary business activi

ties; or 

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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(5) visiting for pleasure (tourism); 

and in addition such non-immigrants may be 
admitted without questions as to whether 
they are carriers of the HIV virus, at the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION-
Nothing in this section shall be construed 

to limit the authority of the Secretary of 
HHS to prescribe regulations concerning 
communicable diseases of public health sig
nificance, other than infection with the 
human immunodeficiency virus in accord
ance with section 212(a)(1)(A)(i) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

AMENDMENT NO. 40 

(Purpose: To provide that the current list of 
communicable diseases of public health 
significance remain in place for a 90-day 
period and to require that a careful review 
of potential costs to the United States 
health care system take place before any 
change in the list) 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will report the second amend
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 40. 
- Mr. NICKLES. Mr. ·President, I ask 
that further reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. • STUDY OF THE COST IMPUCATIONS OF 

ALTERING THE PUBUC HEALTH EX
CLUSION UST. 

(a) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION.-The current 
list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance as in effect on February 
17, 1993, shall remain in effect for a period of 
at least 90 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act for purposes of section 
212(a)(1)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(1)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-If the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services alters the list 
described in subsection (a) after the expira
tion of the 90-day period described in that 
subsection, then the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report containing-

(1) an assessment of-
(A) the anticipated effect of such action on 

costs to United States public health care 
programs and entities, as well as to those op
erated by States and municipalities; and 

(B) the anticipated costs to private insur
ance and health care providers of such ac
tion; 

(2) any findings regarding current immi
gration law submitted by the Attorney Gen
eral under subsection (c); 

(3) a comparison of the anticipated health 
care costs associated with immigrants in
fected with HIV with the costs attributable 
to the entry of immigrants suffering from 
other serious health conditions which sig
nificantly impair the individual's ability to 
earn a living; and 

(4) an estimate of the costs associated with 
retention of the list described in subsection 
(a). 

(C) STUDY AND REPORT.-(1) The Attorney 
General shall conduct a study of the follow
ing: 

(A) The effectiveness of current provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in 

guarding against entry into the United 
States of persons likely to become a public 
charge and in deporting, during a 5-year pe
riod after such entry, those immigrants who 
do become public charges. 

(B) The ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to apply and enforce 
such Act with regard to immigrants infected 
with potentially costly health conditions in
cluding, but not limited to, HIV. 

(2) The Attorney General shall submit to 
the President, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the Congress a report 
setting forth the findings of the study con
ducted under paragraph (1) and including 
such recommendations as the Attorney Gen
eral determines may be necessary for revi
sion of current immigration law to ensure 
that immigrants with costly health condi
tions who are likely to become public 
charges will be excluded. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we ac-
. tually have two amendments pending, 
and we will vote on both. I thank Sen
ator KENNEDY for arranging it so that 
we have up or down votes on both 
amendments. 

The amendment that I offered yester
day and resubmitted this morning is 
offered on behalf of myself and Senator 
KASSEBAUM, Senator DOLE, Senator 
HELMS, and countless other Senators 
that I will name in just a moment. 

Those are Senators SIMPSON, GRAMM, 
LOTT, THURMOND, SHELBY, COATS, 
MACK, CRAIG, BOND, ROTH, MURKOWSKI, 
COVERDELL, GREGG, and KEMPTHORNE. 

Mr. President, the amendment that 
we offer this morning would prohibit 
permanent admission into this country 
of immigrants that are infected with 
the AIDS virus. We do this not because 
we want to. We do it because the ad
ministration has proposed changing 
the policy that basically has been in ef
fect since 1987. 

I am afraid that this change in policy 
is a very serious mistake that would 
cost lives. It is not all the time, in 
many of the issues that we debate on 
the floor of the Senate, that we are ac
tually talking about a life and death 
issue. But there is no question that if 
we change this policy and we allow im
migrants to come into the country 
that are HIV positive, if they do not 
change their social behavior, they will 
infect others and those others will die. 

This is a deadly disease. It is a com
municable disease. It is spread by sex
ual contact. It is spread by IV drug 
users. Those are facts. Frankly, if they 
come into this country, and they do 
not change their behavior, it will cost 
lives. It will also cost dollars, big dol
lars, because the cost of the programs 
are exploding. The cost of Medicaid-! 
mentioned this to the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, and he can 
recite more figures than almost any
body-but Medicaid alone, last year, 
compounded at 29 percent. The year be
fore, it was 28 percent. The year before 
that, it was 18.8 percent. It is an ex
ploding program. If we allow many oth
ers to come into this country that are 
HIV positive, they will ultimately, in 

many cases, end up on the rolls of Med
icaid. 

As a matter of fact, all refugees are 
Medicaid eligible. So if we allow not 
just the 217 Haitians that are HIV posi
tive that are waiting to come into the 
country to come, but if we allow oth
ers, that will also add to an already 
overburdened, overtaxed, and over
whelmed health care system, which 
President Clinton addressed last night. 
He said we need to contain the cost. I 
will promise you, if we change this pol
icy and allow countless HIV positive 
people to immigrate to this country, 
that health care costs will move higher 
and higher. 

As to the cost per individual, I have 
estimates ranging from $100,000 to 
$200,000 to $250,000. It is enormous, and 
it is growing. 

So I mention this today. This amend
ment is not gay bashing. This amend
ment is about trying to protect the 
health of Americans. We now restrict 
foodstuffs coming into this country 
that might be diseased. We do not even 
allow fruits and vegetables to come in 
from other countries because we think 
they might be diseased, or carry an in
sect. 

Let us protect American health and 
lives, and let us protect the taxpayers. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

4 minutes to the Senator from Califor
nia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from California is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the Nickles amendment and in support 
of the Kennedy second-degree amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I have always believed 
that public health decisions belong in 
the hands of public health officials. I 
concur with the position of the Amer
ican Medical Association, the World 
Health Organization, the Centers for 
Disease Control, the American Public 
Health Association, the former Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, 
Louis W. Sullivan, and the current Sec
retary Donna Shalala, all of whom 
agree that there is no public health 
purpose served by the immigration ex
clusion of people who are HIV positive. 

I also concur with the reasoning of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts that public health 
decisions are best made by the officials 
charged with protecting the public 
health, not by the legislative branch of 
Government. And the policy which is 
now under debate should not, in my 
opinion, be statutory. 

Mr. President, for too long, politics 
have dominated the discussion around 
the AIDS epidemic. And while the de
bate has gone on, the public health has 
often suffered and lives have been lost. 
It is time to end the debate, and get on 
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with the task at hand which, I main
tain, is to protect the public health. 

Mr. President, as a former mayor, I 
have some experience with this disease, 
and one thing I know for sure is that if 
you drive a disease like AIDS under
ground, you do not protect the public 
health, you endanger it. That is the po
sition of virtually every public health 
official in the country. What is impor
tant is educating people with the real 
facts. 

And the facts are, Mr. President, that 
hundreds of thousands of immigrants 
are permitted to enter this country, 
any of whom may suffer with terminal 
diseases, such as cancer or heart dis
ease which cost just as much as AIDS 
to treat, but there is no discussion of 
those people becoming public charges. 
The facts are that the vast majority of 
the people subject to the exclusion 
under discussion qualify for immigrant 
status to be reunited with their fami
lies. And the facts are that most of the 
people who are subject to this exclu
sion are already in the· country. If 
these people are driven underground, 
and not allowed to work or receive 
health insurance, they will not obtain 
the preventive health care they may 
need now. And eventually, they will 
very likely end up in the already over
burdened emergency rooms of our 
county hospitals. 

But let us be clear. Cost is not a fac
tor in this debate. The law gives the 
Attorney General the authority to de
port any immigrant, for up to 5 years, 
who becomes a public charge, and this 
authority exists irrespective of the im
migrant's HIV status. 

Mr. President, when I came to the 
U.S. Senate, I never believed that I 
would find myself, standing on the 
floor, debating a policy which would 
keep in existence a detention camp, 
where people, who would otherwise be 
free, are kept behind barbed wire, quar
antined without adequate health care 
until they die, solely because they have 
an incurable disease, which is not cas
ually transmitted. Mr. President, one 
of the darkest memories in my State's 
history is the memory of detention 
camps where innocent Americans of 
Japanese descent were interned during 
World War II, simply on the basis of 
their ethnic background. 

Former Secretary Sullivan was right 
in communicating the opinion of the 
Centers for Disease Control to Presi
dent Bush and recommending that this 
policy, which serves no public health 
benefit, be ended. And President Clin
ton is right to implement Secretary 
Sullivan's recommendation. 

Mr. President, I hope that we can 
move beyond the fear, and deal with 
the facts around AIDS. Time is wast
ing. The virus which causes AIDS 
knows no boundaries. Our attention 
should be turned to the more than 1 
million Americans who are already in
fected with HIV. 

Apart from South Africa, the United 
States has been the only industrialized 
country to have such a ban, and this 
has caused us to be the subject of criti
cism around the world. It is time to 
join the family of nations and send a 
message to the world that discrimina
tion against people with AIDS must 
not be tolerated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time has expired. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is recognized for up to 5 min
utes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I just 
want to clarify for the record exactly 
what are facts and what are not facts 
in terms of this debate and this discus
sion. 

Fact No.1: On issues of public health 
and entry into the United States, since 
1961 under Republicans and Democrats 
alike, the decision has rested with the 
Public Health Service, and wisely so. 
Wisely so. This ensures that the deci
sion will be made on a solid scientific 
and public health basis. 

Fact No. 2: In 1987 the Senate of the 
United States put HIV on the list of 
communicable diseases that permitted 
the Immigration Service and consular 
officers to exclude individuals from 
coming to the United States if they 
had HIV infection. Public Health Serv
ice doctors recommended it at that 
time. 

Fact No. 3: In 1990, with the support 
of the Republican administration and 
Public Health Service doctors, many of 
whom are Republicans-and not mem
bers of any special interest group--we 
voted to return to what has been na
tional policy since 1961. And why? Be
cause it was in the interest of protect
ing the American people that these de
cisions be made on a scientific basis by 
the Secretary of Health. That is what 
we did in 1990 with bipartisan support. 

Now, legitimate questions have been 
raised on the issue of the cost burden 
to local communities, to States, and to 
municipalities if we have this alter
nation or change. We believe that cost 
concerns are an issue that should be 
addressed and, therefore, in our amend
ment we have provided for a freeze of 
the current list for 90 days so that we 
can collect the various facts on this 
issue and on other issues affecting im
migrants that may come to the United 
States. 

There have been examples where 
children-members of the family-have 
been excluded because consular officers 
thought they would be public wards of 
local public health services that we 
should deal with. 

We are prepared, however, to leave in 
place the existing law, the existing 
condition in terms of HIV, until we 
find out what the costs are going to be 

and what effect the Attorney General 
has had and continues to have in exer
cising the power he or she has to ex
clude those individuals that are deter
mined likely to become a public 
charge. That power to exclude public 
charges is there for the Attorney Gen
eral to use not only at the time of an 
immigrant's entry into the United 
States, but also can be used to deport 
those who become public charges at 
any time during the 5 years after they 
enter. We are prepared to study all of 
this and leave HIV on the list until we 
have the reports required under our 
amendment. 

Now, I believe that that is a fair way 
to proceed. 

What does not make a lot of sense, 
Mr. President, is for us to go out of this 
Chamber and believe that by passing 
the Nickles amendment we have really 
done something about HIV infection 
when we know that three-quarters of 
the immigrants that come here legally 
are already in the United States at the 
time they apply for immigration. Out 
of 700,000 immigrant visas issued each 
year, hundreds of thousands are for 
people who are already here. Many of 
those have contracted HIV while they 
have been here in the United States. 
We say to them, when they come to 
claim their visas that they are going to 
be deported. What are they going to 
do? What they are going to do is go un
derground without treatment or edu
cation and risk the public health of the 
American people. 

Second, we have all of those who 
come here on visitors visas. If you be
lieve that HIV is a health risk, then 
they endanger the public health of the 
American people every bit as much as 
immigrants. The 300,000 to 400,000 that 
comes here illegally endanger the pub
lic health, too. 

What we are saying is let us have a 
program which the Public Health Serv
ice believes can be the most effective 
in protecting the American people. 
That is what we are basically support
ing. Under our amendment, we are giv
ing time to address the issues of cost 
and enforcement. 

Finally, Mr. President, this author
ity to determine which medical condi
tions exclude immigrants was granted 
in 1990 at a time when we had a Repub
lican President and we see very little 
reason to deny that possibility or au
thority at a time when we have a 
Democratic President. The fact of the 
matter is the Public Health Service is 
made up of professionals and they 
ought to be charged with defining what 
is in the public health interest. 

Mr. President, for that reason and 
other reasons, I would hope that we 
would support the amendment which I 
have introduced along with the major
ity leader, and others, that will address 
the issue of cost and the public health 
and give this body the information 
needed for making judgments and deci-
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sions on the basis of sound public 
health policy and not on ideology. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. How much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator has 7 minutes and 40 seconds. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, just a 

couple of quick comments. In regards 
to Senator KENNEDY'S position on his 
amendment, his amendment calls for a 
90-day delay in changing the policy. In 
that time we can have hearings or we 
can learn something about assessing 
the cost. 

I agree we should assess the cost. Ba
sically his amendment is just a 90-day 
postponement of President Clinton's 
change in policy. 

He has already stated he is going to 
change this policy. His Secretary of 
Health and Human Services said we are 
going to change this policy without 
having the hearings. So it would post
pone it, but it does not change it be
cause the President has already said it 
is going to change. 

I might tell my friend and colleague 
from Massachusetts that current pol
icy says before people emigrate to this 
country they must have blood tests and 
they are not allowed in except under a 
waiver provision if they test positive 
for HIV. Under my proposal, that was 
also cosponsored by Senator KASSE
BAUM-and we worked together in for
mulating this amendment--we allow a 
waiver so people can come to this coun
try for health conferences, they can 
come to the country for medical treat
ment, or to visit family members, or to 
visit the country. They will not be
come permanent immigrants. So there 
is a big difference. 

The amendment by Senator KENNEDY 
allows, basically, the Clinton adminis
tration to go forward with their policy 
regardless of what the facts are. 

Let me just tell you a couple of facts. 
There are right now in this country 
over 1 million people who are HIV posi
tive. They are going to die from this 
disease if they do not die from some
thing else in the interim. It is a deadly 
disease. We do not have a cure for it. 
The difference, I might tell my friend 
and colleague from California, between 
this and cancer or this and heart dis
ease, this is a communicable disease
it is spread. I do not know of a cancer 
that someone can give to somebody 
else, or a heart disease-! do not be
lieve it is contagious. But this disease, 
if people have multiple sexual partners 
they are going to spread the disease. Or 
if they share needles they are going to 
spread the disease. They are going to 
kill people. This is a deadly disease. 

That is the reason why our country 
for decades has had policies prohibiting 
people coming into this country carry
ing contagious infectious diseases. 

That is the reason we agreed to this 
amendment in 1987. It made sense. We 

were trying to protect the health of the 
American people. That is what we are 
trying to do today. 

So in the amendment I have offered 
that is cosponsored by countless Sen
ators, Democrats and Republicans, it 
says yes, let us get the information. 
But let us not change the policy. 

I will just tell my colleagues, if you 
have not been to your States, I had the 
opportunity last week to travel around 
my State and I had town meetings. I 
will tell you Americans will be out
raged at this change in policy if it 
takes place. They are already bothered 
by the fact these deficits are so high, 
and President Clinton made a good 
speech last night talking about the 
need to get deficits down. 

As the Presiding Officer in the Sen
ate knows, deficits are exploding be
cause entitlements are exploding and 
Medicaid is one entitlement program 
that is more than exploding. There was 
a 29 percent increase last year-those 
are the facts; 27 percent the year be
fore; 18 percent the year before this. 
This is compounding at a rate that we 
cannot continue. If we change the pol
icy as proposed under the Kennedy 
amendment or under President Clin
ton's proposed change, this figure can 
only grow because countless people will 
be coming in to this country. 

I might mention, somebody said we 
are just talking about a few hundred 
people per year who want to come into 
the United States who test HIV posi
tive. If we change this policy, that fig
ure will multiply many-fold. 

Today we have blood tests before im
migrants come into this country. If 
they test positive they come in, but on 
a short waiver, for a short period of 
time. If we change this policy we are 
going to have countless thousands of 
people who will want to emigrate to 
the United States, knowing we have 
quality health care and knowing we 
will take care of them. Uncle Sam will 
take care of them, the taxpayers will 
take care of them at enormous ex
pense, in my opinion, to health care for 
countless thousands who do not have 
health insurance, countless people who 
are right now struggling to pay their 
health care bills. This will only over
burden that system as well. 

And maybe even more important 
than the cost side is the fact it threat
ens the health and safety of countless 
Americans. It might introduce the 
HIV -2 virus. This is a virus spreading 
through many underdeveloped coun
tries today that is very prevalent in 
the heterosexual community. It is not 
really in the United States today. If 
that happens we will see the number of 
AIDS-infected people multiply signifi
cantly in this country. I hope and pray 
this will not happen. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on each side? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Massachusetts has 3lh 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And how much re
mains on the other side? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Two 
minutes and 15 seconds remain to the 
opposition. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the remainder 
of the time to the majority leader. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I rise 
as a cosponsor of the amendment. I 
would like, if I might, to correct what 
I believe to be an inadvertent 
mischaracterization of this amendment 
by the Senator from Oklahoma. He 
twice said, "If we change this policy as 
proposed by the pending Kennedy
Mitchell amendment." Mr. President, 
the explicit purpose and the words of 
this amendment are to prevent the 
change in the policy. It freezes the pol
icy in place for a 90-day period. It does 
not change the policy. 

It is the amendment of the Senator 
from Oklahoma that seeks to change 
the existing policy. That is what this 
amendment does. This amendment says 
let us not do anything for 90 days. Let 
us keep in place what exists. 

At issue here is a list of diseases of 
public health significance used to deny 
immigrants and nonimmigrants visas. 
In the 1990 Immigration and National
ity Act, Congress gave responsibility to 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to review and revise the list of 
diseases used as grounds to deny immi
grant and nonimmigrant visas. The de
termination was, pursuant to that law, 
to be based on scientific principles and 
current medical knowledge-not on po
litical considerations. 

This Senate has had far too much in 
the past decade of political consider
ations dominating medical factors. 

The 1990 conference report stated 
that the "exclusion would apply only 
to those diseases for which admission 
of aliens with such diseases would pose 
a public health risk to the United 
States." And that is the proper stand
ard. 

The department undertook a review 
of the diseases and determined that 
HIV and AIDS should not be on the 
list. Organizations such as the Amer
ican Public Health Association, the As
sociation of State and Territorial 
Health Officials, the American Red 
Cross, and 85 of the Nation's leading 
public health experts concur with that 
finding. The Senate should not under
mine the authority it recently gave to 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

The cost of HIV-infected aliens has 
been raised as an argument against re
moving HIV infection from the list. We 
have seen the specter presented here by 
the table. Provisions in the act require 
applicants for visas to prove that they 
will not require public assistance or 
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become a "public charge." But the 
medical considerations portion of this 
provision have become even more 
stringent this year. In June of 1991, for 
example, the Public Health Service in
structed physicians examining visa ap
plicants to determine whether "the ap
plicant is likely to require extensive 
medical care or institutionalization 
after arrival in the United States." 

The Kennedy-Mitchell amendment 
addresses cost concerns, and at the 
same time leaves the public health de
cisions with the medical experts in the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services. The amendment prevents the 
administration from changing the list 
for 90 days. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the majority leader has ex
pired. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I will 
use a portion of my leader time to com
plete my statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen
ator is recognized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. It requires the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices and the Attorney General to re
view the cost to the health care system 
of changes to the list. 

The Health and Human Services re
view would include the cost to U.S. 
public health programs and entities; 
the anticipated costs to private insur
ers and health care providers; and a 
comparison of the costs of HIV to other 
health conditions that immigrants 
may have. 

The Attorney General would review 
the effectiveness of the public charge 
provisions of the Immigration Act and 
be required to make recommendations 
to ensure exclusion of immigrants that 
are likely to become public charges. 

I repeat that: This amendment would 
require the Attorney General to make 
recommendations to ensure exclusion 
of immigrants likely to become public 
charges. 

Mr. President, we have had over and 
over again in the past few years politi
cal considerations injected into the de
bate, the fear of 30-second ads being 
made: Oh, someone supports AIDS, 
someone supports certain types of sex 
practices. This is not what the Senate 
should be doing. This is a medical judg
ment. We have already given the au
thority to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. The medical commu
nity is in agreement on this, and we 
should stand by that earlier decision. 

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

WOFFORD). The Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
like to respond to the majority leader. 
I do see Senator-KENNEDY's amendment 
as a change in policy. It may leave in 
effect the prohibition from immigrants 
coming in that are HIV positive for 90 
days and then it says we are going to 

change it. The amendment may not say 
it, but President Clinton has said he is 
going to change it. Those are the facts. 
He is going to change the policy that 
we have had since 1987 that has prohib
ited permanent immigrants who are 
HIV positive from coming in to this 
country. Senator KENNEDY's amend
ment would delay that for 90 days and 
have some studies, but then the change 
is going to happen. 

The amendment that I am offering, 
along with Senator DOLE, Senator 
KASSEBAUM, Senator SHELBY, and 
many others, says no, we are going to 
keep the policy in effect that we have 
had for some time. We are not going to 
allow permanent immigrants to come 
into the country who are HIV positive, 
for a couple of reasons: Because it is an 
imminent threat to public health; be
cause it is a communicable disease 
that will cost lives; because it will 
drive up the cost of health care. 

My good friend, Senator MITCHELL, 
said we put in a provision that says the 
Attorney General can deny somebody 
access into a country if they are going 
to be a public charge. What about refu
gees? They are automatically eligible 
for Medicaid-automatically. The cost 
of Medicaid has exploded, as I have al
ready shown. And yet they would just 
love to see this program grow even 
more and overburden an already over
burdened health care system. 

Mr. President, if we make this 
change, if the Kennedy amendment is 
adopted and if the Nickles amendment 
is not adopted, and President Clinton 
goes forward with his change in policy, 
Americans will lose their lives. This is 
a deadly disease. When somebody says 
this is political if it is political, it is 
because President Clinton made it po
litical by making speeches in San 
Francisco and other areas making 
promises to certain special interest 
groups. 

I am only offering this amendment to 
stop a change in policy that President 
Clinton has proposed. It was his time
table, his Secretary of Health and 
Human Services who said they want a 
change of policy. We are trying to stop 
this change. The only way we can stop 
that change is to pass the Nickles
Dole-Kassebaum amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, after a 
good deal of deliberation, weighing the 
merits of both alternatives, I have con
cluded that the amendment of the Sen
ator from Oklahoma is the approach I 
must support. 

To echo the words of our distin
guished Republican leader, this is not a 
question of compassion. If it were, I do 
not think we would be having this de
bate today. It is a question of the need 
to evaluate properly the economic im
pact of immigration and AIDS. 

This issue has been debated a number 
of times in this body. We have voted-

and unanimously I might add-to add 
AIDS to the list the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service uses to deter
mine communicable diseases of public 
health significance. And, we have voted 
to give HHS the discretion to decide 
what is on the list and what is not on 
the list. 

HHS has advocated putting HIV on 
the list. And they have advocated re
moving it. 

It is time we either resolve the mat
ter, or get the information we need to 
resolve it. That is the intent of the 
Senator's amendment as I understand 
it. 

We need to make certain that our 
hospitals and health care providers are 
not unfairly burdened by aliens with 
HIV who enter the country and become 
public charges. 

I know that my colleague, the Sen
ator from Massachusetts, is concerned 
about the potential this amendment 
sets up for Congress second-guessing 
the judgments of our medical experts. I 
appreciate his concerns, but I do not 
believe this is the real issue here. 

I think we have to look at it in a 
larger context, that of the cost to our 
health care providers if aliens with HIV 
are allowed to become public charges. 
One thing that was not emphasized 
enough in previous year's debate is the 
possible cost of such a change to the 
U.S. health care system, and especially 
costs to States, municipalities, and 
health care providers. 

As I read Senator NICKLE's amend
ment, it codifies the current situation 
and calls for a thorough review of the 
policy on admitting to the United 
States aliens infected with the HIV 
virus. There is no question about the 
need for such a review. 

If, after assessing the effect of any 
changes, the President chooses to rec
ommend changes in the current policy, 
Congress can then act on those 
changes. And I would hope that if there 
are any proposed . changes, we give 
them all due consideration. 

With this amendment, we will have a 
study of the effectiveness of current 
provisions of law. If there are loopholes 
in the current system, then we can 
look at recommendations for change. 
But we have all heard cases of the sys
tem allowing entry into the United 
States of persons with potentially cost
ly health conditions, persons who are 
likely to become a public charge. 

We just can't let that happen. It 
could bankrupt our providers. 

One important feature of the Sen
ator's amendment is that, for the first 
time, it allows the Attorney General to 
waive application of the immigration 
law to nonimmigrants who may be HIV 
positive and who wish to enter the 
country for 30 days or less. This could 
improve upon the current policy, since 
at present no one who is HIV positive 
may enter the country for any period 
of time. 
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Let me emphasize again and I think 

we should look at any future rec
ommendations the administration 
chooses to make. But let us incor
porate economic reality into that eval
uation as well as the findings of the 
study that will be conducted. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma. This amendment codi
fies the existing policy, which prohibits 
individuals who test HIV -positive from 
obtaining permanent immigration sta
tus in the United States, until a Presi
dential report can be completed in Sep
tember. 

I support this amendment because, if 
the current policy is changed, my home 
State of Florida will be forced to bear 
a disproportionate portion of the bur
den. Florida already has the third high
est AIDS population in the United 
States. Florida hospitals, and specifi
cally institutions in the greater 
Miami-Fort Lauderdale area, are al
ready overburdened trying to care for 
Florida residents living with AIDS. 
They simply do not have the beds, doc
tors, nurses, facilities, and financial re
sources to care for a new wave of addi
tional AIDS patients. 

The Washington Times estimates 
that approximately 274 people who test 
HIV-positive are currently at Guanta
namo Bay, Cuba, awaiting permanent 
resident status. Where will these peo
ple go once they achieve permanent 
resident status? According to the Con
gressional Research Service, some 64 
percent of all Haitians who received 
permanent resident status in fiscal 
year 1991 expressed the intent to live in 
Florida. 

And, once the new immigrants arrive 
in Florida, where will they go for 
health care? Many, if not most, will go 
to Jackson Memorial Hospital in 
Miami. I have been to Jackson Memo
rial several times. I know the financial 
and emotional strain under which the 
hospital is operating. In order to keep 
up with the ever-growing demands al
ready being placed upon Jackson Me
morial, Dade County residents recently 
passed a one-half percent sales tax just 
to keep the doors open. 

Jackson Memorial Hospital already 
has among the highest intake of AIDS 
patients in the United States. It pro
vides tens of millions of dollars of indi
gent care each year to people living 
with AIDS. It is picking up the pa
tients who would normally utilize 
Homestead Air Force Base Hospital, 
which was destroyed by Hurricane An
drew. How can the Federal Government 
possibly ask Jackson Memorial to do 
more? And that is only one hospital in 
one Florida city. When Jackson Memo
rial fills, other hospitals around Flor
ida will continue to pick up the over
flow. Mr. President, it is simply not 
fair to ask the people of Florida to bear 
the brunt of what amounts to an un
funded Federal mandate. 

Mr. President, the amendment before 
the Senate offers a commonsense ap
proach to a very serious matter. It sim
ply codifies the existing policy until 
the necessary research can be per
formed to evaluate the health and eco
nomic implications of changing the 
policy. It sets a definite time in which 
the research must be completed-Sep
tember 1, 1993. I believe it is a reason
able approach to take, and urge my 
colleagues to support the amendment. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment to 
prohibit the administration from re
moving HIV from the list of immigrant 
conditions at this time. 

The amendment before us does three 
important things. 

First, it prohibits for 90 days the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
from removing HIV from the list of 
contagious diseases for which persons 
can be denied entry into the United 
States. 

Second, it requires the Secretary of 
HHS to assess the impact that lifting 
the HIV ban would have on Federal, 
State, local and private insurance 
health care costs. More importantly, it 
also requests a comparison of the an
ticipated health care costs associated 
with entry of HIV-infected immigrants 
and those costs associated with immi
grants suffering from other serious 
health conditions-diabetes, cancer, 
heart disease, end stage renal disease, 
and so forth. 

Finally, it requires the Attorney 
General to evaluate and report to Con
gress the effectiveness and enforce
ment of existing laws which supposedly 
prevent persons who are likely to be
come public charges from entering or 
remaining in the United States. 

I am not a public health expert, and 
I don't agree with some of my col
leagues that Congress is the best place 
in which to decide epidemiology. That 
is best left to our public health offi
cials and medical experts. Unani
mously our public health experts
under Presidents Reagan, Bush and 
now President Clinton-have agreed 
that HIV does not belong on the list of 
contagious diseases. They have reached 
that conclusion because AIDS is sig
nificantly different than the other dis
eases on the list: unlike tuberculosis, 
for example, HIV is not transmitted 
casually through the air. Scientists are 
our best public health safeguards, not 
politicians. 

Having said that, I believe that we 
are facing a different public health cri
sis. It is not about the contagiousness 
of a disease, how it is transmitted, nor 
who has it. Rather, this public health 
crisis is about our increasing inability 
to pay for the health care of ourselves, 
our families and our unemployed 
neighbors. The vast majority of con
stituents who have called this Senator 
have asked, "How can we possibly af
ford to pay for the care of these people, 

if we can't even pay for our own?" It is 
a legitimate and important question. 
The question is not, nor should not, be 
limited to persons who are HIV-in
fected. According to the Congressional 
Research Service, approximately 200 to 
300 persons with HIV seek immigration 
to the United States each year. But 
hundreds, if not thousands, of people 
enter this country, with other expen
sive illnesses. To the best of my knowl
edge, we have never tested them for 
those illnesses, although certainly our 
medical scientists will tell us that they 
can calculate such risks. I believe we 
should look at those questions, cal
culate those costs, and debate the real 
issue here: do we want to let people 
into this country who have illnesses 
that are prohibitively costly to our 
health care system-whether covered 
by medical assistance programs, or em
ployer provided insurance? We are 
struggling to provide long-term care 
for our older and disabled Americans, 
humane care and treatment of U.S. 
citizens who have AIDS, access for 37 
million Americans, prenatal care to 
pregnant women and immunizations to 
young children. It is fair to ask these 
questions. The amendment before us 
will get us some of the answers, and 
foster a broader debate. We may be sur
prised with the conclusions that are 
reached as a result, but I certainly sup
port having the debate. 

Finally, this debate has spotlighted 
another concern-one that I hope will 
be addressed by hearings in the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. The Attorney 
General currently has the authority to 
not only exclude aliens seeking immi
gration who cannot cover their health 
care costs, but to also deport individ
uals who, within 5 years of immigra
tion, become public charges. Is that 
law being enforced? Can it be enforced? 
Do we want it enforced? The amend
ment before us requires the Attorney 
General to look at that and to give us 
the answers. 

So I commend my colleague for his 
amendment and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry. What is the matter 
before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 9 
o'clock having arrived, the Senate will 
vote on or in relation to the Kennedy 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. 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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the Nickles 
amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Nickles 
amendment, too. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 40 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Kennedy 
amendment, amendment No. 40. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], and 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 56, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 

[Rollcall Vote No. 12 Leg.) 
YEAS----42 

Glenn Mikulski 
Harkin Mitchell 

Biden Hatfield Moseley-Braun 
Boren Inouye Moynihan 
Boxer Jeffords Murray 
Bradley Kennedy Packwood 
Bumpers Kerrey Pell 
Chafee Kerry Pryor 
Daschle Kohl Robb 
Dodd Lauten berg Sarbanes 
Dorgan Leahy Simon 
Duren berger Levin Specter 
Feingold Lieberman Wells tone 
Feinstein Metzenbaum Wofford 

NAY8-56 
Bennett Domenici Mack 
Bingaman Ex on Mathews 
Bond Faircloth McCain 
Breaux Ford McConnell 
Brown Gorton Murkowski 
Bryan Graham Nickles 
Burns Gramm Nunn 
Byrd Grassley Pressler 
Campbell Gregg Reid 
Coats Hatch Roth 
Cochran Heflin Sasser 
Cohen Helms Shelby 
Conrad Hollings Simpson 
Coverdell Johnston Smith 
Craig Kassebaum Stevens 
D'Amato Kempthorne Thurmond 
Danforth Krueger Wallop 
DeConcini Lott Warner 
Dole Lugar 

NOT VOTING-2 
Riegle Rockefeller 

So the amendment (No. 40) was re-
jected. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 39 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
vote on or in relation to the Nickles 
amendment. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 23, as follows: 

Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 

[Rollcall Vote No. 13 Leg.] 
YEA8-76 

Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 

Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 

Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Duren berger 
Ex on 
Faircloth 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Dodd 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Hatfield 

Graham McCain 
Gramm McConnell 
Grass ley Murkowski 
Gregg Nickles 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatch Packwood 
Heflin Pell 
Helms Pressler 
Hollings Pryor 
Jeffords Reid 
Johnston Rockefeller 
Kassebaum Roth 
Kempthorne Sasser 
Kerrey Shelby 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Krueger Specter 
Levin Stevens 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 
Lugar Warner 
Mack 
Mathews 

NAY8-23 
Inouye Moynihan 
Kennedy Murray 
Lauten berg Robb 
Leahy Sarbanes 
Metzenbaum . Simon 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 

NOT VOTING-I 
Riegle 

Wells tone 
Wofford 

So, the amendment (No. 39) was 
agreed to. 

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

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, today 
the Senate voted to reclassify HIV as a 
communicable disease of public signifi
cance for purposes of retaining it as a 
medical exclusion to immigration. 

I supported the Kennedy amendment 
which would have retained the current 
exclusion list for a period of 90 days 
and would have required that the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
file a report assessing the anticipated 
health costs associated with removing 
HIV from the excludable list. I sup
ported this amendment because I felt 
the proper official to make this impor
tant health decision is our primary 
health officer, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. 

As you know, our former Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, Louis 
Sullivan, made the decision in 1991 to 
remove HIV from the excludable list. 
Furthermore, Congress in 1990 gave the 
authority to the Secretary to make 
this decision in the Immigration and 
Nationality Act of 1990. 

I voted to oppose the Nickles amend
ment today because I felt it attempted 
to make a medical decision for eco
nomic reasons. I do not believe Con
gress is the proper authority for mak
ing medically and scientifically based 
decisions of this nature. The current 
public charge exclusions more appro
priately address the economic concerns 
and provide immigration officials with 
the basis for excluding those they be
lieve will become public charges due to 
their medical conditions. 

If Congress is truly concerned with 
the economic costs associated with new 
immigrants, I feel it would be more ap
propriate to take a closer look at the 
public charge exclusions, rather than 
making medical decisions for political 
reasons. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with 
the agreement that was made last 
night and also with the various nego
tiations that took place last evening, 
we are moving closer and closer to 
final disposition. Therefore, we are 
hopeful that those Members who have 
indicated that they may or may not 
offer amendments will come forward so 
that we can consider their various pro
posals, and there are only probably 
three or four Members. We will be con
tacting their officers, but I would hope 
very much that we will be able to move 
this legislation along. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the first four 
hours of morning business be con
trolled as follows: The first hour under 
the control of the majority leader or 
his designee, the next 2 hours under the 
control of Senator SIMPSON or his des
ignee, and the next hour under the con
trol of the majority leader or his des
ignee. 

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 41 

(Purpose: To provide for the conduct of a 
study concerning the use and production of 
radioisotopes in the United States) 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to 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 Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] pro
poses an amendment numbered 41. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title XIX, in

sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 • STUDY CONCERNING RADIOISOTOPES. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in collaboration with the 
Secretary of Energy. shall, subject to the 
availability of funds, conduct a study con-
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cerning the use and availability of 
radioisotopes in the United States for medi
cal (both diagnostic and therapeutic) uses in 
relationship to other uses. 

(b) SUBJECT OF STUDY.-ln carrying out the 
study under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall 

(A) analyze the domestic isotope availabil
ity and production in the United States as it 
relates to medical (both diagnostic and 
therapeutic) needs 

(B) make recommendations concerning
(i) isotope availability and production 

meet domestic demand 
(ii) the need for additional production ca

pacity. 
(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the results of the study con
ducted under this section together with the 
recommendations developed in such study. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have of
fered an amendment to the Nlli bill 
that I think deals with a most critical 
area in our Nation, especially as it re
lates to the use of radioisotopes for 
medical diagnostics and therapeutic 
treatment. This is an increasingly im
portant component in American health 
care. Modern medicine is dependent on 
radioisotopes for research and develop
ment of clinical applications. Some as
tounding figures, Mr. President: 36,000 
diagnostic procedures are conducted 
each day in this country, as well asap
proximately 50,000 therapies and 100 
million laboratory tests each year. 

What we are talking about are 
radioisotopes in the treatment of can
cer. One of the great concerns I have is 
that there is now no domestic supply of 
this critical medical element. It is pro
duced and supplied to us through a Ca
nadian company and I am also told 
that there is a fledgling company be
ginning to gear up in Russia to supply 
this most important component. 

So, in other words, we are dependent 
upon foreign suppliers for what is now 
a very important part of medical treat
ment in this country. Just a week and 
a half ago, in a subcommittee on which 
I serve in the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee, we spoke to the issue of E. coli 
bacteria in meat. And one of the appli
cations our new Secretary of Energy 
spoke to-and other scientists who 
were asked to testify-was the irradia
tion of food that would immediately 
kill that bacteria. 

Last year the Department of Agri
culture licensed irradiation for pur
poses of certain vegetable applications 
in the food chain, as food supply. And 
yet we are still dependent upon foreign 
suppliers of radioisotopes for this pur
pose. In fact, I am now being told that 
in the private sector of our country we 
are actually having to cut back on po
tential applications because there is 
not a reliable supply. Last year the re
actor company in Canada for a time 
was on strike and the supply was in 
question. 

So what I am asking in my amend
ment is that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services in cooperation 
with the National Institutes of Health 
and the Secretary of Energy shall con
duct a study to look at the use and the 
availability of radioisotopes in this 
country for the purposes I have just 
mentioned, including industrial use. I 
think it is very important that we un
derstand what I believe is a quiet but 
potential problem in this country. I 
think we would hear immediately if 
the supply were not available or was 
discontinued for some reason that 
would be out of our control as a Na
tion. 

Another application that is now com
ing to the forefront is the examination 
of the structural integrity of certain 
roads, bridges and other structures 
built in our country. Radioisotopes are 
used in the examination of these struc
tures. 

So I am proposing this amendment 
for the purpose of the conduct of a 
study that would then be reported back 
to us as it relates to production; to the 
availability, reliability of the supply. 

I think it is very important that as 
this study goes forward, the three enti
ties involved, the Health and Human 
Services Secretary, the National Insti
tutes of Health, and the Department of 
Energy, speak to our universities· and 
our private sector and develop a credi
ble consultant approach, understanding 
that industry and academia have the 
real experience in the use of 
radioisotopes in the marketplace. 

I hope with the acceptance of this 
amendment all of the entities involved 
would rely very heavily on the exper
tise that exists in the private sector to 
accommodate them in developing a 
critical report that we would have to 
look at, and a better understanding of 
what I believe to be a developing criti
cal situation in this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Idaho is agreed to by both sides. I 
would like to say I think Senator 
CRAIG has brought forward a very im
portant issue. I myself have learned 
just in the context of looking at this 
amendment about some of the con
cerns. I think raising that and requir
ing this study will be very beneficial 
and I would like to express my appre
ciation for this. There were some lan
guage difficulties that had to be 
worked out. I am appreciative of staff 
on all sides working that out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Let me thank the rank
ing member of the committee and the 
chairman and the effort of the staffs 
working with us to correct the lan
guage to allow the amendment to be 
accepted. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 41) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CRAIG. 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. 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. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for a few 
minutes as if in morning business. 

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

NORMALIZATION OF UNITED 
STATES RELATIONS WITH VIET
NAM 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss United States policy 
toward Vietnam. I believe it is time to 
establish diplomatic relations with 
Vietnam. It is time that an American 
Ambassador be sent to Vietnam. 

In March 1988 I traveled to Vietnam. 
It was a return visit. My first sojourn 
in 1967-68 was not as a Senator, but as 
a soldier, serving my country as an 
Army lieutenant. And like many of my 
fellow Vietnam veterans and Senators 
who have traveled to Indochina, my re
turn trip was a very dramatic and emo
tional journey. The remains of 27 of my 
fallen comrades were returned to U.S. 
authorities during my visit, which was 
the largest number of American MIA 
remains released by the Hanoi govern
ment. 

I returned home from my 1988 visit 
with a different view of American pol
icy toward Vietnam. I concluded that 
the diplomatic and economic isolation 
pursued by our Government in the 13 
years since the Saigon airlift had be
come outdated. Indeed, complete isola
tion had reached a point of diminishing 
returns for America's strategic, hu
manitarian, and international trade in
terests. Therefore, I called for a new 
and historic chapter in United States
Vietnam relations, one of regular offi
cial contacts, increased tourism, and 
growing economic and humanitarian 
cooperation. 

That was 5 years ago. Since then, 
President Bush chipped away at isola
tionism, albeit cautiously. The Presi
dent rightfully recognized that it's not 
easy to reverse 13 years of isolation 
with the stroke of a pen or handshake. 
This is particularly true given the 
emotional feelings millions of Ameri
cans have toward this remote region, 
whether they are veterans, family and 
friends of fallen or missing veterans, or 
refugees from Vietnam. 



3018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 18, 1993 
To his credit, President Bush made 

great strides in advancing United 
States-Vietnam relations. But the fact 
remains: there is still no regular Amer
ican economic and diplomatic presence 
in Hanoi. 

Last week, I had the opportunity to 
discuss current policies as a partici
pant in a United States-Vietnam con
ference, which included official Viet
namese participants, businessmen, 
journalists and experts on Southeast 
Asia. These discussions of current 
events and their future implications 
once again have prompted me to reex
amine American policy toward Viet
nam. 

It is time to usher in the next his
toric step in United States-Vietnam re
lations. We have had isolation. We have 
had a guarded transition. The time has 
come for normalization of relations. 
The time has come to send an Amer
ican Ambassador to Vietnam. 

Mr. President, let me briefly summa
rize the developments that have 
brought our Nation to the doorstep of 
normalization, and the more recent 
events that make it imperative for 
President Clinton to establish diplo
matic and economic ties with Vietnam. 

As my colleagues know, since our 
evacuation of South Vietnam in 1975, 
the United States consistently has 
maintained a policy of diplomatic and 
economic isolation of Vietnam. When 
viewed from the larger context of the 
cold war, this represented a textbook 
application of containment--to stop 
the spread of communism in economi
cally volatile regions of the world. This 
policy escalated in 1978, when Vietnam 
invaded Cambodia, deposed the Chinese 
Communist-backed Khmer Rouge re
gime, and installed a Soviet-backed 
puppet regime. 

Vietnam's alliance with the Soviets 
was evident when I visited Vietnam in 
1988. Soviet personnel were stationed in 
facilities once used by the United 
States in Saigon and the harbor at 
Cam Ranh Bay. At that time, annual 
Soviet economic and military assist
ance exceeded $1.6 billion. 

All this changed with the collapse of 
the Soviet Union in 1991. Like her sis
ter states in the Soviet Empire, Viet
nam is cut off from its once consistent 
supply of foreign aid. Yet, unlike Po
land, Hungary, or East Germany, com
munism remains intact in Vietnam. 
The hard realities brought by the So
viet Union's demise and the effects of a 
United States-imposed trade embargo 
have compelled Vietnam to institute 
market-oriented economic reforms. 

And indeed the Vietnamese do talk of 
privatization. However, I am not satis
fied with the fact that there is still a 
Communist government in Hanoi. 

Since 1978, United States policy to
ward Vietnam was simple: Normal rela
tions would not occur until Vietnam 
withdrew its forces from Cambodia, 
and cooperated with the United States 

in obtaining the fullest possible ac
counting of the more than 2,200 United 
States personnel listed as prisoners of 
war or missing in action (POW/MIA's). 
The fall of the Soviet Union did not 
change this general policy. Instead, it 
heightened the prospects of success. 

First, with respect to Cambodia, 
Vietnam has insisted that Vietnamese 
personnel were withdrawn as early as 
1989. In October 1991, after 2 years of 
negotiations, the United States and 
Vietnam joined in a 17-nation peace 
settlement for Cambodia. 

With the October 1991 peace agree
ment, the Bush administration an
nounced the formal implementation of 
a plan to gradually tear down nearly 17 
years of economic and political isola
tion. This plan, or roadmap as it is 
known, consisted of four phases toward 
normalization. Moving through each 
phase was contingent on continued Vi
etnamese cooperation in enforcing the 
terms of the Cambodian peace accords. 
However, the pace of this change would 
be dictated by Vietnamese cooperation 
on POW/MIA matters. 

Again, the Vietnamese Government 
has taken action designed to hasten 
the pace toward normalization. Since 
1987, Vietnam has returned hundreds of 
remains of United States MIA's. In 
1991, Vietnam agreed to host a United 
States office in Hanoi to handle POW/ 
MIA affairs. 

In March 1992, a United States dele
gation headed by Assistant Secretary 
of State Richard Solomon visited 
Hanoi, and gained constructive break
throughs on United States POW/MIA 
investigations, including agreements 
to: allow greater United States access 
to central records, archives, museums, 
and specific individuals with POW/MIA 
information; implement a rapid-re
sponse mechanism for live~sighting in
vestigations; work on trilateral co
operation with Laotian and Cambodian 
authorities; and reaffirm Vietnam's in
tention to search for and rapidly repa
triate remains of American MIA's. 

Since then, Vietnam has dem
onstrated its intent to follow through 
on these goals. The Vietnamese have 
permitted short-notice investigations 
of alleged live-sightings. It provided a 
private researcher with more than 4,600 
photographs of live American POW's 
and dead soldiers. In October 1992, U.S. 
officials obtained additional archives 
on U.S. MIA's, and gained expanded ac
cess to archival information. 

Pursuant to the Bush roadmap, a 
number of reciprocal concessions have 
been granted to the Vietnamese Gov
ernment. The United States pledged $4 
million in humanitarian aid, mainly 
for prosthetics and aid to abandoned or 
orphaned children. Direct communica
tions to Vietnam have been restored, 
and United States commercial sales 
now can be made to meet basic human 
needs in Vietnam. 

Finally, with 1 month remaining in 
his administration, President Bush per-

mitted United States business to open 
offices and sign contracts in Vietnam, 
but these contracts cannot be imple
mented unless the trade embargo is 
lifted. Today, the United States and 
Vietnam literally are on the doorstep 
of normalization. 

President Clinton has inherited a pol
icy in transition. He can opt for a con
tinuation of the Bush roadmap, or 
chart a new course of his own. If he 
chooses the former, the trade embargo 
would not be lifted fully until a Cam
bodian settlement is well in place, and 
Hanoi has resolved the last of the 
known discrepancy cases and repatri
ated all United States remains. Full 
diplomatic recognition would not come 
until after a United Nations-certified 
free election takes place in Cambodia, 
and a Cambodian National Assembly is 
formed and writing a new constitution. 

Though the roadmap has worked to 
achieve progress in United States-Viet
nam relations, much has changed. 
First, recent instability in Cambodia 
makes prospects for a free and fair 
election there uncertain. That being 
the case, can the United States afford 
to postpone indefinitely diplomatic 
recognition of Vietnam? 

Second, and most important, Viet
nam is making the effort to privatize. 
I believe Vietnam will privatize, but 
not without help. Other Western na
tions already have committed millions 
of dollars in humanitarian and eco
nomic support to Vietnam. That being 
the case, can the United States afford 
to take a back seat or play a distant 
participant in the privatization and 
trade expansion now occurring in Viet
nam? 

The answer to both questions should 
be, "No." 

When it was first devised in 1991, the 
premise behind the Bush roadmap of 
isolation to normalization represented 
the ultimate leverage to push Hanoi to 
make concessions on two key issues: 
POW/MIA's, and Cambodian autonomy. 
I believe we have made the most of the 
Bush roadmap. It's time to change 
course. Today, if the United States is 
to retain leverage over Vietnam and 
achieve United States policy goals, 
President Clinton must plot a new 
course on the roadmap, with the first 
steps being the lifting of the trade em
bargo, and diplomatic recognition. 

Mr. President, as I've stated, the 
trade embargo has been used to punish 
and contain the Communists in Viet
nam, and more recently, through the 
Bush roadmap, to extract concessions 
from Vietnam on Cambodia and the 
POW/MIA's. It's safe to say that the 
carrot-and-stick approach of the Bush 
roadmap has been a success. As a re
sult, we've made progress in Cambodia, 
and we're moving toward the fullest ac
counting possible for POW/MIA's in 
Indochina. With these diplomatic 
gains, American business is poised for 
new markets and new opportunities in 
Vietnam. 
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However, we must not view the appli

cation and results of our policies in a 
vacuum. In recent weeks, Western na
tions have opted to invest heavily in 
Vietnam's adolescent economy. Tai
wan, Hong Kong, Australia, Holland, 
and Britain have invested hundreds of 
millions of dollars in capital for Viet
nam. Last week, the Japanese Federa
tion of Economic Organizations held a 
joint conference with Vietnamese au
thorities, with representatives of more 
than 100 Japanese firms in attendance. 
And French President . Francois 
Mitterand became the first Western 
leader to visit Communist Vietnam. 
With him was a guarantee of $65 mil
lion in aid and an entourage of 200 gov
ernment ministers and leaders of busi
ness and finance. 

Meanwhile, American business re
mains in the dugout, and off the play
ing field. As other nations seize the ini
tiative to invest in Vietnam, the poten
tial for strong United States involve
ment in economic reform and expan
sion declines. If President Clinton 
sticks to the Bush roadmap, the U.S. 
trade embargo loses its current value 
as a leveraging tool. More important, 
the embargo will reduce our future 
ability to. influence Vietnam's eco
nomic, political, and human rights de
velovment. 

For these and other reasons, I have 
written a letter to President Clinton, 
urging him to lift the trade embargo 
and establish diplomatic relations with 
the Vietnamese. An American Ambas
sador is needed to build diplomatic re
lations between the United States and 
Vietnam. American know-how is need
ed to privatize Vietnam, open markets 
for American exports, and lift the Viet
namese from the repressive weight of 
communism. More American tourists 
are needed to bridge our cultures and 
histories, which will enhance our coop
erative diplomatic efforts. 

Let me emphasize that I'm not advo
cating the abandonment of our 
progress in Cambodia or our gains with 
POW/MIA identification and repatri
ation. On the contrary, I am arguing 
that the best way to continue our 
progress in these areas is to exercise 
new tools of leverage as a full eco
nomic partner, not a potential one. We 
stand a better chance to further our 
gains, particularly with the POW/MIA 
issue, with a strong American presence 
in Vietnam. This American presence 
can come from many sources. It can 
come from our Ambassador in Hanoi, 
our businessmen, our tourists, our 
Peace Corps, or our fellow Americans 
who simply want answers from the Vi
etnamese Government on the status of 
loved ones who did not return from the 
Vietnam war. Together, this American 
presence applies a different kind of le
verage, which I believe will yield posi
tive results to further American inter
ests on the POW/MIA issue, as well as 
regional peace, and human rights gains 
in Southeast Asia. 

We must not lose sight of Vietnam's 
potential importance in international 
trade policy. At present, Japan is Viet
nam's leading trade partner, with $1.2 
billion in total volume in 1992. The con
tinued absence of American investment 
affords more time for Japan to increase 
its economic and investment ties with 
Vietnam, enabling it to establish eco
nomic and political dominance in 
Southeast Asia. 

Mr. President, the issue is timing. 
The economic, diplomatic, and politi
cal costs of delaying normalization will 
continue to mount. The United States 
is poised to establish normalized rela
tions with Vietnam. The question is 
when to do it. I say the time is now. 
Now is the time to close the chapter on 
the Vietnam war, and start a new chap
ter of cooperation and participation. 
Now is the time to move past isolation 
and establish normal relations with 
Vietnam. 

Opponents will argue that rushing to 
normalization sacrifices our ability to 
leverage Vietnam on long-term peace 
in Cambodia, accountability of POW/ 
MIA data, and human rights guaran
tees for political dissidents. 

I disagree. The carrot and stick of 
normalization is losing its value as a 
leveraging tool, and is hurting this Na
tion's ability to be a steady participant 
in Vietnam's growth toward privatiza
tion. 

Further, normalization is not the 
last card in the U.S. diplomatic deck. 
The Vietnamese Government has called 
on the United States for direct foreign 
aid assistance, which I am not calling 
for here today. Vietnam and American 
business will want most-favored-nation 
trade status. Both issues will require 
further discussion and debate, provid
ing plenty of real leverage for Washing
ton to extract concessions in issues of 
concern to the United States, whether 
it be POW/MIA's, Cambodia, or human 
rights. And as I stated earlier, the 
steady presence of Americans in Viet
nam, on the ground, from the trade of
ficial to the casual tourist will open 
new diplomatic and cultural doors. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
say that I feel very strongly that it is 
time to normalize relations with Viet
nam. As other countries go into Viet
nam with business, they are taking 
away the strength of our trade embar
go. If we are to find any POW/MIA's, if 
there are any left there, they would 
better be found by having tourists, 
businessmen, and others present. As I 
stated earlier, I had the pleasure of at
tending a conference in the state of the 
present presiding officer of the Senate 
and talked directly with several Viet
namese there. I found an eagerness on 
their part to privatize. They used the 
word privatize frequently in our meet
ings last week. They are looking for 
free enterprise. They want good rela
tions with the United States. There
fore, I think the time has come to rec-

ognize Vietnam-to give full diplo
matic recognition. I urge the President 
to pursue this course of action. 

NATIONAL 
HEALTH 
OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I shall 
just take a minute on the legislation 
pending. I ask unanimous consent to 
speak on the bill that is on the floor. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in 1991 I 
held a hearing in Fargo, ND, on the 
subject of breast cancer, and recall a 
young woman named Danae who spoke 
of her struggle against this disease. 
There was hardly a dry eye in the hear
ing room at the end of her testimony. 

I rise today to say that the bill pend
ing on the floor before us does some 
important things to respond to the 
issue of breast cancer and related wom
en's health issues. In North Dakota, for 
reasons that are unexplained, women 
have breast cancer at about 10 percent 
above the normal rate, and that is true 
of most of the Northern States in this 
country. We do not quite understand 
why, but there is about a 10-percent in
crease in the incidence of breast cancer 
in many of our Northern States. 

One in nine women will suffer from 
breast cancer during her lifetime. It is 
an extraordinarily common form of 
cancer, and the interesting thing about 
it is we do not know what causes it, 
but we do know that early detection 
can lead to a cure for breast cancer. We 
have survival rates of about 90 percent 
after 5 years for women when there is 
early detection of breast cancer. 

This piece of legislation before us fi
nally starts to put all the spotlights on 
the same spot and provides some focus 
on some very important issues dealing 
with women's health and especially 
breast cancer. This legislation estab
lishes an office of research on women's 
health. 

It is interesting that much of the 
cancer research at the NIH has been 
conducted with men, even breast can
cer research. Yet the statistics are as 
follows: In 1992, 46,000 women in this 
country died of breast cancer; 300 men 
died of breast cancer; and yet most of 
the previous research on even breast 
cancer has been done with men. 

Well, we are changing a lot of that 
and this legislation moves in the direc
tion of constructive change. It ensures 
increased participation by women in 
clinical studies. It requires the NIH to 
expand the number of women scientists 
at the National Institutes of Health. It 
provides for additional funding for re
search on breast cancer. But more than 
that it will fund research for ovarian 



3020 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 18:1 1993 
cancer, cervical cancer, osteoporosis, 
and other areas of reproductive health, 
and it most importantly establishes a 
data system o.n women's health re
search to avoid the duplication of ef
forts and hopefully permit scientists to 
compare and combine research results. 

The point of all of this, Mr. Presi
dent, is that we are a country with an 
enormous problem in health care. We 
spend an enormous amount of money 
on a health care system that really 
does not work very well. If you have a 
lot of money, you can seek out the best 
care and the best care is very good. If 
you take a look at the amount of 
money we spend per capita on health 
care and measure the results, the re
sults are not the best in the world, but 
we spend the most in the world. 

The question is: How can we do bet
ter? One of the things we can do better 
in health care that relates, yes, to 
breast cancer and the other disease I 
have mentioned that especially affect 
women, one of the ways we can do bet
ter is to understand that early detec
tion and the promotion of wellness and 
a whole series of steps like that which 
spend at the front end to save an enor
mous amount of money at the back end 
not only saves lives but helps us deal 
with skyrocketing costs in the health 
care business. 

On this area of breast cancer, I spe
cifically came today to talk about 
breast cancer and what we are doing in 
this bill that I want to laud and I want 
to commend the chairman and the 
committee. This business of breast can
cer is a real frightening prospect to 
women in this country. One out of nine 
will suffer from breast cancer. Think of 
that. One in nine women in America 
will suffer from breast cancer and yet 
we know if you detect it early, and 
there are ways to detect it early, most 
women can be saved. 

This bill moves down the road to fi 
nally providing focus and effort to ac
complish for women what they should 
expect us to accomplish in helping con
duct more research on the cause, more 
money for the diagnosis, and help save 
women's lives. 

I simply came over today to com
mend the chairman of the committee, 
the entire committee, and the Senate 
for passing what I think is a construc
tive step in dealing with the frighten
ing disease that affects women. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] is 
recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
I just take the liberty to congratulate 
the Senator from North Dakota on 
those careful, factual, and hopeful 
comments. It is a joy to welcome him 
into our Chamber, and this is the first 
occasion I have had to hear extended 
remarks by him, someone of such expe
rience, balance,. and understanding of 
these matters. 

That is a startling figure-one in 
nine. And the fact that there is a vari-

ation by region is something that sci
entists would just love to learn the rea
son. 

There are many variations about 
North Dakota, as I am sure you know. 
In educational scores in the country if 
Minnesota is not the first, North Da
kota is, and vice versa. 

Last year, just for the pleasure of 
running correlations between ninth 
grade mathematics scores in our State 
and in our country, we found the dis
tance of the State capital from the Ca
nadian border was a major factor and 
we were able to show with some statis
tical force if you wanted to raise the 
math scores, move the State capital 
closer to Canada. But there are dif
ferences, and it is out of those dif
ferences that the clues on origins 
begin, and I think it is important what 
the Senator said, and I wish to con
gratulate the Senator for saying it. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Senator 
from New York and look forward to 
serving and working with him on these 
issues. 

(Mr. ROBB assumed the chair.) 
DRUG ABUSE 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to continue again briefly, 
and I know I cannot speak as elo
quently as the Senator from North Da
kota on the subject of health and vari
ations in health-risk experience as be
tween population groups. 

And I do so with specific reference to 
the problem of drug abuse. This is a 
very old problem in our society, and it 
is at some level what doctors call iat
rogenic in a sense that, with one rea
sonable dramatic exception, all the 
major drugs that have plagued Amer
ican society for a century and a half 
began as medicines and were first pre
scribed by doctors. 

I am standing on the floor with no 
great expectation that I will be heard 
outside this Chamber, but with some 
hope that I might be, to say to the 
medical profession that it has a prob
lem dealing with drug abuse. I do not 
go so far to suggest that the problem is 
denial, but there is a pattern of avoid
ance which the profession really should 
look at. 

At some level, you may be talking 
about as simple or complex, if you will, 
a matter as prestige in science. There 
is prestige in science. There is prestige 
in most activities in life-ranking. 
Some sports are more glamorous than 
other sports; some professions ought to 
be more important than others, occu
pations, and so forth. 

The human Homo sapiens is a rank
ing organism. It is always making dis
tinctions of one kind or another. And 
in science, there are subjects that have 
prestige and not in others. 

Just now, for example, I think in 
physiology, the whole issue of the 
structure in chemistry, the brain is the 
most rapidly evolving and most pres
tigious area of scientific inquiry. 

In medicine, the most urgent one is 
the general syndrome we call AIDS. 
And you may be sure that there is a 
cabinet full of Nobel Prize statue&-! 
guess it would be a medal-in Stock
holm awaiting the first team of physi
cians who break the AIDS virus code. 

You may be equally sure, Mr. Presi
dent, that there is no such medal 
awaiting anyone who learns anything 
about crack cocaine. It has no prestige 
in science. To the contrary, if I may 
use that term, the whole problem of 
drug abuse is, in one sense, iatrogenic, 
which is a term meaning an illness 
caused by doctors. And the whole of 
the 19th century was an effort to ease 
the extent to which patients suffered 
from physicians' care, but with the spe
cific problem that drug use began as 
prescribed medicine. 

This whole area could be put under 
the general heading of the impact of 
technology on society. With the advent 
of organic chemistry in German uni
versities, in the main, in about the 
third decade-! do not want to be held 
to that-of the 19th century, you began 
to get events such as the development 
of morphine out of a natural product, 
opium. 

About the same time, the hypo
dermic needle was developed. And dur
ing the American Civil War, morphine, 
applied through the hypodermic nee
dle, was the most widely used. It was 
the first such battlefield treatment of 
wounded combatants, such that after 
the Civil War, morphine being an unre
stricted drug, persons using it were 
said to have the "soldiers' disease, " 
and I expect a lot of soldiers were ac
customed to use-the word "addic
tion," I think, is a fuzzy word; typi
cally, a fuzzy word the medical profes
sion uses a lot. 

The use of morphine in childbirth be
came widely prescribed by doctors. One 
of our great passages in American lit
erature is Eugene O'Neill's play, "A 
Long Day's Journey Into Night," in 
which the mother in the drama became 
habituated to the use of morphine at 
birth and continued well into the ma
turity of her children. 

The morphine was followed by a fur
ther extension from an opium base of 
heroin, Heroin being a trade name. It 
was the Bayer aspirin people that test
ed it on their employees, and it made 
them feel heroish-hence, heroin, as 
you can see as aspirin, the trade name. 
I have seen advertisements for heroin 
in the Yale Alumni Journals, from 
about 1910. 

Then came cocaine, a derivative of 
the natural occurring coca leaf. Co
caine was widely used to treat mor
phine addiction. Sigmund Freud's first 
publication about cocaine, described-! 
do not want to be too specific-but it 
discussed the use of cocaine to treat 
other addictions, and, as I believe the 
case is, Freud came to think he had in
duced a psychosis by overuse of co
caine. 
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In any event, the society had to deal 

with this, and it decided to do in 1914 
by prohibition. The legislation was not 
any better than it should have been. If 
I am not mistaken, it described Heroin 
as a stimulant when, to the contrary, 
it is a narcoleptic. 

But we opted for a prohibition model. 
And when we did that, we knew pretty 
much, although not at the level of 
science inquiry, we knew that the inci
dence of narcotic abuse was not uni
form. It was an imbalance by race, and 
there was an imbalance by gender-in 
this case males, much more than fe
males. 

We also thought that this would put 
an end to the problem. It did not, any 
more than prohibition of alcohol put 
an end to the problem. But it did do 
one thing. Our Nation has never under
stood this, I do not believe. Certainly 
the Senate has never dealt with it. 

Just as with the decision to prohibit 
the manufacture and sale of alcohol, 
the same prohibition in drug use was a 
social exchange. We chose what we 
thought to be the lesser of two evil&
not very consciously but not without 
some awareness. We could have a wide
spread, possibly low to medium level 
problem, of the use of these new forms 
of ingestible chemicals that organic 
chemistry produced-a lot of people use 
them-or, through prohibition, we 
would confine the use to certain popu
lation&-urban, minority, with what
ever shifting uses of the term minor
ity-and induce in the process very vio
lent forms of crime-criminal organiza
tion and crime. 

Not many people have written about 
this. I do not want to speak beyond my 
knowledge. But when you choose prohi
bition, you do choose crime. And then 
you will find yourself standing up on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate denouncing 
the crime you, in fact, have chosen and 
proposing to put an end to it by forms 
of severity that accomplish nothing. 
They do not change it. And you do ex
pose the society to extraordinary epi
sodes of violence and brutality. 

For example, on February 14, 1929, in 
Chicago, in the period of Prohibition, 
Al Capone, as it is understood-! do not 
believe the matter was ever resolved
decided he would send a valentine to 
Bugs Moran. Whatever the case, four 
people arrived in Chicago in police uni
forms, and they found seven men in a 
garage, and they suggested they were 
going through a routine police raid and 
no doubt take $100 when they left. It 
was just one of those normal events in 
Chicago at the time. And they asked 
these people to line up against the 
wall. And then instead of just frisking 
them and making their collection for 
the day, they machinegunned them to 
death. It was called the Saint Valen
tine's Day massacre. It has entered 
into the folk memory. There is scarce
ly a year goes by there is not a movie 
that portrays it in some way or an-

other. It has two entries in the World 
Book Encyclopedia. It shocked the Na
tion and led in part, I argue, to the re
peal-of-Prohibition amendment to the 
Constitution. 

But the prohibition on drug use con
tinued. And the actual use had phases. 
It went into a recessive phase in the 
twenties, thirties, and forties. It began 
to break out again in the fifties and be
came subepidemic in the 1960's. And 
crime, organized or unorganized, ap
peared with it. 

Heroin was the first form in which it 
appeared in this subepidemic form. And 
by the late 1960's, Presidents had tore
spond to this. The Presidential re
sponses took various forms, of which 
the first was to try to cut off the sup
ply of drugs coming into the country. 

This was a futile effort. It fell to me, 
as it happens, to commence the nego
tiations with Turkey and France that 
led to breaking up what was called the 
French connection, opium making its 
way from the Province of Afuin in Tur
key-which is, incidentally, Turkic for 
opium-to Marseilles and thence to 
New York and down to Washington. 

This disturbed the market, but the 
iron law that where there is a demand, 
there will be a supply, immediately 
went into effect. May I say, none of us 
involved at that time had any illusions 
that we were doing anything more than 
disturbing this market. But we did and 
it moved around to Mexico and places 
like that. 

Then in the later 1970's cocaine ap
pears once again. It appears in the 
manner of upper class use, which it al
ways had somewhat, and then made its 
way down, an event that would have 
been familiar. Cocaine use was wide
spread at the beginning of the century. 

Then in 1985 an event occurs. In the 
Bahamas at the Sandilands Rehabilita
tion Hospital, which is the one psy
·chiatric hospital on the island, a pa
tient appear&-the chief psychiatrist, 
Dr. David F. Allen, records thi&-who 
the previous day had cut off his dog's 
head and drunk its blood and then 
stabbed his brother-in-law to death. 
You do not know what to make of it. I 
do not know how these clinical inter
views go, but you can imagine Dr. 
Allen saying, "Well, now, does this 
happen often?" and the patient saying, 
"No," and then saying, "Well, is there 
anything happening, behavior you have 
had lately, that is different?" 

And before the interview was over, or 
before this period was over, crack co
caine had appeared in the world
freebase cocaine. There are other forms 
as well, but this particular form was 
so-this was not a bearded German or
ganic chemist; this was done in a 
kitchen in Freeport, perhaps. 

Allen tried to warn us. He said there 
is an epidemic coming your way. His 
statement got into an Atlanta publica
tion. But did anybody at the Centers 
for Disease Control, our epidemic cen-

ter in Atlanta, hear that? No, Mr. 
President; evidently they did not. The 
medical profession just does not hear 
this subject very well. 

I first learned of crack from Detec
tive Charles J. Bennett, in the New 
York Police Department, who told me 
in the spring of 1986, as I recall, that 
people were standing around on street 
corners going like that (gesturing), 
which is a gesture, we later learned, 
like snapping or cracking a whip. This 
was announcing, in the street cries of 
the period, that you had crack for sale. 

In no time it had become a fero
ciously costly and destructive experi
ence. Apparently it is the strongest 
stimulant known to pharmacology, and 
it produces incredibly brutal behaviors. 

In this morning's Washington Post, 
there is a column by Mr. Richard 
Cohen, the distinguished contributor to 
the op-ed page, called "The Valentine's 
Day Massacre." But it was referring 
not to Chicago in 1929 but to New York 
City in 1993 on Saint Valentine's Day. 

On St. Valent~ne's Day in the Bronx, 
six persons were made to lie face down 
on a floor and were executed with one 
bullet in the back of the head of each, 
the exception being a young girl who 
apparently turned to see what was hap
pening and she was shot through the 
eye. 

This was so routine an event. It was 
12 hours before the neighbors in this 
apartment building reported to the po
lice there had been a lot of shooting. 
As Mr. Cohen, in a very able article 
states, this was reported on page A10 of 
our local, most distinguished journal
he uses a nice image-"which gave it 
all the prominence of a bus plunge in 
Bangladesh." 

There is no way to avoid this, the 
events are so common. The New York 
Times that I saw put it on the first 
page, but well below the fold, as is said. 
It happens all the time. 

The morning after the Democratic 
Convention, my wife was driving us 
back to upstate New York where we 
live. As I was going by this area, I 
found on page B12 of the Times another 
such execution. This had a curious 
twist, though, that made it news
worthy. There was an execution of an 
adult man, a woman and a teenager 
who were tied up with duct tape and 
executed. But the woman had a baby 
and, thinking that it might survive, 
stuffed it under a bed. A day later when 
the police arrived, they found the baby 
still alive. This was just enough of an 
event to make the execution news
worthy, but no one has ever found out 
who did it, no one ever will and the 
event is now forgotten. 

The point is Mr. President, in the 
face of a brutal health emergency and 
one which goes over to have aspects of 
a social emergency as well, the medical 
profession has almost nothing to show 
by way of research or even of research 
intensity into this issue. My purpose in 
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these perhaps overextended remarks is 
to say, does the medical profession un
derstand that it has a problem here? 
Dr. Vincent Dole and Marie Nyswander 
developed the methadone treatment for 
heroin use in the 1950's and 1960's. It is 
openly understood that theirs was not 
a happy experience with their profes
sion. It was suggested that they were 
creating addictions, substituting one 
for the other. This subject is avoided. 

In 1988, this body produced a not in
considerable piece of legislation, the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. Then ma
jority leader, the beloved President pro 
tempore, Senator BYRD, asked that 
Senator NUNN and I be cochair of a 
group to work on this matter and, as a 
division of labor, Senator NUNN took 
the problem of interdiction of supply 
and I took the problem of demand re
duction. We wrote a pretty good stat
ute. No one was going to insist it would 
do any good to try to interdict drugs of 
this kind coming into the country. 
Maybe there would be a small change 
in price, but nothing of any con
sequence. Oh, there would be pictures 
of busts and statutes about hanging 
them and things like that, but it does 
not change. But we did do this. We said 
half of our effort should be allocated to 
demand. That never had happened be
fore. We wrote into the statute that 
the purpose was "to increase to the 
greatest extent possible the availabil
ity and quality of treatment services 
so that treatment on request may be 
provided to all individuals desiring to 
rid themselves of their substance abuse 
problem." 

I wrote that passage, Mr. President. I 
did not say treatment on demand, 
which seemed to be a little too impe
rious, but treatment on request. As a 
matter of fact, in the experience of 
drug use, after brief periods, as in the 
case of cocaine base, people will seek 
treatment. They want out of what they 
got into. It is a little longer period for 
heroin use, apparently. There are no 
old addicts. People phase out or die. 

We created the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy, the so-called czar, 
an unhappy image. Why czardom is a 
symbol of someone who gets things 
done, I do not know, but such is the 
case. We created a deputy director for 
demand reduction and a deputy direc
tor for supply reduction. I will say this 
on the floor with all the immunity pro
vided by the Constitution in the hope 
that no one will take offense. I learned 
that Dr. Herbert Kleber, then at the 
Yale Medical School, was a Republican. 
He being one of the few persons work
ing in this field, we managed to rec
ommend him to the White House and 
he was appointed deputy director for 
demand reduction. I cannot speak for 
him, but it cannot have been a happy 
experience because he left after a cer
tain period and has gone to Columbia 
University where he has resumed his 
very creative work in this field, sin
gular because there is so little of it. 

• --- II·-~- , 

What happened to the position of 
deputy director for demand reduction 
in the war on drugs? Nothing. It was 
left empty. The war on drugs is a sym
bolic statement that we do not like 
something. It does not represent an ef
fort to deal with a medical problem, a 
problem that begins with the abuse of 
what was once medicine; in any event, 
a substance abuse problem. It was 
never filled. 

We said we were going to have treat
ment on request. That assumed some
one would develop treatment. If anyone 
at the National Institutes of Health 
has done so, they surely never told this 
Senator, and if there is any Senator on 
the floor who does know of such devel
opment, I would be happy to be inter
rupted. 

It is 5 years since we passed that bill. 
In 5 years, with the exception of one ef
fort I made, I have never heard a word 
from the National Institutes of Health 
about this subject. They do not think 
it will go away, but at some level it 
may be they do not want to get in
volved. 

I can recall back in 1961, I published 
an article on organized crime in which 
I noted in the Reporter magazine, that 
the FBI had been singularly careful not 
ever to get involved with organized 
crime, which came out of prohibition, 
because it will corrupt you. They left it 
to the Treasury Department. J. Edgar 
Hoover knew very well his job was to 
look out for people in the Depression, 
stop bank robberies, catch car thieves, 
prevent communism, but do not go 
after organized crime. 

This article annoyed Mr. Hoover a 
very great deal, I assure you, and he 
did his best to see I disappeared from 
Washington. Thanks to the great 
grace, courage, and incomparable in
tegrity of Arthur Goldberg, I did not 
disappear. But the FBI stayed away 
from organized crime. 

I wonder, does the National Insti
tutes of Health stay away from drug 
abuse? There has to be an explanation, 
an organizational explanation. It was 
rational for the FBI to stay away from 
organized crime as long as nobody 
knew it. Then they did not get the 
problems that come if you involve 
yourself with such matters. 

Nothing happened to treatment on 
request. The profession avoids this 
issue. If you were to ask what portion 
of the energies of the National Insti
tutes of Health go to it, it would be 
trivial compared to the attention the 
subject has in our national politics, in 
our press. A St. Valentine's Day Mas
sacre is a very big thing. I will guaran
tee you, sir, or I will be happy to learn, 
that after those six people were exe
cuted in New York on Sunday there 
was no meeting in Bethesda on Monday 
to say, "Now, we have to do something 
about this." 

I am going to close now, as I do not 
want to seem angry; I am not. Dis
appointed, I am. 

The bill before us is entitled "The 
National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Act". Would it be possible, Mr. 
President, to hope that under the head
ing of "revitalization" someone at the 
National Institutes will form a profes
sional committee, asking, "Do we have 
a problem addressing issues of drug 
use? Do we actually think that it is 
iatrogenic? Does our history as a pro
fession want to make us stay away 
from the subject?" 

Open up the question. There might be 
some remarkably productive answers 
to follow. 

Mr. President, I would now then ask 
in closing that Mr. Cohen's remarkable 
essay in this . morning's Washington 
Post be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post. Feb. 18, 1993] 
VALENTINE'S DAY MASSACRE 

(By Richard Cohen) 
NEW YoRK.-On Feb. 14, 1929, several of Al 

Capone's gang, some of them disguised as 
cops, wheeled into the Chicago garage used 
as the headquarters of the rival Bugs Moran 
organization, simulated a police raid and 
gunned down seven men with sub-machine 
guns as they faced the wall waiting to be 
frisked. "I'm gonna send Moran a Valentine 
he will never forget," Capone had said. Never 
mind Moran, it was America that did not for
get. The Saint Valentine's Day Massacre re
mains a staple of gangster lore. 

But precisely 64 years later-on yet an
other Valentine's Day-six people in the 
Bronx, all Hispanics, were lined up face down 
on the floor and shot once in the head, exe
cution style. Three of the dead were adults, 
three were teenagers. In a way, this most re
cent Saint Valentine's Day massacre was 
even more horrible than its Chicago prede
cessor. It appears that the motive was drugs. 
It appears also that only one of the victims 
was involved in the drug business. The oth
ers were innocent bystanders. 

"They probably just didn't want to leave 
any witnesses," the brother of one victim 
told the New York Times. 

Maybe my knowledge of American gang
sters has been romanticized by Hollywood, 
but I doubt even Capone, a sociopath if there 
ever was one, would have killed five innocent 
bystanders, including the teenager girl
friend of one of the murder victims. Yet, this 
particular massacre was hardly New York's 
worst. In 1984, 10 people were slain in Brook
lyn's East New York section. It was another 
holiday: Palm Sunday. 

The repeal of Prohibition largely put an 
end to bootlegging and the inter-gang war
fare for its profits-an estimated $50 million 
a year to Capone alone. Now, the lucrative 
contraband is drugs, and America has made 
the same mess of it that it once made of ille
gal alcohol-by treating it as mostly a crimi
nal problem. If anything, though, the profits 
now are even greater, and the weaponry is 
both more lethal and more easily available. 
The consequences of such a policy are all 
around us: an incredible toll in lives lost and 
the corruption of our youth as they have be
come inured to violence. 

From time to time, someone or some orga
nization questions the logic of such a policy, 
and for a moment or two the nation dis
cussed de-criminalizing what are now illegal 
drugs. Either that, or someone wonders if we 
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are not placing too much emphasis on law 
enforcement and interdiction and not enough 
on rehabilitation. Almost always, though, 
the debate is brief, and the critics are dis
missed as either kooks or cranks. But wheth
er the proposed prescription is decrimi
nalization (at least, say, of marijuana) or 
whether it's changing the funding mix so 
that education and rehabilitation get more 
money, the debate is always short-lived. By 
framing drug usage mostly in moral terms 
and invoking martial metaphors-War on 
Drugs, for instance-we have produced a de
bacle. 

It's certainly not a success. The availabil
ity and usage of drugs fluctuate-and not, it 
seems, in relation to any government policy. 
Worse, the American system of justice has 
been corrupted by a national panic about 
drugs. Laws have been strengthened to the 
point where they do violence to the spirit of 
the Constitution; Draconian mandatory sen
tences are handed down for what, sometimes, 
are petty offenses; property is seized before 
trial, as if the guilt of the suspect was al
ready determined, and politicians casually 
propose the death penalty for drug-related 
crimes-as if drug pushers were not already 
operating in an environment where capital 
punishment, unencumbered by lengthy ap
peals, is commonplace. 

But maybe the most pernicious aspect of 
our national drug policy can be gleaned from 
two newspapers. The Times played the story 
of the Bronx massacre on the front page. But 
it was a local story and on a slow news day 
at that. The Washington Post, by contrast, 
gave it all the prominence of a bus plunge in 
Bangladesh, six paragraphs on page A10. The 
conclusion is inescapable: We have become 
so accustomed to a truly horrific level of vio
lence-especially in the inner city-that we 
pay scant attention. (Imagine, though, if six 
white suburbanites had been massacred.) 

In comparison, the Saint Valentine's Day 
Massacre outraged the nation. The federal 
government, spurred by President Hoover, 
ultimately got Capone on tax evasion 
charges, and shortly thereafter Prohibition 
was repealed. Since Prohibition, we have tol
erated a substantial alcohol-abuse problem, 
however most of us see it as a health, not a 
moral or criminal , problem. 

But the most recent Saint Valentine's Day 
massacre has stirred little interest and no 
real outrage- certainly no calls from politi
cians to reconsider our national drug policy 
or even to wonder whether it has contributed 
to the incredible violence of our inner cities. 
Instead, to the tune of about S12 billion a 
year, the federal government wages a so
called war on drugs in which, as the Bronx 
massacre shows, the victims too often are in
nocent bystanders and the greatest damage 
has been done to our capacity for indigna
tion. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair 
and I thank the Senate for its indul
gence in what was a lengthy state
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Delaware, Senator ROTH. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42 

(Purpose: To provide for the conduct of a 
study concerning health care technology) 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH), for 

himself and Mr. COCHRAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 42. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous 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 title XIX, in

sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 • MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES PRODUCTIV

ITY STUDY. 
(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1)(A) the Congressional Budget Office, the 

General Accounting Office, and the Office of 
Technology Assessment have cited health 
care technology as a primary source of medi
cal inflation; and 

(B) data from the Office of Technology As
sessment suggest that no more than one 
quarter of the 12 to 13 percent annual in
crease in health care expenditures, or an es
timated 3 percent increase in such expendi
tures, is attributable to health care tech
nology; 

(2)(A) the 3 percent increase represents the 
maximum increase in such expenditures, be
cause the Office of Technology Assessment 
arrives at the estimate by exclusion; and 

(B) the increase attributable to health care 
technology may nevertheless amount to a di
rect increase of as much as $27,000,000,000 in 
health care costs in 1993 and an even greater 
indirect increase in such health care costs; 

(3) one reason for the high increase in 
health care costs attributable to health care 
technology is that few incentives exist in the 
national research institutes of the National 
Institutes of Health to encourage the devel
opment of technology that improves the pro
ductivity of health care delivery; and 

(4) since the National Institutes of Health 
is a major engine determining the direction 
of medical technology as well as basic bio
medical research, it is appropriate, in the 
process of directing the medical research and 
development resources of the National Insti
tutes of Health, to provide incentives that 
encourage the development of technology to 
improve the productivity of health care de
livery. 

(b) STUDY.- The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study con
cerning-

(1) methods by which to encourage the de
velopment of medical technologies that im
prove the productivity, and thereby reduce 
the cost, of health care delivery through 
changes in the scientific peer review process; 
and 

(2) methods by which to reduce the costs of 
the production of new medical technologies 
and increase the availability of such tech
nologies through changes in the scientific 
peer review process. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the study conducted under sub
section (b). Such report shall contain the 
findings of the Secretary with respect to the 
study and the recommendations of the Sec
retary for the implementation of measures 
to encourage enhanced productivity of medi
cal technologies and increase the availabil
ity of such technologies through changes in 
the scientific peer review process. Such re-

port shall also contain the steps that the 
Secretary proposes to implement the rec
ommendations. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, initially I 
had intended to offer an amendment to 
modify the National Institutes of 
Health peer review process so that NIH 
technology based on grants and con
tracts were also scrutinized on the 
basis of their effect on the cost of our 
national health care. I have modified 
my amendment, and I am pleased that 
the managers of the pending legislation 
have agreed to accept my modified 
amendment. The modified amendment 
I now offer requires that the NIH Di
rector study the matter, making find
ings and recommendations and report 
back to Congress within 12 months. 

Specifically, the Director would be 
charged with defining how to improve 
productivity, reduce the cost, and in
crease the availability of health. care 
technology. After the Director's report 
is received by Congress, I have been as
sured by the bill managers that the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources will hold hearings on the find
ings of the Director's report. 

I rise today, Mr. President, with Sen
ator COCHRAN to offer an amendment to 
S. 1, the National Institutes of Health 
Revitalization Act of 1993, which will 
alter the Federal Government's role in 
the Nation's medical arms race. Tech
nology has been cited as a major con
tributor to health care cost ir_creases 
in reports by the Office of Technology 
Assessment, the General Accounting 
Office, and the Congressional Budget 
Office. Research sponsored by the NIH 
has contributed to this arms race. 

I believe technology is an often mis
understood aspect of the health care 
system. As the lead Federal agency for 
research and development of health 
care science and technology, the NIH 
plays a fundamental role in implemen
tation of Federal spending directives. 
The health and welfare of millions of 
Americans have benefited from thou
sands of medical discoveries made over 
the years under NIH sponsored re
search projects. One of the NIH mis
sions is to maintain the precompetitive 
base of knowledge needed to improve 
the health of the Nation. This role has 
many faces that range from basic re
search to large-scale clinical trials for 
the evaluation of developed tech
nologies in both drugs and devices. 

The NIH is unique in the world as the 
preeminent engine for technology
based improvements to health. Perti
nent examples of NIH leadership in suc
cessful research and development to 
advance the state-of-the-art in health 
care technology in a way which favor
ably impacts the productivity of health 
care delivery are numerous. I will men
tion only a few such examples: screen
ing to detect neonatal hypothyroidism; 
improved indications for medical man
agement of uncomplicated angina pec
toris; and laser photocoagulation in 



3024 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 18, 1993 
the treatment of diabetic retinopathy. 
Yet, I note that no review criterion to 
assess the potential impact of research 
proposals on the productivity of the 
health care system is included in the 
review process. Indeed, it may be ap
propriate for some basic research pro
grams of the Nlll to not take produc
tivity into account when awarding 
funding for projects; yet, there are 
many grant and con tract programs 
where such an evaluation could influ
ence medical research and development 
which would ultimately materially im
prove the productivity of the health 
care system. 

Let me diverge for a moment to clar
ify my intentions when speaking of im
proved productivity in this context: 
Productivity is an expression of health 
care outcome in terms of resources 
consumed. Health care should be sub
ject to the same economic discipline as 
any other sector of the economy
namely, national goals require contin
uous quality improvement and this is 
mirrored by increased productivity. 
The aim is to achieve the same or bet
ter health care quality with less re
source consumption-not simply to re
duce cost by loss of service. This is an 
activity of continuous quality improve
ment, a major precept of managed 
competition, that has implications for 
the more general problem of health 
care system analysis. 

Other sectors of the economy find 
that technology improves productivity 
and thereby reduces cost. In health 
care, however, the goal of improved 
productivity often appears to not be 
mediated by technological innovation. 
Part of this perception is founded in 
the unique nature of medical markets. 
In ordinary commodity markets, the 
commodity is fixed. The role of price in 
commodity markets is clear as a sign
post to direct the flow of resources as 
supply and demand are mirrored by 
price. Medical markets are different to 
the extent that the commodity is not 
fixed. In medical markets, prices relate 
as much to changes in the commodity 
as to changes in supply or demand. 
This and other complexities have led 
some to suggest that market forces 
have failed in health care. 

I offer three examples to illustrate 
that market forces still work in health 
care, but the result is often more a re
flection of the regulatory environment 
and counterproductive financial incen
tives. The Health Insurance Experi
ment reported by the Rand Corp. over 
a decade ago found that subscribers 
With first-dollar coverage consumed 50 
percent more resources than those with 
a large deductible. There was no reason 
to believe that the 50 percent greater 
utilization resulted in better health 
care; instead, demand increased as the 
apparent cost decreased. 

Second, economists argued for many 
years that artificial constraints on the 
supply of physicians resulted in too few 

doctors thereby stimulating higher 
prices. In response to this analysis, the 
Federal Government instituted capita
tion grants to increase the number of 
medical students in existing medical 
schools and to encourage the construc
tion of new medical schools. The result 
over the next 10 years was a 30-percent 
increase in the number of new medical 
schools and a 76-percent increase in the 
number of medical students. The con
sequence of that action is more doctors 
in practice, indeed the rate at which 
doctors are added to the economy has 
more than doubled the rate of growth 
of the economy. Health economists are 
now unhappy on the grounds that there 
may be too many physicians; thus, to 
drive demand for their own services. 

Third, I would recall recent experi
ence with the enactment and later re
peal of the Medicare Catastrophic Cov
erage Act of 1988 where the elderly 
were required to pay a tax surcharge 
for duplicative benefits. The result was 
the greatest flood of constituent mail 
in opposition to a major health care 
public law in history. When the in
tended beneficiaries realized cost ex
ceeded benefit from catastrophic insur
ance, the will of the people was loud 
and clear to repeal the law. Clearly, 
market forces are operative even in the 
web of regulation and contradiction 
that characterize the state of health 
care policy as it currently exists. 

I believe the dynamism of market 
forces and technological innovation 
can have a positive influence on health 
care productivity just as in other mar
ket sectors. We must devise incentives 
to increase efficiency of health care by 
encouraging the development of tech
nologies that increase productivity. 
This task is particularly suited for the 
NIH in its role to direct development of 
health care technology. 

The incentive is at once simple and 
effective: Require the Nlll to take a 
closer look at the ultimate effect the 
medical technology developed under 
each of the Institutes will have on the 
productivity and cost of our health 
care system. This amendment will 
charge the NIH Director to examine 
and perhaps broaden the current prac
tice of evaluating and approving grant 
and contract proposals exclusively on 
the basis of present criteria such as sci
entific merit, investigator competence, 
suitability of facilities, requested 
budget, protection of research subjects, 
practical uses for the anticipated re
sults of the research, and so forth. This 
amendment will study a new concept in 
the field of medical technology foster
ing a discussion of potential productiv
ity enhancement over the present prac
tice. 

I envision that as cost and productiv
ity of technology enters into the dis
cussion of federally sponsored grants 
and contracts, that proposers will de
velop innovative ideas for health care 
productivity enhancement just as they 

now compete on scientific merit. As 
the funding priority improves in this 
case, it is predictable that more output 
from the medical R&D pipeline will be 
available to favorably impact the pro
ductivity of health care; thus, cost is 
reduced and quality is improved. In 
this way innovation from our bio
medical R&D community will be ap
plied to the pressing problem of pro
ductivity in the health care sector of 
our economy. The existing incentives 
often favor technological innovation 
without regard to its economic impact 
on health care. 

In summary, Mr. President, I believe 
that this amendment to S. 1 will add 
an incentive to the medical research 
and development community to devote 
attention to the pressing national 
problem of health care cost escalation. 
Technology to enhance productivity 
will get the attention it deserves. 

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, is recognized. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
in the absence of the ranking member, 
I have been asked to report that the 
original amendment by our colleague 
from Delaware has been modified, as he 
has indicated, and it is certainly more 
than acceptable on this side of the 
aisle. 

I add a few comments of my own, 
briefly: 

First, to compliment my colleague 
who serves with me on the Finance 
Committee for his commitment not 
only to productivity but to the issue of 
health care reform; 

Second, this study could not be more 
timely or more appropriate in the con
text of health care reform. I hope that 
it is taken seriously. I know that the 
ranking member and the chairman of 
the committee take this study seri
ously. 

Third, just to clarify the need for 
this study in the context of health care 
reform, not to confuse it in any way 
with some of the things we are doing in 
the NIH reauthorization which are 
critically important, it is pretty clear 
that the Nation wants-in terms of ac
cess to health care and health care re
form-the Nation wants equal access 
for everybody in this country to high 
quality health care, through some kind 
of system of universal coverage, which 
means compared to what we have 
today, we all want more. 

We have 36 to 37 million uninsured 
today. We have variable quality. If you 
want equal access to everybody for 
high quality care, we want a lot more 
than we have now. But our problem in 
getting to it is that everything costs 
too much, as the President indicated 
several times last night. So the bottom 
line is we all want more, but we cannot 
get it unless we are willing to pay less. 

As the senior Senator from Delaware 
has pointed out to us, there is only one 
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answer to getting everything you want 
and have it better, and pay less, and it 
is a one-word answer. It is called pro
ductivity. We do it everywhere else in 
America when we want more, better, 
and we want to pay less for it. We find 
a way to be more productive, except in 
medicine. 

So I hope we keep in mind as we are 
talking about health care reform that 
only a sound market, only consumer 
choice, competition, and the things 
that go into productivity are going to 
get this to us. 

So I think our colleague has put his 
finger on the right word. He put it in 
the right place. If you look at the one 
area where we try to deal with produc
tivity in medicine, it is in the new 
Agency on Health Care Policy Analysis 
and Review. The reauthorization for 
that I think went through here at the 
end of last year. 

But the problem is that we spend a 
pittance on the evaluation of the pro
ductivity of the practice of medicine 
and technology in America today, com
pared to what we are spending on origi
nal research. 

So again, my colleague from Dela
ware has put his fingers on the pulse of 
the problem. We need to look at out
comes. We need to look at what all of 
this money is doing for us, and while 
we are spending billions and billions of 
dollars on research, my colleague is 
going to help us answer the question: 
Research on what? And what is there
lationship between the benefit of all of 
this and the cost to our society in rela
tionship to all the other things that we 
want in this society? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup
port this amendment as it has been re
vised. I think one of the important as
pects of the development of our excel
lence in research, particularly in basic 
research, has been the peer review 
process. There are aspects of the peer 
review process that are of concern to 
many of us, but day in and day out it 
has been really the best process that 
has been devised. 

This study will also give some oppor
tunity to evaluate the increased em
phasis on clinical research. I think 
that is a worthwhile review for the NIH 
to give some additional kind of atten
tion to review. 

As previously constructed, I had 
very, very strong reservations in terms 
of substituting the clinical aspects of 
research, as important as they are, and 
substituting that for the kind of peer 
review on basic research. If we had 
done that looking over the recent past, 
there are a number of breakthroughs, 
for example AZT, other very, very im
portant medical developments that I 
doubt very much that would have been 
developed. 

I think it is worthwhile having a 
study. I think this has been con
structed in a positive way. I think it 
will be helpful to us and valuable to 

the Congress as we look down the road 
to the future. I think it is a useful and 
positive contribution to the legisla
tion. 

So I certainly urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am led to understand that the com
mitment has also been made to the 
proponent of this amendment, that 
when the study is completed that there 
will be hearings conducted as well on 
that study. I know the ranking mem
ber has made that commitment to our 
colleague from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 42) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 

Congress and the President are under 
great pressure to pass and sign into law 
a comprehensive health care program. 
During the campaign, Americans were 
told that health care reform ranks 
among the top three of the most impor
tant issues facing our country. Yet, Mr. 
President, when the distinguished ma
jority and minority leaders introduced 
the top 10 bills of the 103d Congress, 
health care was not among them. Why? 
Not because of any lack of commit
ment, rather a lack of consensus on a 
solution in either party. 

The facts are well-known. More than 
37 million Americans lack access to 
health care, even more are under en
sured. Health care costs are rising out 
of control as the President indicated in 
his State of the Union Message last 
night. Americans spent more than $800 
million on health care in 1992, nearly 14 
percent of the GNP. 

In the meantime, States are strug
gling to provide health-care coverage 
for poor Americans through Medicaid. 
As State and Federal budgets continue 
to shrink, the number of individuals 
covered under Medicaid is quickly 
being reduced. So the States are mov
ing forward to fill the health-care gap. 
Perhaps the seeds to the solution in 
health-care reform are found in the 
States. 

The problem facing Clinton is deter
mining how to balance the desire of 
States to move forward on their own 
reform proposals, and the desire of 
many Americans to see comprehensive 
reform occur only on the national 
level. It has been suggested that allow
ing States to implement their own 
plans will derail efforts toward a na-

tional reform plan. I disagree. Rather, 
it may bring us much closer to the an
swer in this complex arena. 

It is my strong belief that we can 
only develop comprehensive national 
reform after we test our ideas in the 
States. We must build our national 
data base to determine what works and 
what does not work. This is the essence 
of federalism. Our Nation's health is 
too important to test unproven propos
als on a nationwide basis. Our mistakes 
are costly. 

Mr. President, without going through 
a complete history, we made this mis
take in the very instance of initiating 
and legislating Medicare. We had what 
was the Kerr-Mills proposal out here in 
the Congress, passed the Congress. Or
egon was one of the first States to 
start undertaking a data-base gather
ing activity. But, oh, no. The national
ists had to ram through the King-An
derson bill, before the first bill was 
ever really tested or the data base 
gathered. 

And we were told at that time that 
Medicare would never cost more than 
$10 billion. That was the lack of data 
base. We should have stayed with the 
Kerr-Mills until we unscrambled that. 
We cannot unscramble the egg or the 
history. Our mistake is costly. 

While we cannot continue to afford 
our rapidly rising health care bill-and 
do not get me wrong, comprehensive 
reform is necessary.:_we cannot afford 
to make the same mistake again. 

To date, eight States, including my 
own State of Oregon, have passed com
prehensive health-care reform legisla
tion. More than 20 others have passed 
or are considering reform legislation to 
expand access to health care or to con
tain health-care costs. 

During a recent meeting with mem
bers of the National Governors Asso
ciation [NGA], President Clinton gave 
his assurances that States would be al
lowed the flexibility to proceed with 
their reform efforts. He promised to 
simplify the waiver application process 
to allow for the prompt consideration 
of Medicaid waivers. And, during the 
course of the NGA conference, our Na
tion's Governors unanimously passed a 
resolution supporting prompt approval 
of the Oregon Medicaid waiver. 

I am pleased to come to the floor 
today, to commend Secretary Shalala 
for the commitment she made yester
day, to render a decision on the Oregon 
waiver application by March 19, 1993. It 
is reassuring to me, the members of the 
Oregon delegation, the Oregon Gov
ernor, members of the Oregon Legisla
ture, and the people of Oregon to know 
that they can expect a quick decision, 
and one way or another move forward 
in addressing the health needs of Or
egonians. 

Her assurance to act by March 19 
does not guarantee approval of the 
plan. It would not be appropriate for 
me at this time to require that she ap
prove the plan. 
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I do believe, however, that it is ap

propriate for me to ask for a timeline 
for her decision-for Oregon has waited 
for a decision for over a year and a 
half. 

Oregon submitted its original appli
cation to undertake a Medicaid dem
onstration project on August 16, 1991. 
Oregon's plan would provide basic 
health coverage to all Oregonians with 
an income level below the Federal pov
erty line. More than a year later, then
Secretary of IlliS, Dr. Sullivan, asked 
Oregon to revise and resubmit its ap
plication. Concerns were raised over 
the legality of Oregon's prioritized 
ranking of conditions and treatments 
under the Americans With Disabilities 
Act. Upon the advice of IlliS attorneys, 
the Oregon Health Services Commis
sion met and revised the ranking list, 
removing all references to quality of 
life. A revised waiver application was 
submitted to the Secretary on Novem
ber 13, 1992. 

Mr. President, Oregon took a bold 
step and addressed a very difficult 
problem openly and with much consid
eration. I am not here to argue the 
merits of Oregon's approach. Rather, 
the plan that emerged and passed the 
Oregon Legislature after many years of 
hard work represents a broad consen
sus and I am here to support the will of 
my State-just as my colleagues would 
do if it was their State. From providers 
to consumers, public entities to em
ployers, this plan has the support of 
Oregonians. It is laden with commu
nity values obtained from community 
meetings across the State of Oregon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of an ·article written 
by Barbara Coombs which appeared in 
Monday's Washington Post be included 
in the RECORD immediately following 
my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HATFIELD. This well-written ar

ticle emphasizes the importance of 
community involvement in health 
care, and the courage Oregonians had 
to undertake this project for the best 
of their community and those without 
access to health care. 

This approach is not guaranteed to 
work-no one can say that. What I am 
saying is that Oregon must be allowed 
the opportunity to try its plan. 

Yes, it is controversial. Yes, it con
tains some things I do not like. Yes, 
there are problems that may need to be 
resolved later. But, is that not why we 
allow demonstration projects? How can 
we obtain the information we need, and 
the American people have come to ex
pect, to move forward on national re
form, if we fail to allow States to test 
different approa.ches? 

Oregon is the only State with an ap
plication for comprehensive reform of 
the State's Medicaid system pending 
before IlliS. But other States are for-

mulating proposals and will be seeking 
waivers of their own. Florida, Ver
mont, Arizona, Minnesota, Colorado, 
and New Mexico-to name a few-are 
watching Oregon closely. For they, too, 
will be fighting this battle. 

Timing is critical. Two years ago, the 
Oregon Legislature, upon passage of 
the Oregon plan, set aside the funds 
necessary out of general funds to im
plement the program. Now, our legisla
ture is meeting again. Again, they will 
need to set aside additional funds. In a 
very difficult budget situation, the leg
islature will have to commit an addi
tional $100 million in general funds. If 
the Clinton administration continues 
to delay in its consideration of the Or
egon waiver, it will be impossible for 
the Oregon Legislature to justify this 
extra funding. Oregon must have an an
swer by March 19, 1993. An innovative 
State approach will go by the wayside 
due to a lack of courage on the Federal 
level to act. 

Make no mistake, I am encouraged 
by the statements of the new adminis
tration in favor of the Oregon waiver 
and do not mean to be unjustly critical 
of their treatment of the waiver appli
cation. They have promised to act 
quickly. 

Again, I am pleased by the commit
men ts made to me by Secretary. 
Shalala to act on the waiver by March 
19, 1993. I have a great deal of respect 
for our new Secretary and wish her 
luck as she struggles with the difficult 
issues facing her. But, I feel strongly 
that Oregon needs an answer and we 
can't afford to wait any longer. There
fore, the sense of the Senate that I put 
forward today, reflects my strong feel
ings that the Congress should act to 
commend and concur with the Sec
retary's commitment, realizing the 
budgetary timeframe the Oregon Legis
lature faces. 

AMENDMENT NO. 43 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con
gress that it concurs with the commitment 
of the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to take action on a request made 
for certain waivers under the Medicaid 
Program, and for other purposes) 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to 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 Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]. 
for himself, Mr. PACKWOOD, and Mr. MCCAIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 43. 

At the appropriate place in title XX, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR CER
TAIN WAIVERS UNDER THE MEDIC
AID PROGRAM. 

It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services should be commended for her com
mitment to either approve or deny the appli
cation for waivers to conduct a demonstra
tion project under section 1115(a) of the So-

cial Security Act submitted by the Oregon 
Department of Human Services on November 
13, 1992, (hereafter referred to in this section 
as the " application" ) by March 19, 1993, and 

(2) because the application for waivers has 
been pending for one and a half years and the 
Oregon State legislature faces a biennium 
budget currently under consideration, a deci
sion must be reached by March 19, 1993, in 
order for the legislature to appropriate the 
funds necessary to implement the Oregon 
plan. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I believe this amend
ment has been cleared by both sides. I 
thank, at this time, the bill's man
agers, Senator KENNEDY and Senator 
KASSEBAUM, for their patience and as
sistance in securing this assurance for 
Oregon. I also want to thank Senator 
MOYNlliAN of New York and Senator 
PACKWOOD, my colleague, for their 
roles on the Finance Committee and 
for having incorporated this into the 
budget reconciliation resolution and 
given support today for this action. 

EXHIBIT 1 
COMMUNITY VALUES AND HEALTH CARE COSTS 

(By Barbara J . Coombs) 
PORTLAND, ORE.-During the campaign, 

both Bill Clinton and Al Gore invoked 
themes of community values. " We need more 
than new laws," Clinton declared. "We need 
a new sense of community." Al Gore asserted 
it was time for our rights as individual peo
ple to be justly balanced with our respon
sibilities as citizens. They talked about re
spect toward others and an attitude of re
straint in human affairs. 

One way they can put these ideas to work 
is by accepting the Oregon Plan for health 
care, a controversial proposal that was put 
aside by the Bush administration but is now 
back on the table. In the past Al Gore has 
called discussion of the Oregon Plan the sin
gle most important health care debate in the 
United States. It is important in part be
cause it raises the question of what role 
community should play in individual health 
care decisions. 

The Oregon plan stands for the infusion of 
community values into those decisions and 
into the processes of problem-solving andre
source allocation. The new administration 
might look to Oregon to discover how the 
sense of community it seeks can guide the 
work of dedicated people to create health 
care solutions. 

I submit that the Oregon Plan, and specifi
cally its process of ranking health services, 
embodies the first cure for a profound imbal
ance in American thinking about individual 
choice and the utilization of resources. It is 
a call to inject a sense of community obliga
tion into decisions we make in our private 
lives. It would have us examine how we use 
medical resources-and by extension all re
sources-in the larger context of society's 
needs and priorities. It is a courageous and 
intelligent effort to achieve a more just bal
ance between the needs of the community 
and the rights of the individual. 

The struggle to secure individual rights 
has been crucial to American democracy, but 
we now need new covenants between individ
uals and community to guide us in the '90s 
and beyond. The Oregon plan is one such cov
enant. 

Voices across the political spectrum decry 
the diminished moral character of the coun
try, but it is increasingly apparent that our 
social ills are much more malignant than 
platitudes about "family values" can de-
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scribe. Writing in the New York Times, 
Cornel West, professor of religion at Prince
ton, lays blame for the Los Angeles riots on 
societal trends that have created a "rootless, 
dangling people with little links to the sup
portive networks-family, friends, school
that sustain some sense of purpose in life." 
He asserts that the collapse of communities 
has left us lacking the forces that have al
ways helped a people face despair, disease 
and death and carried virtues such as dig
nity, decency and excellence across genera
tions. One of his prescriptions for recovery is 
a focus on the common good to shape and 
sustain our national destiny. 

Oregon's list of health services, with its 
setting of priori ties, would be one step in 
this direction. Crafted from societal ethics 
revealed in community meetings throughout 
the state, it is based on the principle that ef
fective treatment, offering the greatest 
good, should have the highest priority. It is 
the first open repudiation of the question
able assumption that all health care services 
are equally valuable and desirable and that 
no expense should be spared if there is any 
chance a particular service could enhance 
the wellbeing of a patient. It weighs the 
value of a service by the magnitude of the 
good it will likely do. Does the treatment ac
tually make a significant difference in the 
course of recovery? Is the cost of the treat
ment proportional to its effectiveness? 

The plan emphasizes services that are val
ued by Oregonians, such as health education 
and relief of suffering during the process of 
dying. It deems less important those services 
that neither cure disease nor relieve suffer
ing, such as treatment for the common cold 
and other self-limiting illnesses. The plan 
embodies the obligation we all have-in
sured, uninsured, rich and poor-to avoid 
squandering resources on ineffective, futile 
and unnecessary treatments. 

By setting priorities, the plan accepts the 
fact that no service delivery takes place in a 
vacuum, that each dollar spent on ineffective 
or unnecessary treatment is one less dollar 
for care that would strengthen the commu
nity, build hope, effect a cure or relieve suf
fering. Under the Oregon Plan, businesses, 
taxpayers and other purchasers are not 
asked to provide every imaginable medical 
service with any possible benefit, but rather 
a basic benefit package of essential services. 
The community has volunteered to extend 
services to those who are without access to 
care, and it would receive in return the as
surance that pooled resources will be spent 
in a manner affecting the greatest good for 
the greatest number of people. 

Resources are finite, everyone dies, and 
disease is not fair. Those fortunate enough 
to live in community can accept these truths 
with courage and grace. It is the compassion 
in a human face that comforts us, the toil of 
human hands that brings us hope, and the 
sound of human voices raised in prayer and 
song that bears witness to the spiritual 
peace we seek. 

But in order for the community to do all 
these things, it must be nurtured and hon
ored and its limits respected. We cannot dog
gedly pursue only our self-interest and ex
pect a compassionate community to sustain 
us when sickness, sorrow and pain come to 
us. 

I urge my colleagues to join in my 
support of this amendment, because 
many of their States will be following 
the pathways very shortly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate to accept the sense-of-the
Senate resolution. I admire the perse
verance and doggedness of my friend 
and colleague, Senator HATFIELD of Or
egon, as well as Senator PACKWOOD, in 
pursuing this extremely important 
public policy issue and question. 

I join in commending Secretary 
Shalala for her commitment to make a 
judgment decision. The issues are com
plex and involve a variety of different 
health policy issues. 

I want to make it clear that our com
mendation of the Secretary is in here 
making her commitment to make a 
judgment on this issue, and we clearly 
do not want to commit our other col
leagues to one of making a decision 
one way or another on this particular 
measure, but we do applaud the fact 
that the Secretary will give a clear sig
nal, and the reasons for that signal, to 
the people of Oregon. I think that that 
is important for them and I think to 
commend the Secretary for her willing
ness to take a position on it is entirely 
appropriate for this body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD]. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, let me put in further 

perspective what my good colleague 
from Oregon, Senator HATFIELD, said 
as to what Oregon is trying to do, be
cause it is unique in this Nation. 

Oregon, at the moment, under its 
Medicaid Program has an economic 
limitation of about 50 percent of the 
poverty level, but if you are above a 
percent of the poverty level in income 
you are ineligible for Medicaid. Other 
States have a similar threshold, some 
higher, some lower. I do not know of 
any State that treats 100 percent of the 
poverty level under Medicaid. 

So indeed for the poor we are ration
ing care. If you are above a certain 
level, you do not get any public care, 
period. 

In 1989, the Oregon Legislature 
passed three bills, not one. 

The first relates · to what is now 
called the Medicaid waiver. Oregon 
said, we will be willing to cover every
body to 100 percent of the poverty 
level. We will even cover people that 
Medicaid does not require us to cover, 
but in exchange, we cannot cover ev
erybody up to 100 percent of the level 
with everything that we used to cover 
those up to 50 percent of the poverty 
level. We do not have enough money. 
So we said, we will cover everybody, 
but we will rank medical procedures 
from the most valuable to the least 
valuable, and there is going to be a cut 
off, and below a certain line we will not 
fund them. 

We passed a second bill. The second 
bill was an employer mandate bill to 
require employers to require health 
coverage for employees, and the benefit 

level that had to be provided was the 
same level as Oregon would provide for 
Medicaid patients. 

There was a third bill, basically an 
assigned risk pool. If people were not 
employed or self-employed, or for some 
reason were not covered either by Med
icaid or employers, the State would 
have a risk pool to collect money and 
buy insurance themselves so everybody 
would be covered. The key was the 
Medicaid level, because the employer 
coverage does not go into effect until 
Oregon gets to try the Medicaid plan. 

So this passes in 1989, and we have a 
citizens commission that met and held 
hearings all over the State with dozens 
and dozens of hearings getting input on 
how to rank the procedures. 

Currently, there are 688 procedures 
ranked from the most valuable to the 
least valuable. The most valuable one 
at the top of the list is bacterial pneu
monia. The reason it is at the top is 
that it is relatively easy to treat by 
antibiotics, and once treated, you are 
cured and not likely to die or ever 
again suffer from bacterial pneumonia. 
It is a high cost-benefit ratio. 

Close to the bottom of the list is cos
metic surgery for purely cosmetic pur
poses. If you are injured in an accident 
that is a different matter. If you have 
lived for 45 or 50 years and do not like 
your face, we are not going to pay, at 
public expense, to change it. That is 
below the cutoff line. 

Then the legislature came up with as 
much money as they could. They said 
below a certain level we will not cover. 

We first asked the Federal Govern
ment to give us a waiver P/z years ago 
because we are not going to cover some 
people that we would otherwise think 
we should cover. We are going to cover 
a lot more people than they require us 
to cover, but we are going to give ev
erybody a basic level of medical care 
and some very expensive procedures 
that benefit only a very few people 
may get dropped. It is P/z years later 
and we have not yet gotten the waiver. 

Senator HATFIELD referred to other 
States asking for waivers. None of 
them have a plan like this, where for 
the first time in the history of this 
country we say eventually what the 
whole country will come to. We cannot 
afford to pay at public expense for the 
kind of medical care that a Henry Ford 
or John Rockefeller, if alive, could pay 
for themselves. We just cannot afford 
it. Eventually the U.S. Government 
and its Medicare and Medicaid Pro
grams will come to that same conclu
sion-that there has to be some ration
al listing of benefits. 

First, the Bush administration said 
there was a budget problem. I worked 
for some period of time with the Budg
et Director, Dick Darman, and got over 
the budget problem. Then the argu
ment was there was an abortion prob
lem. The laws of the Federal Govern
ment prohibit Medicaid funding of 
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abortion except in very unusual cases, 
and the argument was Oregon would 
use this waiver to fund abortions. 

The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services has the right to issue a waiver 
for certain things. You cannot waive 
Federal law. So, Oregon could not fund 
the abortions whether we got the waiv
er or not. We got over that hurdle. 

The next hurdle was the Americans 
with Disabilities Act which was passed 
in midstream. This act was not in full 
effect when Oregon passed its bill and 
there was an argument that violated 
the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
and the Department of Justice had a 
problem with it. 

I find the Department of Justice 
analysis without good foundation, but 
that is neither here nor there. That 
was their argument. We never got a 
waiver from the Bush administration. 

When President Clinton was cam
paigning in Oregon, he said if he were 
President, he would grant no waiver. 
That was last May. 

When I met with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, Donna 
Shalala in her courtesy calls, I asked 
her about this. She looked with favor 
upon it. She thought the administra
tion looked with favor. That is not a 
promise of granting it, but it looks 
with favor. 

Now we have a letter from the Sec
retary that by March 19 a decision will 
be reached. As Senator KENNEDY said, 
it is not a guarantee we will get the 
waiver but at least we get a decision. 

The Oregon Legislature is now in ses
sion. They will meet for 6 or 7 months. 
They have to have an answer. The leg
islature needs to know how much 
money it has to come up with if it is 
not going to be granted. 

I emphasize again in concluding what 
Oregon is trying to do. Oregon is say
ing we only have so much money to 
spend on health, on education, on high
ways, on environment, on airports. We 
only have so much money, and if we 
spend more on health, then we have to 
spend less on education, less on air
ports, or less on highways. And in 
terms of priorities, we think that some 
priori ties are higher in nonheal th 
areas, some priorities are higher than 
very expensive health procedures that 
benefit very few people and especially 
for procedures that are not very likely 
to prolong your life very much more. 

So that is what we are asking, and 
one day, this country will come to this 
and I will tell you why. The President 
last night said he wants to use Con
gressional Budget Office figures so I 
will use just one. In 10 years-these are 
Congressional Budget Office figures-69 
percent of all of the money that the 
Federal Government spends will either 
be for retirement-this is Social Secu
rity, Federal, civilian, and military re
tirements, or health, public money, 
Medicare-Medicaid, Indian Health, 
Public Health Service, interest on the 
debt-those five, 69 percent. 

If we do not restrain those, then ev
erything else the Federal Government 
spends will have to be reduced and re
stricted unless we want to raise taxes 
to do it. So Oregon is trying to lead the 
way in saying in terms of priori ties 
with a limited amount of money, how 
much do you want to spend on health, 
how much within health do you want 
to spend on certain procedures? We beg 
for the chance to try this. 

I take my hat off to the Legislature 
of Oregon and those who pushed it. It 
took courage. We beg for the chance to 
try it. It is about the best pilot pro
gram the Federal Government can 
have, because the Federal Government 
is going to have to come to a similar 
conclusion sooner or later. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SHELBY). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise in support of the Hatfield-Pack
wood amendment. 

Enough has been said about the waiv
er process and how burdensome it is, 
but enough has never been said about 
permitting States to operate as labora
tories of experimentation. I think that 
is what the testimony here from both 
of the Members from Oregon has dem
onstrated to us. 

The story of the efforts of the State 
of Oregon and its people to receive the 
waiver it needed to institute its Medic
aid reform plan illustrates the fact 
that we have to change the waiver 
process if we are going to continue to 
allow the Oregonians of this world to 
give us the benefit of their willingness 
to change. 

Oregon's approach was very con
troversial-as both our colleagues from 
that State have indicated-and I do not 
necessarily agree with all of the meth
odology that they employed. But I 
must tell my colleagues, I went out to 
Oregon in October 1991, and spent 3 
days with Oregonians talking about 
this process, and came a way with the 
feeling that has already been expressed 
better than I could by the Senators 
from that State. 

The State has come in with a plan 
with extensive community involve
ment and debate. It is to be praised for 
having the courage and the commit
ment to wrestle with the very difficult 
issues of access to care, and costs of 
care, that many of the rest of the 
States have tried to avoid. 

I do not know whether the ADA was 
really a major reason for the denial. I 
do not know how much partisan poli
tics in an election year played a part in 
the denial. I think it would have been 
a lot better policy if the Bush adminis
tration had embraced the efforts of the 
State of Oregon and worked with them 
to improve the plan. But, as it now 
stands, Oregon has been denied the 
right to its bold experiment. 

And Oregon is not alone. My own 
State of Minnesota, the States of Ver-

mont, Florida, and others are subject 
to similar denials of their plans. I hope 
that the new Secretary's commitment 
to act promptly on Oregon means she 
is going to act equally promptly on the 
others. 

Our newly-elected President served 
for 12 years as Governor of a State. He 
understands the burdens on States that 
are imposed by the waiver process. He 
has openly criticized the present situa
tion and has promised flexible and 
rapid responses to State requests. 

I believe that a rational waiver proc
ess is essential, and I believe we should 
move forward with all deliberate speed 
to attain it. However, my support for 
waivers does not mean that I think the 
States should allow the Federal Gov
ernment to opt out of the process of 
health care reform. 

I , believe the problem highlights a 
deeper and more fundamental issue of 
intergovernmental relations. It is es
sential that we untangle the complex 
and interlocking web of Federal and 
State activities in health care, or we 
will never reform this system. 

We need to return to the fundamen
tals of federalism-to determine what 
areas of reform should be a national re
sponsibility. We need to decide what 
role the States should play to assure 
that the American people have an op
portunity for good health. 

My experience teaches me ·that 
States have much to offer in terms of 
creativity, innovation, and sensitivity 
to people's needs. The kind of things 
we cannot do nationally, Oregonians 
are willing to do in their State, and 
that is to test our values and our prior
ities for the first time in generations. 

We can also test our sensitivity to 
cost. In my own State of Minnesota, 10 
years ago, the prices for its health 
plans were 10 percent above the na
tional average. Because Minnesotans 
were committed to reduce the cost of 
health care in the State of Minnesota, 
today the prices of health plans in our 
State are 18 percent below the national 
average. And in just a matter of a cou
ple of years, with a little help from na
tional policy change, we can be 30 per
cent below the national average. 

Those are two things that States can 
do-cost containment and assessment 
of societal values. 

It is also my experience that only a 
national government can guarantee the 
income security of all of its citizens. 
When a doctor's home visit cost $5, and 
a birth cost $20, medical care access 
was not an income security problem for 
this country. But at $350 to $500 a 
month for heaith insurance and an av
erage per-capita expenditure of $3,500 
per year in this State, this is a na
tional income security challenge. It 
cannot be accomplished by States 
alone. 

So I strongly support a waiver policy 
in which the States and the Federal 
Governme~t are partners, not adver-
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saries, in this effort, and strongly rec
ommend the adoption of the amend
ment of our colleagues from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise as 
a cosponsor and strong supporter of the 
sense of the Senate resolution offered 
by my good friend and able colleague 
from the State of Oregon. 

This resolution expresses the sense of 
the Senate that the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services should ei
ther approve or deny the Oregon Medic
aid waivers by March 19, 1993. 

Mr. President, for the past several 
years, the people of Oregon, like those 
of so many other States, have under
taken the very difficult task of devel
oping a proposal to reform their health 
care delivery system. 

Oregon, however, is the only State to 
have a systemwide demonstration 
project pending before HHS. While 
other States are working at models for 
comprehensive reform, Oregon is ready 
to move to the implementation phase. 
I, for one, believe that we ought to let 
them proceed. 

·Mr. President, we are just beginning 
the Federal debate over how best to re
form our Nation's health care delivery 
system. While we are working on the 
broad outlines of health reform at the 
Federal level, we are not ready to act. 
There are many questions and issues 
that loom large in this debate. 

One of these difficult questions is 
how to best prioritize the utilization of 
high-cost services and technology, so 
that all Americans have access to a 
basic level of care if America is to live 
under a global budget cap for health 
care. In spite of the public perception 
that all we have to do to control the 
level America spends on health care is 
eliminate fraud, waste, and abuse, or 
further limit payment to medical pro
viders, the reality is it is going to re
quire some very difficult choices. 

Mr. President, the Oregon plan is 
largely about trying to address this 
very difficult question. While I am not 
prepared to impose this program on 
other States, I believe we will do our
selves a great disservice if we fail to let 
the people of Oregon test this question 
for our Nation. 

Nearly 10 years ago, the Federal Gov
ernment provided the State of Arizona 
with the necessary waivers to explore 
the application of managed care within 
the Medicaid environment--a signifi
cant question in the health reform de
bate at that time. The Arizona Health 
Care Cost Containment System, or 
AHCCCS, as it has come to be known, 
has been an enormous success. 

It has demonstrated that managed 
care can be very effective in holding 
down costs and providing access to 
quality services for Medicaid bene
ficiaries. It would never have been pos
sible to explore these questions if the 
Federal Government would have denied 

the State of Arizona the necessary 
waivers to conduct this demonstration 
program. 

In my view, we should grant the 
State of Oregon the necessary waivers 
to begin exploring the important ques
tions involved in their reform proposal. 

Mr. President, the process of achiev
ing comprehensive, systemic health re
form is going to take years, not 
months. And, I believe at least initial 
reform at the Federal level will involve 
making macro changes and leave 
States with the flexibility to define 
many of the details. While we continue 
our work toward comprehensive, sys
temic reform, it is imperative that we 
let those States that are ready and 
willing to begin moving forward, to do 
so. Oregon is ready. In fact, it is the 
only State, to date, that has a com
prehensive plan. And we ·should let 
them implement and test their plan. 

Several weeks ago, President Clinton 
told the Governors that States were 
having to wait far too long for answers 
on their waiver request&-a situation 
which he would remedy. He was right, 
States need a prompt response to their 
waiver requests, and now is the time 
for his administration to act on the Or
egon waiver package. 

I, too, am encouraged at the fact that 
the Secretary has promised to act on 
the waiver request by March 19. This is 
far too important an issue to let it 
slide any further. It is my hope that 
the Secretary will end up approving 
the Oregon waivers. 

To not allow the State of Oregon to 
move forward with this health reform 
demonstration would be a travesty, 
both to Oregonians and the American 
people. Accordingly, I hope that all of 
our colleagues will give this amend
ment their strong support. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the Hatfield-Pack
wood amendment. 

As I contemplate the significance of 
the issue of health care reform and re
alize the magnitude of what some of 
these possible changes may bring 
about, I think it strongly suggests we 
should encourage innovation. I will not 
discuss the specifics of the Oregon 
Plan, however, I think the philosophy 
of allowing States to undertake pilot 
projects is an absolutely essential key 
component as this Nation .finds solu
tions to its health care problems. 

I have met with the Idaho Hospital 
Association and they have indicated 
that they are more than willing to test 
new concepts, if allowed-the key is "if 
allowed.'' 

I believe that we need to encourage 
innovation. The lessons we will learn 
from these different states, as they un
dertake these significant approaches, 
will be invaluable to us, both in learn-

ing what does work, and also in learn
ing what does not work. Those who try 
should be applauded. In those areas 
where they are not successful, they 
should not be in any way punished for 
taking that risk, but again applauded. 
We need to support those States that 
are willing to actively seek solutions. 

Therefore, I believe pilot projects, as 
suggested in Oregon, are key, and I 
strongly support us moving in that di
rection. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, be

fore the termination on this amend
ment, I would like to thank again the 
leadership of the committee. From the 
early beginnings of this issue, we have 
had the support of Senator KENNEDY 
and Senator KASSEBAUM, Senat;or 
DURENBERGER and others on the com
mittee, for which we are very grateful. 
Senator PACKWOOD has labored long on 
this issue. Congressman WYDEN of the 
State of Oregon has certainly been the 
spearhead on the House side; again, a 
bipartisan effort of the Republican and 
Democratic Members of the House rep
resenting Oregon, our Democratic Gov
ernor, our Republican Speaker of the 
House, and our Democratic president of 
the State senate. It is a total, broad
based support. 

And I want to thank Senator 
KEMPTHORNE this morning for his com
ments which were very helpful. 

We are very grateful for this broad 
base of support in the Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask for the vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 43) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
could ask the chairman of the commit
tee, I have one other technical amend
ment, I believe. Could I offer that at 
this time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oregon. 
AMENDMENT NO. 44 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, there 
is a little place in the southern part of 
my State in Jackson County, OR, situ
ated on Little Butte Creek, called 
Brownsboro. Just a few weeks ago, a 
dramatic accident occurred in my 
home State which, in effect, resulted in 
the loss of the town of Brownsboro, OR. 
A truck driver fell asleep at the wheel 
of his vehicle and drove into the tav
ern/post office/store building which 
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represents this small community near 
Medford, OR. The driver was critically 
injured; he is now recuperating in a 
Medford hospital. Fortunately, no one 
was in the building and no others were 
hurt as the truck came to rest in the 
tavern's dining room. The people of the 
area, the owners of the building and 
businesses are now talking about de
molishing the building's remains and 
hopefully rebuilding. 

Tragically, this episode illustrates 
the growing national need for public 
education and safety programs which 
could help reduce the anguish and ex
pense incurred by a sleepy society. 
Sleep disorders are not unusual and 
sleep deprivation is all too common. In 
a very recent study, 87 percent of 156 
commercial truck drivers were found 
to have sleep apnea and 46 percent suf
fered from the disorder at a moderate 
to severe level. The most frequently 
cited probable cause of mass transpor
tation accidents was fatigue, account
ing for nearly one-third of all fatal-to
the-driver heavy trucking accidents. 

Mr. President, I applaud my col
league, Senator KENNEDY, for his lead
ership in sponsoring S. 1, the National 
Institutes of Health Revitalization Act 
of 1993. I would also like to commend 
Senator KENNEDY for including in this 
bill S. 104, legislation I introduced on 
the first day of the 103d Congress to es
tablish a National Center for Sleep Dis
orders Research at the National Insti
tutes of Health. 

This is not another division in the 
broad sense of the constitution of the 
National Institutes of Health. This is a 
center. 

The establishment of a National Cen
ter for Sleep Disorders Research will 
have a tremendous effect on the mil
lions of Americans who suffer from the 
devastating effects of sleep disorders. 
The Commission on Sleep Disorders 
Research recently completed a 3-year 
study into the problem of sleep dis
orders in this country which found that 
40 million Americans are chronically 
ill with a sleep disorder and that an ad
ditional 20 to 30 million experience 
intermittent sleep related problems. 

In addition to this startling personal 
pain and suffering, the Commission 
found that sleep disorders are a tre
mendous drain on the productivity and 
safety of our country: falling asleep at 
the wheel is one of the most costly and 
devastating problems on American 
highways; accidents in the workplace 
due to sleep deprivation are common
place and damaging to industry; and 
the annual cost to society is over $50 
billion. 

But just as damaging is society's 
complete lack of awareness of sleep 
disorders and their consequences. In 
addition to finding no component of so
ciety adequately aware of sleep dis
orders and the facts of sleep depriva
tion, the Commission found serious 
gaps in medical research and alarm-

ingly few young investigators in the 
pipeline. It seems highly probable that 
this "reservoir of ignorance" is a major 
reason why 95 percent of all individuals 
afflicted with a sleep disorder remain 
undiagnosed. 

In order to address these problems, 
the Commission recommended that the 
Federal Government undertake a series 
of initiatives. The centerpiece of these 
recommendations calls for the estab
lishment of a National Center for Sleep 
Disorders Research within an existing 
institute of the National Institutes of 
Health. At a November 4 special hear
ing of the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee in Oregon, I witnessed first
hand the positive effects a National 
Center for Sleep Disorders Research 
can bring to the millions of Americans 
suffering from sleep disorders. At this 
hearing patients, scientists, physi
cians, transportation experts, and gov
ernment officials all expressed the ne
cessity for the establishment of a Na
tional Center for Sleep Disorders Re
search. 

Also supporting the establishment of 
a National Center for Sleep Disorders 
Research are a variety of medical, pa
tient, and industry groups, including 
the American College of Chest Physi
cians, American Sleep Disorders Asso
ciation, Sleep Research Society, Amer
ican Narcolepsy Association, American 
Sleep Apnea Association, AWAKE Net
work, Better Sleep Council, Narcolepsy 
Network, and the National Sleep Foun
dation. 

For these compelling reasons, I intro
duced S. 104, legislation establishing a 
National Center for Sleep Disorders Re
search within the National Institutes 
of Health. I commend my colleagues, 
Senators KENNEDY, SIMON, and CHAFEE 
for their cosponsorship of this historic 
legislation. I look forward to working 
with them and my other colleagues in 
the Senate in ensuring the success of 
the National Center for Sleep Disorders 
Research. 

At this time, Mr. President, I send 
the amendment to 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 Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
proposes an amendment numbered 44. 

Mr. HATFIELD. 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: 
On page 85, after line 22, in section 503, in

sert before the end quotation marks the fol
lowing: 

" (f)(l) The Director of the Center, in co
operation with the Centers for Disease Con
trol, is authorized to coordinate activities 
with the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Defense , the Department of 
Education, the Department of Labor, and the 
Department of Commerce to collect data, 

conduct studies, and disseminate public in
formation concerning the impact of sleep 
disorders and sleep deprivation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to speci
fy that the center has a role in coordi
nating its activities with those Federal 
agencies that have an interest in sleep 
deprivation and disorders. For in
stance, the Department of Transpor
tation has, in the past, looked at sleep 
deprivation and its impacts on the 
transportation industry. Just this 
weekend, unfortunately, an accident 
occurred in Dunn, NC, which resulted 
in the loss of three lives, when the 
driver of a vehicle fell asleep at the 
wheel. I ask unanimous consent that 
an article from the News and Observer 
appear in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

Mr. President, this amendment has 
the support of Chairman KENNEDY and 
Senator KASSEBAUM and I ask for unan
imous consent that the Senate adopt 
this amendment and that the text of 
the amendment be included in the 
RECORD. 
' I also ask unanimous consent that a 
letter supporting this legislation from 
the American Sleep Disorders Associa
tion, the only professional association 
exclusively dedicated to sleep disorders 
and sleep research, be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
COLLISION KILLS 3, SPARKS INFERNO: CAR 

HITS TANKER HAULING 8,800 GALLONS OF 
GAS NEAR DUNN 

(By Pamela Babcock) 
DUNN .-Three people were killed and one 

injured Saturday when a gasoline tanker col
lided with a car and exploded on I-95 south of 
Dunn, sparking a raging inferno fueled by 
8,800 gallons of gasoline. 

" It was like a big ball of fire that lit up 
both sides of the road," said N.C. Highway 
Patrol Sgt. Jimmy Turbeville, one of the 
first on the scene. " One guy said it looked 
like the world was on fire ." 

Steve Blevins, 35, a truck driver from Wen
dell, was killed in the accident. Also killed 
were two occupants· in the car that collided 
with the tanker: Josephine Mcintyre Rich
ardson, 63, and the driver, Mallory Adrian 
Rice, 28, of Fayetteville. Rice 's mother, Mil
dred Rice, 60, a passenger in the car, was list
ed in stable condition Saturday night follow
ing surgery at Cape Fear Valley Hospital in 
Fayetteville. 

Department of Transportation supervisor 
Tom Burchell , who lives two miles away, 
said he was thrown out of bed by a series of 
explosions. When he looked out into the 
morning darkness, the sky was aglow. 

" It looked like an early sunrise," Burchell 
said. "It sounded like a war. " 

The 5:45 a.m. accident occurred about two 
miles north of N.C. 82 when Mallory Rice, 
who was driving a 1988 Dodge Shadow, appar
ently fell asleep crossing the median into the 
southbound lane and struck the tanker, 
troopers said. 

The impact severed the front of the car, 
which was thrown airborne for 29 feet. The 
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car then flipped over before ripping open and 
bursting into flames. Both vehicles were 
traveling about 65 miles per hour when they 
collided, Highway Patrol Trooper Clinton E. 
Butler said. 

The accident stranded thousands of motor
ists for hours as the intense heat from the 
fire turned the roadway into a bubbling 
brew. Southbound traffic was blocked until 
about 1 p.m., when the fire was extinguished, 
while the northbound lane was closed to traf
fic for much of the day. Traffic was backed 
up to five miles at one point. 

State transportation officials made tem
.porary repairs and reopened the northbound 
lanes by late Saturday afternoon, but said 
that work to ensure that the roadbed is sta
ble enough to support traffic will take much 
of the week. 

Burchell, the DOT supervisor, said the fire 
sent mushroom clouds into the air. 

" I've been doing this for 25 years, this was 
one of the wildest, one of the worst, " he said. 
I've seen dozens of spills. 

Witnesses reported hearing a series of ex
plosions, possible up to six or seven. Several 
fire units responded, but efforts to clear the 
wreckage were hindered by the heat, and the 
fire was allowed to burn. The tops of tower
ing pine trees near the accident were singed, 
indicating that the flames shot up to 75 feet. 

The late 1980s model Mack truck Blevins 
was driving was unrecognizable. Its tires 
were completely burned off and the steel 
belts from the radials looked like thread 
wrapped around spools. 

Blevins was employed by Coastal Transpor
tation, a Goldsboro-based hauler of petro
leum products. The truck was carrying three 
grades of fuel in three compartments. 
Blevins had just picked up a load of fuel in 
Selma, about 25 miles from the wreck, troop
ers said. 

Tony Holland, a manager for Coastal 
Transportation, said Blevins was with the 
firm just over a year and was a good driver. 

"He was just in the wrong place at the 
wrong time," Holland said. The impact ap
parently severed the front axle of the truck 
from the steering column, making it impos
sible for Blevins to control the truck, he 
said. 

"From the looks of it , it damaged the front 
axles enough that he was just along for the 
ride," Holland said. 

Bexley " B.J." Eatmon, the owner of B.J.'s 
at 3317 Rolesville Road in Wendell , said he 
knew Blevins for about six years. Blevins 
also had worked for Wendell Transport and 
Variety Wholesale, he said. 

"We're going to miss him. You won' t find 
a better person than Steve," Eatmon said. 
"He was just a good fellow. " 

Although Blevins enjoyed fishing, Eatmon 
said, he spent most of his free time with his 
wife , Carol. " He was everything to her. She 
will be devastated by it," Eatmon said. 

Julia Opinski , a next door neighbor of the 
Blevinses said, " He was the kind of man who 
would have done anything for anybody in the 
world." 

Blevins was a skilled woodworker who 
built furniture for his home and filled the 
backyard with homemade birdhouses, she 
said. 

Trooper Butler said the passengers in the 
car were traveling to Washington to visit a 
relative. He said that because of the extent 
of damage, it was impossible to determine 
whether any of the dead or injured were 
wearing seat belts. Alcohol was not a factor , 
Butler said. 

AMERICAN SLEEP 
DISORDERS ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, January 25, 1993. 
Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: The American 
Sleep Disorders Association represents over 
2,000 physicians and scientists who have 
dedicated their careers to the sleep medicine 
and research fields. We are the largest orga
nization of this type in the world. Further, 
the ASDA is the only professional society 
whose mission includes improving medical 
care for patients with sleep disorders, en
hancing sleep research and fostering public 
awareness about sleep and its disorders. Our 
organization includes physicians and sci
entists with many different specialties, in
cluding the neurological , psychological, pul
monary, psychiatric, otolaryngological and 
pediatric aspects of sleep. As the only profes
sional association exclusively dedicated to 
sleep disorders and sleep research, we feel 
compelled to offer our views regarding the 
establishment of a National Center for Sleep 
Disorders Research. 

First, the ASDA wholeheartedly endorses 
the establishment of a National Center for 
Sleep Disorders Research. We feel this to be 
a necessity if the concerns of the National 
Commission on Sleep Disorders Research are 
to be adequately addressed. The absence of a 
specific entity responsible for sleep disorders 
research and education within the federal 
biomedical structure has led to a lack of ap
propriate scientific program direction and 
major gaps in both basic and clinical re
search, despite a few excellent sleep-related 
programs in individual NIH and ADAMHA 
institutes. 

Because of the multidisciplinary aspect of 
the sleep field, the American Sleep Disorders 
Association encourages that individuals 
from a variety of disciplines provide input 
during the development and ongoing oper
ation of a National Center. Such diverse ex
pertise is deemed essential to foster sleep-re
lated research, education and training. The 
ASDA recommends that the national advi
sory board include basic and clinical sleep 
researchers, sleep medicine specialists and 
human chronobiologists. In this way, the 
mission of the Center will accurately rep
resent the multidisciplinary nature of the 
field. 

The ASDA considers the National Heart, 
Lung and Blood Institute (NHLBI) the opti
mal place in the NIH to house the National 
Center for Sleep Disorders Research. This as
sertion is based on several criteria. First, 
NHLBI's ongoing commitment and proven 
track record in establishing and supporting a 
sleep research program including specialized 
centers of research covering a wide spectrum 
of basic, clinical and population-based stud
ies, and training and education activities re
lated to sleep. Second, the NHLBI's dem
onstrated expertise in establishing national 
education programs in wide ranging areas 
such as hypertension, smoking, cholesterol 
and asthma, an area of significant unmet 
need that was raised by the National Com
mission. 

Third, the NHLBI has demonstrated the 
most interest and enthusiasm about housing 
the Center. Several months before the re
lease of the report of the National Commis
sion on Sleep Disorders Research, leaders 
from our organization met with the directors 
of the five institutes supporting the majority 
of sleep disorders research in order to deter
mine which NIH Institute was the most ap
propriate location for the establishment of a 

National Center. Representatives of the 
NHLBI demonstrated the greatest willing
ness to have the National Center for Sleep 
Disorders Research housed within their In
stitute. This willingness was further rein
forced during a House Appropriations Com
mittee hearing when NHLBI Director Dr. 
Claude Lenfent stated that: 

"The NHLBI is not only appropriate; it is, 
in fact, the only Institute with the capabil
ity to provide leadership in establishing a 
National Center for Sleep Disorders Re
search. The Institute already has a major re
search program in this area* * * includ[ing] 
a full range of activities from basic, clinical 
and epidemiological research to training in 
* * * disorders of sleep, and that 

Even though the main mission of the 
NHLBI program focuses on cardiopulmonary 
disorders of sleep, we are well aware that a 
comprehensive sleep disorders research pro
gram should include a spectrum of research 
covering the breadth of sleep disorders medi
cine." 

It is based upon these meetings and the 
demonstrated willingness and commitment 
on the NHLBI that the ASDA believes that 
the establishment of a National Center for 
Sleep Disorders Research should be located 
within the National Heart, Lung and Blood 
Institute. 

We thank you for your time and consider
ation. We will be pleased to provide any as
sistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
MARK MAHOWALD, M.D., 

President. 
JAMES K. WALSH, PH.D, 

Chair , Government Affairs and Public Pol
icy Committee. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
the amendment by our colleague Sen
ator HATFIELD will allow the NIH in ac
cordance with the CDC to coordinate 
sleep disorder activities among 5 dif
ferent departments of the Federal Gov
ernment. It is our hope such activities 
will ultimately prevent such problems 
related to sleep disorders and sleep 
deprivation. For instance, sleep dis
orders activities at the Department of 
Transportation may one day decrease 
traffic accidents involving individuals 
who fall asleep behind the wheel. For 
this reason we urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. This is completely 
consistent with other provisions in the 
legislation that affect sleep disorders 
affecting 20 million Americans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 44) was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. 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 Minnesota. 

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NO. 45, 46, 47 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I send amendments to the desk on be
half of Senators JEFFORDS and GORTON. 
I ask unanimous consent the amend
ments be considered and agreed to en 
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bloc and the motions to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

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

The amendments considered and 
agreed to en bloc are as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title XIX, in
sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 . SENTINEL DISEASE CONCEM' STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, in cooperation 
with the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, may design and im
plement a pilot sentinel disease surveillance 
and follow-up system. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the study 
conducted under subsection (a) shall be to 
determine the applicability of and the dif
ficulties associated with the implementation 
of the sentinel disease concept for identify
ing the relationship between the occupation 
of household members and the incidence of 
subsequent conditions or diseases in other 
members of the household. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc
tor of the National Institutes of Health shall 
prepare and submit to the appropriate com
mittees of Congress, a report concerning the 
results of the study conducted under sub
section (a). 

Mr. DURENBERGER. The first of 
these amendments, by · Senator JEF
FORDS, relates to the sentinel disease 
surveillance and followup system 
which this amendment creates, which 
will prevent future health problems for 
many Americans. 

A good example of such a disease is 
lead poisoning. Once health providers 
identify a person with lead poisoning
the sentinel disease-public health offi
cials then investigate the home or 
work environment to determine if 
other individuals also face the same 
health threat. If they do, the public 
health officials recommend changes in 
the environment which would prevent 
further illness and disability. 

AMENDMENT NO. 46 

At the end of title XX of the Committee 
amendment, add the following: 
SEC. . AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 2602 of the Low-Income Home En
ergy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621) is 
amended-

(!) in the first sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking "1993 and 1994" and inserting 
"1993, 1994, and 1995"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking " in each 
of the fiscal years 1993 and 1994' ' and insert
ing " for each of the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 
and 1995" . 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply extends the Low In
come Home Energy Assistance Pro
gram for one year, from 1994 to 1995. It 
makes no change in policy. 

This simple extension is necessary 
because of an oversight when the Con
gress last reauthorized the program in 
1990. At that time, subject to approval 
of the Budget Committee as required 
by budget rules, the program was put 
on a forward funded basis. 

However, the authorization of the 
program did not reflect the forward 

funding. Thus, the authorization for 
the program expires next year, fiscal 
year 1994, but the forward funding pro
vision anticipates funds being appro
priated this year for fiscal year 1995. 
Thus, in order to avoid appropriating 
for an unauthorized program, the au
thorization needs to be extended for a 
year. 

There was a compelling reason for 
forward funding the program. In the 
past, States and localities have begun 
the heating season before they knew 
what amount of appropriations for the 
program would be available. Given that 
appropriations would not be in place 
until late September or even mid-Octo
ber, State and local programs would 
have little idea what resources would 
be at their disposal. 

By providing forward funding for the 
program, States and localities will be 
able to plan ahead and make the best 
and most equitable use of their funds. 
This amendment simply corrects an 
oversight in the 1990 reauthorization, 
and makes no substantive changes in 
the program. It is supported by the ad
ministration and I know of no objec
tion to it. 

NIOSH has considerable expertise in 
this area, as does the A TSDR. I hope 
NIH, NIOSH, and ATSDR can work to
gether to develop and implement a sen
tinel disease study and when com
pleted, let us know if this concept 
truly represents a cost-saving and ef
fective approach to protecting the 
American public. 

It is my intent with this amendment 
that these agencies will implement 
such a study, not merely report on the 
hypothetical pros and cons. This is to 
be a case study of the concept in the 
real world. When completed, we will 
want to know what problems were en
countered, was the concept successful, 
did it save money, etc. Health experts 
have told me such a pilot study should 
not cost more than $500,000 to imple
ment, assuming a State with an exist
ing disease reporting system is se
lected. I hope the agencies will work 
together to share the costs, as each 
will potentially benefit. 

Again, Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues for their assistance. I look for
ward to working with them as we move 
this bill through Congress and to the 
President. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
the second amendment relates to the 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program. This amendment is also spon
sored by myself and Senator COHEN, 
and adds an additional year of author
ization to the LIHEAP Program. This 
change was inadvertently omitted from 
the reauthorization bill. 

This amendment brings the reauthor
ization period into conformity with 
other provisions of that bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 47 

On page 199, after line 18, add the following 
new section: · 

SEC. 1910. CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATION OF 
FEDERALLY SUPPORTED DISEASE 
RESEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that--
(1) it is in the public interest to support 

necessary and valuable biomedical research 
on diseases and conditions that harm or kill 
individuals and that threaten public health; 

(2) it is in the public interest to allocate 
scarce Federal taxpayer money for research 
that is based on scientific merit and cost-ef
fectiveness; and 

(3) it is in the public interest for Members 
of Congress to have a criteria or methodolo
gies to inform and assist them in the deci
sion making process when allocating Federal 
taxpayer money for specific biomedical re
search. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) CoNTRACT.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall, subject to the 
availability of appropriations and subject to 
paragraph (2), enter into a contract with a 
public or nonprofit private entity to develop 
criteria or methodologies which Members of 
Congress may use to assist and inform them 
during consideration of allocations for bio
medical research. 

(2) INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE.- The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall request 
the Institute of Medicine of the National 
Academy of Sciences to enter into the con
tract under paragraph (1) to conduct the 
study described in such paragraph. If such 
Institute declines to conduct the study, the 
Secretary shall carry out paragraph (1) 
through another public or nonprofit private 
entity. 

(3) ITEMS.-Items that may be considered 
in the development of the criteria of meth
odologies may include, but are not limited 
to, the following-

(A) the populations affected by, or poten
tially affected by diseases and conditions 
that are targets for research; 

(B) the incidence and prevalence rates of 
disease and conditions; 

(C) mortality rates of the diseases and con
ditions; 

(D) rates of morbidity, impairment disabil
ity, and health status and functional out
comes of the diseases and conditions; 

(E) the economic burden of the diseases 
and conditions including past and projected 
expenditures on diagnosis and treatment; 

(F) other economic and social burdens; and 
(G) potential for medical research on spe

cific diseases to assist basic research efforts. 
(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 

than 1 year after the date on which the con
tract under subsection (b)(l) is signed, the 
Institutes of Medicine of the National Acad
emy of Sciences shall prepare and submit to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
and the appropriate committees of Congress, 
a report that includes the recommendations 
developed under subsection (b). Not later 
than 90 days after the receipt of such report, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall submit comments on the recommenda
tions to the appropriate committees of Con
gress. 

(d) COSTS.-For the purpose of carrying out 
this section, there are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1994 and 1995. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, since I 
began working on the Senate Appro
priations Subcommittee on Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu
cation, I have made the funding of bio
medical research a top priority. That 
particular subcommittee serves a vital 
role in ensuring adequate funding for 
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desperately needed research to find the 
answers to cancer, AIDS, Alzheimer's 
disease, diabetes, and a host of other 
tragic diseases which strike millions of 
Americans. Federally sponsored bio
medical research is vital to institu
tions in my State of Washington which 
are recognized worldwide for their pio
neering work. Much of the research 
performed at the Fred Hutchinson Can
cer Research Center and the University 
of Washington in Seattle represents 
some of the finest investments that the 
Federal Government has made in fight
ing illnesses which threaten our com
munities and families. 

While I consider my position on that 
subcommittee among the most impor
tant duties I have as a U.S. Senator, it 
is also among my most frustrating and 
difficult obligations. The reason for the 
frustration is based in the desirability 
of so many of the specific biomedical 
research funding proposals. To the vic
tims and the families living with a 
chronic illness, the Federal Govern
ment cannot spend enough to prevent 
that disease. When I meet with con
stituents who are physically, emotion
ally, and economically devastated by 
diseases such as breast cancer, I too 
feel that we could never spend enough 
to stop their pain. 

Unfortunately, there is a limit to 
how much we can spend. Those limita
tions, and the subsequent funding deci
sions, are an agonizing and difficult 
process for Members of Congress. Ulti
mately, we cannot base our decisions 
only on our desirability to end the suf
fering that a disease inflicts. We must 
make decisions based on the fairest and 
wisest utilization of the funds avail
able. I am consistently impressed and · 
amazed with Senator HARKIN and Sen
a tor SPECTER, chairman and ranking 
member of the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education Sub
committee, and Chairman NATCHER in 
the House of Representatives, and their 
ability to make with great care and 
fairness many excruciating funding de
cisions. The responsibilities they gra
ciously accept is as burdensome and as 
difficult as any on Capitol Hill. 

Today, I have offered an amendment 
to the National Institutes of Health 
Revitalization Act which I hope will 
help make their task less difficult. Es
sentially, this amendment, which is 
the result of lengthy discussions and 
inquiries over the last year, will im
prove the process by providing the 
means for Members to make more in
formed and fair funding decisions. My 
amendment requests the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to contract 
with the Institute of Medicine of the 
National Academy of Sciences to de
velop criteria or methodologies for 
Members to use during consideration of 
funding proposals for biomedical re
search. Those criteria or methodolo
gies will be developed by an objective 
group of scientists who will make rec-

ommendations to Congress. Items 
which may be considered in the devel
opment of the criteria or methodolo
gies include such factors as: The popu
lations affected by the disease, the 
mortality rates of the disease, the eco
nomic burden of the disease, and poten
tial for specific research to assist basic 
research efforts. 

Those recommendations will not be 
binding in any way. Members will sim
ply be able to use these criteria or 
methodologies when considering the 
difficult and complex issues before 
them. The criteria and methodologies 
will be welcome additions to the var
ious factors which influence a Member. 

Let me make it clear that in no way 
do I intend or expect Members to use 
the recommended criteria to the exclu
sion of their personal judgment. An ob
jective method by which to measure 
and questions our priorities will en
hance and improve our ultimate judg
ments and improve the decisionmaking 
process. 

Funding for pediatric AIDS research 
provides an excellent example of how 
these objective criteria or methodolo
gies may best serve the victims of pedi
atric AIDS, the scientific community, 
and the public good. One only needs to 
hold a fragile crack baby born HIV 
positive and clinging to life, to be 
moved to support any amount of bio
medical research to end their suffering. 
When I am asked as a Member of Con
gress to support an enormous earmark 
for specific biomedical research on pe
diatric AIDS, the decision I must make 
must be based on more than my emo
tions and good intentions. I want to 
make the best possible decision, based 
on the best possible information, as 
well as my own desire to end suffering. 
The criteria or methodologies devel
oped by the Institute of Medicine will 
help me ask the questions and make 
the decisions I must make as a rep
resentative of the people of Washing
ton. Utilization of more objective 
standards will increase the confidence 
of the scientific community as well. 
Most importantly, the participants in 
federally sponsored biomedical re
search programs may benefit by more 
consistency in Federal support. 

In short, Mr. President, this amend
ment is simply good public policy be
cause it helps Members make more in
formed and fair decisions. I wish to 
thank Senator KENNEDY and Senator 
KASSEBAUM for recognizing that, and 
assisting me in this effort. Their sug
gestions were welcome improvements 
and I look forward to sharing the rec
ommendations of the Institutes of Med
icine with them and others. I should 
note as well that the Institute of Medi
cine does support this measure and has 
been especially helpful in assisting me. 
Finally, Mr. President, I look forward 
to working again with Senators HARKIN 
and SPECTER this year as we renew our 
efforts to support biomedical research. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
the Gorton amendment authorizes a 
study by the Institute of Medicine to 
determine criteria which Members of 
Congress may use as they decide to al
locate scarce Federal resources for spe
cific biomedical research programs at 
NIH. 

In general, I am troubled by the ear
marking of funds for specific research 
programs at NIH by Members of this 
body. For instance, the NIH reauthor
ization bill we are considering today 
has many of these provisions. I believe 
Congress should let the biomedical re
search experts at NIH decide which spe
cific research programs they wish to 
fund. In general, Members of this body 
should leave science-and the creation 
of a specific research agenda-in the 
hands of the NIH scientists. The intent 
of the Gorton amendment is to remind 
Members of Congress about this impor
tant issue. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Sen
ator DURENBERGER has appropriately 
described the substance of these mat
ters. They are all worthwhile and valu
able. We welcome their addition to the 
legislation. I express our appreciation 
to the Members working with us on 
particular language to ensure it was 
consistent with the other provisions of 
the legislation. 

Mr. President, just to give the infor
mation to the membership, we have 
disposed of all amendments with the 
exception of an amendment to be of
fered by the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS], and a later technical 
amendment which will be offered by 
myself and Senator KASSEBAUM, deal
ing with the extension of the jurisdic
tion of the Federal courts to be able to 
consider vaccine challenges. At this 
time I know of no other amendments. 
We have notified the Senator from 
North Carolina that this is the situa
tion. 

I see the Senator from North Caro
lina is on his feet at the present time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 48 

(Purpose: To eliminate requirement that 
President appoint an Ethics Advisory 
Board as a condition of withholding fund
ing for research proposals) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to 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 North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
48. 

Strike all beginning on page 7, line 25, 
through the last period on page 13, line 10. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distin
guished clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I hope 
both managers of the bill will find the 
provision to which this amendment ap
plies so I may ask questions about it. 
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Mr. President, I see the manager of 

the bill has arrived. I have just sent an 
amendment to the desk to strike a pro
vision which I think is almost irrele
vant. Perhaps you can persuade me to 
the contrary though. 

Mr. President, section 101 of the 
pending bill creates what is called an 
Ethics Advisory Board, charged with 
passing judgment as to whether the 
President of the United States, by way 
of the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, should be allowed to withhold 
taxpayer funds from human research, 
et cetera, et cetera, at the National In
stitutes of Health. 

It seems to me this provision on its 
face is unconstitutional. As I said, per
haps the best that can be said for this 
provision is that it is irrelevant. It is 
certainly my belief, based on every 
constitutional scholar with whom I 
have consulted, an unconstitutional in
trusion into a President's power to run 
the executive branch of Government. It 
matters not that the incumbent Presi
dent is not of my party, and I do not 
agree with him, but it is the principle 
of the thing. 

So, let me ask a few questions about 
the boards and commissions of the Fed
eral Government, all of which cost 
money to operate, and maybe one or 
two somewhere along the line serve 
some useful purpose. 

May I ask if either manager of the 
bill has any idea how many Federal ad
visory boards we already have? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, in 
responding to the Senator from North 
Carolina, I do not know the total num
ber of advisory boards authorized by 
Congress. But if I may just ask the 
Senator a question. Bringing me up to 
date, is he recommending that this Ad
visory Board be terminated? 

Mr. HELMS. Until hearings are held 
on it. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Does the Senator 
know--

Mr. HELMS. Excuse me. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I was just going 

to review the history of this Board. It 
is my recollection that the Ethics Ad
visory Board provision was in last 
year's bill with the strong support of 
some of our own colleagues on this side 
of the aisle. This was something that 
the Republicans had strongly sup
ported, I believe, last year and the pro
vision was left in this year. I am not a 
strong supporter of unnecessary com
missions, and if it would be the Sen
ator's desire to eliminate the Commis
sion, perhaps this is something we 
should discuss. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. We 
have established that there are at least 
5,408 Federal commissions, most of 
which are of dubious worth. 

I believe I am correct, am I not, that 
no hearings were held on authorizing 
this particular Advisory Board? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Not on that par
ticular subject but was mentioned in 

the hearings on fetal tissue transplan
tation research. The Board was strong
ly supported by some Republican Sen
ators when this legislation was origi
nally introduced. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me say that I have 
been in the Senate a good while. I 
know of no overture by anybody saying 
we ought to look at this. Maybe it is an 
oversight on my part. Maybe it hap
pened last year or the year before last. 
The point is, that I believe it is fair to 
say that no hearings have been held. 

Now for another question. Who will 
appoint the members of this Board? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. The President. 
Mr. HELMS. How many Board mem

bers will there be? 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I do not have 

that number in front of me at this 
point. Does Senator KENNEDY know 
how many Board members? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. Mr. President, 
what was the question? I would like to 
respond generally to the amendment. 
Eleven members, 14 members, excuse 
me, 14 appointed. 

Mr. HELMS. I believe the correct an
swer, according to the copy of the com
mittee substitute I have before me, is 
14 to 20 members. Now, is the President 
under this proposed provision obligated 
to appoint this Board? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. HELMS. Is the President obli

gated to abide by the dictates of the 
Board? 

Mr. KENNEDY. As prescribed in the 
legislation. 

Mr. HELMS. The answer is yes, then. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As prescribed in the 

legislation. There are conditions. If the 
Senator had made the amendment 
available earlier I would be able to 
identify at this moment the particular 
lines. There will be abiding conditions 
which are specified in the legislation. 

Mr. HELMS. The answer is that the 
President· will not be able to withhold 
funding unless a majority of this Board 
also agrees that the funding should be 
withheld. Will Congress have any over
sight authority over this Board? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. 
Mr. HELMS. So, is it fair to say that 

the Senator proposes in this bill to cre
ate an unselected Board with no over
sight, and which has the authority to 
overrule the President of the United 
States, whomever he may be; is that 
correct? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is not the way I 
would interpret it. 

Mr. HELMS. How would you charac
terize it? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would interpret it 
the way it is described in the legisla
tion, not as the Senator described it. 

Mr. HELMS. I can stand here and you 
may look at it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I can stand here and 
you can look at it. 

Mr. HELMS. I have looked at it. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I have looked at it. 
Mr. HELMS. Tell me what you think 

about it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think it is good. 
Mr. HELMS. You do not want to an

swer my question. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am sorry if the Sen

ator does not understand what this 
Board does and why it was developed. 

Mr. HELMS. This Senator under
stands, no question about that. I am 
just trying to get you to say for the 
record what it does and where you 
stand on it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am in strong sup
port of the program for very justified 
reasons. When I have my own time on 
it, I will explain those reasons. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina has the floor. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I might respond to the Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield for a question or 
comment by the Senator. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. We were debating 
the Ethnics Advisory Board, am I cor
rect? 

Mr. HELMS. I am sorry. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. We were debating 

the Ethics Advisory Board and whether 
it should be eliminated. 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I understand that 

the Board was included last year in the 
bill, because of concerns about bal
ancing the pursuit of science and the 
ethical issues involved-to make sure 
those ethical considerations are taken 
into account. Issues such as fetal tissue 
transplantation is very sensitive, as 
the Senator knows very well and has 
expressed his strong feelings. I am ap
preciative of that. But the very reasons 
there are such strong feelings on this 
issue, wanting to make sure that the 
safeguards are there for every ethical 
consideration that might come up, is 
the reason this Board was included in 
last year's bill. It has just been main
tained in this year's bill. 

I share the Senator's concern about 
additional commissions, but it does 
seem to me that there are some impor
tant ethical questions. I understand, 
Mr. President, the con.cerns of the Sen
ator from North Carolina that the 
Commission may be stacked one way 
or the other. I personally do not be
lieve that will be the case, and I think 
the Ethics Board is a safeguard that 
may answer everyone's concerns re
garding ethical questions, and the sen
sitivity of this issue. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me say as politely 
and affectionately as I can to my dear 
friend from Kansas, and I think she 
knows how much I admire her, but it is 
sophistry, it seems to me, for anyone 
to suggest that the President of the 
United States--having been obliged to 
appoint members to the Commission 
and being obliged once they are ap
pointed to be dedicated to by them-is 
highly unlikely to have had any notion 
of putting people on such a Commis-
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sion who might possibly disagree with 
him. Is that a fair statement? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
will just respond to the Senator from 
North Carolina that I have greater 
faith in the desire to make sure that 
there are thoughtful people serving on 
this Board. Members who will bring to 
the Board a broad sensi ti vi ty to the 
issue. I do not think it will be dictated 
by one President or another. 

We have to assume good faith in 
some instances, and I guess I would in 
this instance. 

Mr. HELMS. Where does it say-and 
please do not let me appear disparag
ing. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I understand. 
Mr. HELMS. If I appear to be, correct 

me on it. But where does it say any
where in this provision that the Presi
dent's appointees shall have some sense 
of ideological or political balance? It 
does not say anything about Repub
lican or Democrat, conservative or lib
eral or anything else. It is whomever 
he wants to appoint. 

It is whomever he wants to appoint, 
and a President would be out of his 
mind, under this proposed legislation, 
to appoint anyone likely to oppose him 
on something of importance to him. Is 
that not a fair statement? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. In response to 
the Senator from North Carolina, no I 
do not really believe that is a fair 
statement. Whether a Republican or 
Democrat President makes appoint
ments to the Ethics Advisory Board. 
The selection will be broad-based. For 
instance, the bill requires the appoint
ment of individuals with specific exper
tise who are ethicists, theologians, sci
entists with substantial accomplish
ments in bioresearch, and lawyers. Ob
viously, if the President feels one way 
or the other, that is going to be of 
some influence, but I do not think pre
dominantly so. I guess I do not share 
the Senator's worry that it would be 
unnecessarily slanted one way or the 
other. But I am sensitive to his con
cerns. That is what this board was, as 
a matter of fact, supposed to be serv
ing. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
As I mentioned earlier, Mr. Presi

dent, there are currently 5,408 Federal 
advisory boards-at a minimum. There 
are probably 1,000 more than that, but 
that is all I currently know about. 

I wonder if anybody-Senator KEN
NEDY, Senator KASSEBAUM, or anybody 
else-knows how much these advisory 
boards cost the taxpayers every year. I 
doubt it. I do not know myself. But I do 
know that when you pay the travel ex
penses, the per diem, and all the rest of 
it for 5,408 advisory boards-this one 
would make it 5,409-you have a pile of 
money that the taxpayers have to pay 
for people to come to Washington and 
perhaps serve some useful purpose, or 
maybe just carry out some perfunctory 
duty. 

Whichever it is, it is costing the tax
payers a bundle. I do not know any of 
these boards which actually perform 
any substantial or absolutely nec
essary service. And here we are about 
to add yet another one to the list. 

Let me inquire further of one of the 
managers of the bill. I read a state
ment by an individual not long ago 
who said: "It is time for government to 
demonstrate, in the condition we are 
in, that we can be as frugal as any 
household in America." Is that state
ment familiar to anybody? It was the 
President of the United States. And he 
said it just last night. 

Yet this bill, the very next day, sets 
out to create yet another government 
commission. I just wonder. 

But, cutting wasteful government 
spending was one of the things I agreed 
with the President about last night. I 
thought his address in the main was el
oquent. It was a mile wide and an inch 
thick, but it was quite an eloquent 
presentation. 

Now, are the managers saying that 
they are not willing to have a hearing 
on this thing and offer it as a separate 
piece of legislation after some of us 
have had an opportunity to testify? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, if 
I may just respond for a moment to the 
Senator from North Carolina. Going 
back in the history of this again for a 
moment, in 1988 President Reagan ap
pointed a fetal tissue transplantation 
panel, which did not make the rec
ommendations that President Reagan 
would have proposed. Again going back 
to my own observation, I think the 
President is not necessarily going to 
find that any commission he appoints 
is going to be dictated to by his own 
desires. He will pick people that he be
lieves will serve well on that commis
sion, but he cannot predetermine their 
findings. For example, the commission 
appointed by President Reagan made a 
recommendation that was overwhelm
ingly to lift any ban on fetal tissue 
transplantation. 

Let me just also add, the Ethics Ad
visory Board is only a one-time ap
pointment; it will not require ongoing 
funding. It seems to me the Advisory 
Board concept has been around for 
some time. I guess I ·am not sure that 
a hearing would help us resolve the 
question of whether a President is or is 
not going to appoint members to the 
commission with the necessary-exper
tise is not the word-the necessary 
bent-that the Senator from North 
Carolina would like to have. I do not 
know that any of us can prejudge what 
direction the panel is going to go. 

It would be our desire that any mem
bers of an advisory board or commis
sion-! am sure the Senator from 
North Carolina would agree-whether 
it is the National Endowment for the 
Arts or any of the other commissions 
and boards we have, would be ap
pointed and serve at the discretion of 

the President to the greatest of their 
ability to exercise judgment based on 
their expertise. We hope that will be 
the case with the advisory panel au
thorized in the bill before us. 

Mr. HELMS. I wish I could have de
bated the Senator from Massachusetts. 
I would feel more comfortable. But 
when the Senator from Kansas smiles 
atme-

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is de
lighted to enter into the debate when 
he has an opportunity to respond to the 
amendment. Then I would be glad to 
respond to any kind of questions. 

Mr. HELMS. Let me turn up my 
hearing aid. 

Mr. KENNEDY. You can turn it up if 
you would like to. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President; I 

would like to take a few moments to 
review the merits of ethic advisory 
boards. But I am delighted to have an 
opportunity to debate why I hope this 
amendment should not be accepted. 

The idea of looking into biomedical 
ethical issues is something that has 
been before this body over a very con
siderable period of time. It developed 
as the result of the sterilization of 
some young women on public assist
ance some 45 years ago. Sterilization 
was a required condition for govern
mental assistance in order for individ
uals to qualify for welfare. 

Then we witnessed the use of 
diprovera in Tennessee prisons that 
was used to make women infertile with 
lack of medical supervision. Serious 
ethical issues were raised there. 

We saw the Public Health Service 
conduct a study on Tuskegee syphilisic 
on unsuspecting individuals for 35 
years. None of the participants were 
provided with informal consent op
tions, nor the dangers of the progres
sion of the disease nor was the option 
of antibiotic treatment made available 
to those individuals so that they could 
be free from the disease. 

We have warned of the testing of psy
chedelic drugs by the Central Intel
ligence Agency on their own agents un
beknownst to those individuals, and 
the tragic result is that one of those 
individuals felt that he had betrayed 
secrets and threw himself off a building 
and killed himself. 

It was in the wake of these out
rageous incidents that prompted con
gressional action and a bioethics com
mission was created about 20 years ago. 
The bioethics commission reviewed the 
activities of various governmental 
agencies. It had no enforcement au
thorities. All they could do was make a 
review of their various policies, rules, 
and regulations which were published 
in the Federal Register. Upon review of 
those rules and regulations, it was re
vealed that there was no consistency 
among the various agencies. 
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The bioethics commission was aban

doned in the 1980's because the Reagan 
administration politicized scientific in
vestigation by catering/ to the right to 
life. 

Other ethical issues have come up 
over the period of time. And the past 
administration placed a moratorium on 
Federal funding of fetal tissue trans
plantation research and invitro fer
tilization research. They were always 
reluctant to refer the cases to the bio
ethics Commission. The way we had 
proceeded over a period of time that 
had not been contested. 

After the decision was made to ban 
Federal funding of fetal transplan
tation, the NIH decided to establish a 
panel to review the ethical issues asso
ciated with fetal tissue transplan
tation. The NIH Fetal Tissue Trans
plantation Research Panel was ap
pointed by President Reagan. By a vote 
of 18 to 3, the panel concluded that the 
use of human fetal tissue for transplan
tation research is acceptable public 
policy. The panel's report and rec
ommendations were accepted by unani
mous vote of the advisory committee 
who recommended lifting the ban. 

Nonetheless, the recommendations of 
that panel were abandoned and we saw 
the imposition of a ban of any research 
on fetal tissue transplantation. There 
are millions of Americans whose lives 
have been diminished, because of the 
ban on this research. People with Par
kinson's disease, Alzheimer's disease, 
diabetes, and in many other illnesses, 
have lost the opportunity for improve
ment in their health because their dis
ease was progressed during the morato
rium. 

We now have a President of the Unit
ed States who has lifted that ban. We 
have now supported fetal tissue trans
plant research and ensured that protec
tion as recommended by the NIH Task 
Force is in place to prevent any poten
tial abuses of the research. 

Continued progress in health re
search is seriously threatened if we 
allow. administrative action that un
dermines the peer review process. Un
reasonable prohibitions have been im
posed in an arbitrary manner on excep
tional and promising research that had 
received approval by NIH's vigorous 
scientific and ethical review system. 
An ethic advisory board, appointed like 
the Reagan board, would ensure that 
meritorious research projects would be 
fairly evaluated and not rejected be
cause of politics. 

This concept of the establishment of 
this bioethics panel is consistent with 
what was done by the previous admin
istration. I know my friend and col
league has complaints about 5,000 var
ious advisory committees. Many of 
them were established during Repub
lican administrations. I wonder what 
Senator in here wants to abolish advi
sory committees that are made up of 
the distinguished Nobel laureates that 

advise the Cancer Institute. Maybe the 
Senator from North Carolina does. Or 
the Advisory Council to National 
Heart, Lung and Blood Institute. 
Maybe the Senator from North Caro
lina does. Or whether we want to abol
ish peer review panels which have ap
proved funding to over 90 Nobel laure
ates. Maybe the Senator from North 
Carolina wants to abolish peer review. 

Maybe not all advisory committees 
are perfect, but we defend the process 
and procedure which was used to con
sider bioethical issues and questions. 

The ethics advisory board will be 
composed of experts including 
bioethicists, theologians, lawyers, sci
entists, and members of the general 
public, all appointed by the President. 

So now we have the circumstance 
where there is, on the basis of sci
. en tific and peer review, a finding and 
justification that a particular program 
ought to be investigated. Now, on the 
basis of ethical issues, the Secretary or 
the President decides they will not go 
ahead on that basis, on the basis of the 
science, not in terms of funding, but on 
the basis of the science. 

Then what happens? This particular 
panel is established, appointed by the 
President of the United States. The 
panel has to make a judgment on the 
basis of whether the action that has 
been taken by the Secretary acting in 
behalf of the President has been rea
sonable or unreasonable. If they find 
that it is unreasonable, then the sci
entific basis research should go for
ward. If they find otherwise, then it 
will not. The Secretary has the right to 
overrule the board recommendations if 
there is a reasonable basis for rejecting 
the board's finding. 

Effectively, what we are trying to do 
is avoid ideology and avoid the 
politicization of ethical and scientific 
issues and questions and to try to uti
lize a procedure which has been suc
cessfully used at other times in terms 
of protecting the American public's in
terest in bioethical issues. 

Now, I know that is not acceptable to 
the Senator from North Carolina. But 
it did seem to me to be important to 
put into some kind of historical per
spective the reasons for the develop
ment, how the basic membership of 
these panels has been included and rec
ommended, and how the panel itself 
would proceed. 

I would be glad to respond to any of 
the questions of the Senator from 
North Carolina, having made those 
comments. 

Mr. HELMS. Well, I think I am more 
confused-Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator had questions he wanted to 
ask me on my time, then I am quite 
prepared to yield to him on that basis. 
If he does not, I think that clears up 
any confusion there might have been 
earlier during the debate. 

Not having been asked to address any 
of the questions, then I would yield the 
floor and expect to respond to any 
other questions when I am able to re
gain the floor in my own right. 

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

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I do not 

believe I want to ask the Senator an
other question because I am more con
fused than I was before. 

The fact remains that this legislation 
contains a provision on which there 
has been not 1 minute of hearings. Sec
ond, Congress will have no oversight on 
it. The President alone will appoint the 
members of this board. 

I cannot believe anybody is naive 
enough to assume that under the pro
posed scenario, any President would 
appoint someone to the board that he 
was not reasonably satisfied would sup
port the President's own viewpoint, be
cause this unelected and politically in
sulated board will be able to overrule 
the President of the United States-no 
question about it. 

And no one can answer the question 
about how much this provision will 
cost. I guess the cost of things does not 
amount to anything. But I heard the 
President last night say we had to 
tighten our belts and we had to do this, 
that, and the other to reduce the defi
cit. 

I just think that this board should 
not be created until there have been 
hearings by the relevant committee, 
and then, if the resulting piece of legis
lation gains the approval of the com
mittee, let it be reported out as a free
standing piece of legislation. Then we 
will all have had our say. 

The previous administration, con
trary to what the Senator from Massa
chusetts has indicated, was not com
pelled to appoint a board, as is the case 
with the provision proposed in this bill. 

Now, as far as Ronald Reagan is con
cerned, I think I was the first sitting 
Senator to endorse Ronald Reagan for 
President. But I am not predisposed to 
say that he was right in every decision 
he made. 

He may have made a decision on this 
or that I do not know anything about, 
that I would not have agreed with. But 
what he did is not relevant at all. I 
doubt that he came up and asked any
one in Congress to please give him a 
commission that would have to ap
prove every decision he made. The Ron
ald Reagan that I know; or, for that 
matter, the George Bush that I know, 
would have resented being second
guessed or overruled by some Govern
ment advisory board in making execu
tive branch decisions. 

So this is something new. This pro
posed board can overrule the President 
of the United States. It is unelected 
and unaccountable to the people. 

Mr. President, it is an undeniable 
fact that we have too many Govern-
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men t boards already. I have here at my 
desk a book from the Library of Con
gress identifying how many Federal 
boards and commissions we have al
ready. Unfortunately, it does not tell 
how much it costs to operate these 
5,408 Government boards. 

Mr. President, I am also perfectly 
willing to acknowledge that everybody 
listed in this book is distinguished, as 
my friend from Massachusetts says. 
But the fact remains that we have a 
bunch of superfluous Government com
missions, boards, or whatever, and they 
cost a lot of money each and every 
year to operate. And I certainly agree 
with President Clinton that we ought 
to crack down and stop wasting the 
taxpayers' money. 

So, Mr. President, I feel obliged to 
ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 

to address the issues and the questions, 
but not so much the advisory commit
tees. I think all of us can find areas of 
advisory committees which have been 
wasteful, but certainly a number have 
been enormously valuable. These advi
sory committees advise our 21 great in
stitutes and centers of research, and 
they also do the peer review evalua
tions of the research. 

It is true, Mr. President, that mat
ters of basic scientific merit have been 
overruled on the basis of ideology in 
the Nlli in recent times. 

What we are trying to achieve in this 
legislation is to recognize the impor
tance of science and scientific research 
that is consistent with bioethical 
standards. If it is going to be consist
ent with bioethical standards, and it 
has scientific merit, and a decision has 
been made by peer review groups that 
it ought to be funded, we do not think 
that because it violates someone's po
litical agenda, that scientific oppor
tunity ought to be denied and that the 
health of the children, or disabled, or 
the elderly be threatened, because of 
some politically correct viewpoint or 
standard. 

If the Senate has a different view on 
what is correct, then they will be able 
to make a judgment and they will not 
hesitate to do so. But that is the ques
tion: Are we going to hold hostage the 
opportunity for meaningful break
throughs in a whole range of different 
areas affecting the quality of health of 
Americans because we have a politi
cally correct position? 

This legislation states that if the 
particular application merits, on the 
basis of science, funding, and support 
and conforms with basic bioethical is
sues, it will be funded. If a Secretary is 
going to say, "No. I do not like the di
rection of this particular project", we 
say, "all right, in that case, you are 

working for the President." The Presi
dent will set up the commission, in
cluding ethicists, theologians, medical 
personnel, and they will make a judg
ment. If the judgment again affirms 
the scientific value and it conforms 
with bioethics, that program will go 
forward. If the action of the Secretary 
is judged arbitrary and capricious, then 
the panel will let the research go for
ward. That is the judgment, Mr. Presi
dent, that we have to make a decision 
on. 

We must move forward. The delays 
have caused many missed opportunities 
and the delays have been years. The 
delays have been years. Legislation 
which permitted biomedical progress 
to go forward was filibustered in this 
body, and tens of thousands of families 
have been affected by that action. 

So, Mr. President, the issue is, if the 
Senator from North Carolina wants to 
join that issue, we will make a judg
ment and decision. This is not just 
about how many advisory panels there 
are going to be. Everyone in this body 
understands that this is about fetal tis
sue transplantation. That is the issue. 
And as I pointed out earlier in the de
bate, in the discussions, the protec
tions which have been included in this 
legislation to ensure that the rec
ommendations the Nlli task force and 
what others have recommended have 
been so included. There are those who 
just are so opposed to fetal transplan
tation that they just do not want that 
opportunity for progress to go forward. 
I hope that we will recognize the im
portance of good science in the areas of 
research that can make such an impor
tant difference and not permit the Nlli 
to be politicized any more than it has 
been. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it is the 
responsibility of the Congress to debate 
priori ties and establish funding levels 
for the entire range of Government 
programs and activities--including the 
biomedical research priorities at the 
National Institutes of Health. But, in 
the area of medical research, once 
those priorities are set, the political 
process has spoken, the political deci
sion has been made, and the political 
games should stop. 

Once Congress has set the priori ties 
of the Nlli, the decision on which spe
cific research projects to undertake 
should in general be left to those who 
are capable and qualified of making 
such decisions--based on what is medi
cally and scientifically appropriate. In 
general, decisions about medical re
search-and what research the Federal 
Government helps to fund-should be 
made for medical and scientific rea
sons, not for political purposes. That is 
the philosophy behind the existing peer 
review efforts at the Nlli. 

But, medical and scientific criteria 
do not address and cannot resolve ethi
cal considerations. Ethical dilemmas 
in medical science abound, and I have 

occasionally raised some ethical ques
tions of my own. These questions 
should and must be addressed. There
fore, separate review of ethical issues 
is important before proceeding with 
some medical research efforts. That is 
the basis for the creation of the ethics 
advisory board process in this bill. 
And, that is why I will vote against the 
Helms amendment, which would strike 
the ethics board provision of the legis
lation. 

But, Mr. President, while I will vote 
against the amendment, I do so cau
tiously and with some concern. The 
problem arises not with the board itself 
but with the authority the board will 
have. Although it is called an ethics 
advisory board, it is not really advi
sory at all. The truth is that the deci
sion of any ethics panel would be final 
and mandatory. 

Under the legislation, if a medical re
search project is approved for funding 
for an Nlli scientific peer review panel, 
and if the President of the United 
States--through the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services--wants to 
stop it on ethical grounds, a specially 
convened ethics panel must first review 
the rna tter. So far, so good: Before a 
final decision is made, ethical review is 
appropriate. But, according to the bill, 
if the ethics board disagrees with the 
President, it is the appointed ethics 
board-not the elected President-that 
prevails. Thus, the ethics panel will 
not advise the President and the Sec
retary of HH&-the panel will dictate. 
This sort of precedent gives me great 
concern. 

During the previous two administra
tions, several controversies erupted re
garding medical research activities 
funded by the Nlli. Those projects were 
canceled-even in one case where an 
ethical review panel approved the re
search. The decisions were often based 
on politics, not medical priori ties or 
ethical evaluation. And, that's unfortu
nate. I just hope it is not equally un
fortunate to remove the decisionmak
ing authority from the President alto
gether. 

So, I will vote against the Helms 
amendment because philosophically I 
believe that these decisions generally 
ought not -to be political. But, I raise 
these reservations because as a prac
tical matter they often are. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. 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. 

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
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ate vote, without any intervening ac
tion or debate, on or in relation to the 
Helms amendment at 2 p.m.; that upon 
the disposition of the Senator HELM'S 
amendment, Senator KENNEDY be rec
ognized to offer an amendment, on be
half of himself and Senator KASSE
BAUM, dealing with vaccines; that there 
be a time limitation for debate on that 
amendment of 5 minutes, equally di
vided in the usual form, on the Ken
nedy-Kassebaum amendment, with no 
amendments in order thereto; that 
upon the disposition of that amend
ment, the Senate vote on the adoption 
of the committee substitute amend
ment, as amended, to be followed by a 
vote on final passage of the bill with 
the foregoing occurring without any 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate now stand in recess until the hour 
of2 p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 1:23 p.m., recessed until 2 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. LIEBERMAN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on or in relation to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from North Caro
lina. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] and 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. DAN
FORTH] are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 23, 
na.yt5 74, as follow~: 

Bennett 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Faircloth 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 

[Rollcall Vote No. 14 Leg.] 
YEAS-23 

Gramm McConnell 
Grassley Murkowski 
Gregg Nickles 
Hatch Pressler 
Helms Roth 
Kempthorne Smith 
Lott Wallop 
Mack 

NAYS-74 
Byrd Domenici 
Campbell Dorgan 
Chafee Duren berger 
Cohen Ex on 
Conrad Feingold 
D'Amato Feinstein 
Daschle Ford 
DeConcini Glenn 
Dodd Gorton 
Dole Graham 

Harkin Levin Reid 
Hatfield Lieberman Robb 
Heflin Lugar Rockefeller 
Hollings Mathews Sarbanes 
Inouye McCain Sasser 
J effords Metzenbaum Shelby 
Johnston Mikulski Simon 
Kassebaum Mitchell Simpson 
Kennedy Moseley-Braun Specter 
Kerrey Moynihan Stevens 
Kerry Murray Thurmond 
Kohl Nunn Warner 
Krueger Packwood Wells tone 
Lauten berg Pell Wofford 
Leahy Pryor 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bond Danforth Riegle 

So, the amendment (No. 48) was re
jected. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 49 

(Purpose: To permit the U.S. Claims Court to 
continue to receive, and forward, petitions 
for compensation for a vaccine-related in
jury) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in be

half of Senator KASSEBAUM and myself, 
we send an amendment to the desk 
which extends the authority for the 
claims court to consider vaccine-relat
ed cases which are the result of non
negligent action by various drug com
panies. 

This is really an extension of an ex
isting provision that has worked re
markably well. Although we have seen 
increases recently in the cost of var
ious vaccines, liability concerns have 
not been the cause of this. Without the 
Vaccine Injury Compensation Program 
most believe that the costs would even 
be higher. This amendment :is basically 
a technical matter, because it just in
dicates an extension of the U.S. court 
of Federal claims ability to receive 
new petitions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN

NEDY] (for himself, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and Mr. 
HATCH) proposes a.n a.mendment numbered 49. 

Mr. KENNEDY. 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 title XX. insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. 20 • VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION PRO

GRAM. 
Section 2111(a) of the Public Health Serv

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300aa-ll(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(10) The Clerk of the United States 
Claims Court is authorized to continue tore
ceive, and forward , petitions for compensa
tion for a vaccine-related injury or death as
sociated with the administration of a vac
cine on or after October 1, 1992." . 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Presiuent, I of
fered the amendment in behalf of Sen
ators KASSEBAUM, HATCH, and myself. I 
know of no objections. It is an enor
mously important measure. 

Mr. President, this amendment sends 
a clear signal that Congress is commit
ted to maintaining the integrity of the 
Vaccine Injury Compensation Program. 
It would continue the authority of the 
U.S. Court of Federal Claims to receive 
and forward petitions under the Vac
cine Injury Compensation Program 
filed on or after October 1, 1992. 

The Vaccine Injury Compensation 
Program has worked well since its in
ception. This new no-fault system es
tablished by the Congress has met the 
goals of stabilizing concerns about li
ability associated with vaccine admin
istration and the effects of this on vac
cine prices. The vaccine injury trust 
fund is currently secure with a balance 
of $600 million. Last year, the Congress 
passed legislation to extend the excise 
tax which funds the trust fund in H.R. 
11. This provision expired following the 
President's veto. There is clear biparti
san support in both the Senate and the 
House to reinstate this excise tax at 
the earliest possible opportunity. Until 
this can be accomplished, it is the in
tention of the Congress to ensure that 
petitions will continue to be received 
by the court. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that we 
are able to address this important issue 
today. We have worked on this closely 
with Senator KASSEBAUM and Senator 
HATCH, and they have been strongly 
committed to maintaining the success
ful operation of the Vaccine Injury 
Compensation Program. This amend
ment sends a clear signal to eliminate 
any ambiguity that new petitions 
should be received until legislation ex
tending the excise tax is enacted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
would just like to commend the chair
man for raising this. I think it is an 
important addition. I also would like 
to pay particular regards to the former 
ranking member of the committee, 
Senator HATCH, the Senator from Utah, 
who has been a real pioneer in this 
issue regarding vaccinations. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I join in commending 
our colleague, Senator HATCH, as well, 
who was a real leader in the develop
ment of this particular provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The majority leader is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

have been in consultation with theRe
publican leader regarding the schedule 
for the next several days, and I am 
awaiting response to be in a position to 
make an announcement with respect to 
that schedule prior to this vote. I think 
it would be ultimately in the interest 
of all Senators if we wait for just a mo
ment until I get that response. 
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Therefore, I am going to momentar

ily suggest the absence of a quorum for 
just a brief period to permit the Repub
lican leader to engage in comml ta tions 
with his colleagues. I will have an an
nouncement prior to this vote. I hope 
not to inconvenience any Senator, but 
I think it will in the long run enable us 
to complete our business more expedi
tiously. 

I now 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. 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. 

ORDER FOR WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 24 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Wednesday, 
February 24, at 12 noon, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of an 
original resolution regarding commit
tee funding reported by the Rules Com
mittee on February 18. 

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

NATIONAL 
HEALTH 
OF 1993 

INSTITUTES 
REVITALIZATION 

OF 
ACT 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, fol
lowing this vote there will be no roll
call votes prior to next Wednesday 
noon. The Senate will proceed to con
sideration of the committee funding 
resolution at noon on next Wednesday. 
There will be no further votes between 
now and then. Any sessions will be pro 
forma or solely for the purpose of hear
ing the Presidents' Day address on 
Wednesday morning. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 49 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Ken
nedy-Kassebaum-Hatch amendment on 
childhood vaccines is necessary to send 
an important signal to parents, manu
facturers, the courts, and the public 
health community at large that Con
gress still stands behind the Childhood 
Vaccine Injury Compensation Program 
and intends for it to remain in place. 

As my colleagues are aware, many 
have been concerned that the future 
stability of the program could be jeop
ardized since its very foundation-au
thority to collect the excise tax which 
funds the program-expired last year. 
Authority to expend from the trust 
fund expired as well. 

Although an extension was contained 
in H.R. lllast year, the bill did not be
come law. 

Now, in the absence of continuation 
of the excise tax, the system has been 
subject to great uncertainty. Pediatri
cians are fearful of administering 
childhood vaccines, since without the 
protections of the compensation sys
tem they may face liability for prob
lems that might occur. 

The Centers for Disease Control is 
also in an awkward position, since they 
are required by statute to distribute 
pamphlets on DPT, measles, mumps, 
pertussis, rubella, and other vaccines 
to providers who must give those pam
phlets to parents of children being vac
cinated. These informational pam
phlets are required by the compensa
tion law. 

And even more disturbing, we have 
had reports that some purchasers of 
childhood vaccines are returning ship
ments that have been taxed and then 
repurchasing new lots which are tem
porarily untaxed. The manufacturers 
have no choice but to destroy the re
turned vaccines. 

Clearly, we do not need this disorder 
in the system. Our amendment simply 
clarifies our intent that the clerk of 
the U.S. Court of Claims has authority 
to continue to receive petitions while 
we work on the tax problem. 

This is an indication that we intend 
to continue the program, that there is 
no question Congress stands behind the 
law. We owe that much to parents and 
children. 

Mr. President, I have been working 
with the Senator from Massachusetts 
and the Senator from Kansas to try to 
craft a solution to the excise tax prob
lem. We have been engaged in serious 
discussions with our colleagues on the 
House side-from Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce-as well as with 
the Finance Committee here. 

Unfortunately, a total solution is not 
possible on this bill, since, under the 
Constitution, any revenue measures 
must originate in the House. 

We will keep working to see that the 
program is continued. In the interim, I 
hope adoption of this amendment will 
send appropriate assurances to all that 
we are aware of the technical problems 
that preclude continuation of the fund 
and that we intend to correct them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM]. 

The amendment (No. 49) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
in support of S. 1, the National Insti
tutes of Health Reauthorization Act of 
1993. The National Institutes of Health 
is the premiere medical research insti
tute. in the world, demonstrating this 
excellence for more than a century. 

There have been numerous and excit
ing advances in biomedical research at 
Nlli during the last decade. However, 
tight funding constraints have limited 

the National Institutes of Health from 
adequately pursuing many of these im
portant initiatives. The reauthoriza
tion bill before us targets our limited 
resources in areas needed the most. 

General concern exists about the 
ability of the Nlli to attract and retain 
scientists. When one considers the 
amount of debt amassed by both medi
cal doctors and Ph.D.'s during their 
training, it comes as no surprise that 
recent graduates cannot accept lower 
paying jobs offered by the Nlli. About 
80 percent of all medical students bor
row money to finance their education, 
with many owing well over $50,000. Not 
surprisingly, debt levels for minority 
students were even higher than other 
students. 

A highly successful program cur
rently exists at Nlli to attract quali
fied scientists to the facility to con
duct research in the area of AIDS, 
where our research efforts must be 
strengthened. The AIDS Loan Repay
ment Program permits the Nlli to at
tract researchers to work in the area of 
AIDS by repaying each year of service 
to Nlli a predetermined amount of the 
educational debt incurred. 

During the last Congress, I intro
duced the "CURE" bill to strengthen 
medical research in the United States. 
The "Cost Underwriting for Research 
Expansion" [CURE] bill expands the 
AIDS Loan Repayment Program to 
provide for partial repayment of stu
dent loans for in-need biomedical and 
clinical researchers at the National In
stitutes of Health. I am pleased and ex
cited that S. 1 includes the "CURE" 
approach. I extend my appreciation to 
Senator KENNEDY and the committee 
staff for including the CURE provision 
in this bill. It is critical to the Nation's 
health that Nlli attract qualified sci
entists in other areas where shortages 
of researchers exist, such as in the area 
of Alzheimer's disease, cancer, and 
heart disease. 

For years, I have pointed out the in
equities inherent in our health care 
system-a system that recognizes the 
health problems of men but not those 
of women. Traditionally, men have de
cided, and still do, to a lesser degree, 
what types of medical research get 
funded and at what levels they get 
funding. Men are in the majority in the 
Congress. Men are in the majority in 
medical research. This means and has 
meant for many years past that the 
needs of women are overlooked. Mr. 
President, this is not speculation; this 
is a fact. 

The bill we are considering today ex
pands and intensifies research pro
grams on diseases that affect women. 
The Nlli reauthorization bill provides 
permanent authority for an Office of 
Research on Women's Health to over
see that mandated research across the 
Institutes includes women. The bill 
also authorizes additional funds to ad
dress conditions that uniquely affect 
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women. S. 1 takes a significant step 
forward toward placing women's health 
on a par with men's. I urge my col
leagues to support the reauthorization 
of these important programs of the Na
tional Institutes of Health. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on the Nlli reauthoriza
tion bill, which the Senate is expected 
to pass very shortly. I supported this 
bill during its consideration in the last 
Congress and I intend to support its 
passage today. There are a number of 
very important provisions in this bill, 
most notably the women's health pro
visions, which have garnered much de
served attention. 

Recently, there has been growing at
tention toward women's health issues. 
This discussion has focused on such is
sues as the increasing risk of breast 
cancer, the inclusion of women in clini-

. cal trials, domestic violence, and the 
diseases that primarily afflict women, 
such as osteoporosis. The provisions in
cluded in the Nlli reauthorization bill 
will put into action a comprehensive 
women's health initiative. 

I have long been involved in the area 
of osteoporosis, and I am proud that 
many of the provisions of my own leg
islation on osteoporosis are included in 
this bill. Osteoporosis is a crippling, 
debilitating disease that results in 
thin, weak, and brittle bones that 
make a person highly susceptible to 
bone fractures. These fractures occur 
in the spine, wrists and hip and often 
lead to lost mobility, increased institu
tionalization and even death. Accord
ing to the National Osteoporosis Foun
dation, 20 percent of those with hip 
fractures will not survive more than 1 
year after the fracture. 

Despite the prevalence of this disease 
and its consequences, there are many 
unanswered questions, and that is why 
I introduced my legislation. We know 
that the female hormone estrogen con
tributes to the retention of bone mass. 
However, postmenopausal women face 
a dilemma. For them, estrogen replace
ment therapy [ERT] prevents 
postmenopausal bone loss, but there 
are risks associated with ERT, specifi
cally an increased risk for uterine and 
breast cancer. We need to study ERT 
further and learn more about its con
sequences. In terms of building bone 
mass, we now know that critical bone 
mass reaches its peak between the ages 
of 25 and 35. Weight-bearing exercise 
can lead to a high bone mass, but it 
must be done while a women is young. 
Unfortunately, many young women are 
not aware of the importance of build
ing bone mass. The public needs to 
learn more about this disease and what 
they can do to protect themselves. Fur
thermore, this information must be 
provided to women by their physicians. 

The provisions included in the Nlli 
reauthorization bill address these is
sues by establishing an extended re
search program on osteoporosis and 

other bone diseases. The bill also estab
lishes an information clearinghouse to 
facilitate and enhance the understand
ing of osteoporosis by health profes
sionals and the public. These efforts 
will assist us in preventing this disease 
for future generations. 

Osteoporosis is just one of the many 
diseases addressed by this legislation. 
The bill expands and intensifies re
search activities regarding breast can
cer and cancers of the reproductive sys
tem. A woman's risk of developing 
breast cancer has grown to an alarming 
rate of 1 in 9. Although we have en
hanced education efforts and screening 
methods, we still don't know what 
places a woman at risk for breast can
cer. Nor are we close to finding a cure. 
This bill will provide additional fund
ing for breast cancer research, preven
tion, detection, and education. 

The bill also intensifies efforts to
ward other cancers that affect women 
by directing more than $75 million to
ward cancers that afflict the reproduc
tive system. Women suffer tragically 
from ovarian cancer. It is difficult to 
diagnose because it mimics other dis
orders. Once the cancer is discovered, 
it is often in its most advanced stage. 

Unlike ovarian cancer, we are able to 
screen women for cervical cancer. The 
advent of the Pap Smear, which re
cently celebrated its 50th anniversary, 
greatly contributes to the progress in 
successfully treating women with cer
vical cancer. This landmark test allows 
for early detection of cervical cancer. 
However, despite the ability to detect 
and treat women with cervical cancer, 
it continues to be a threat to many 
American women. Many elderly and 
minority women are not routinely 
screened, thus putting them at risk. 
Other factors, such as sexually trans
mitted diseases and smoking, appear to 
be placing women at greater risk for 
developing cervical cancer. Research 
and prevention efforts need to be en
hanced for both these tragic diseases. 
The provisions included in this bill are 
important steps forward. 

Broader issues concerning women's 
health are also addressed by this bill. 
Historically, clinical research on a 
wide variety of diseases has not in
cluded women. This exclusion has re
sulted in gaps in knowledge regarding 
the physiological differences between 
men and women and the effects these 
differences have on the course of dis
ease and subsequent treatment. The 
bill directs the Nlli to include women, 
as well as minorities, in medical re
search and clinical trials. These studies 
must be designed to permit a valid 
analysis of the gender-based differences 
resulting from the variables used in the 
study. 

The bill also creates a permanent Of
fice of Research on Women's Health. 
This office will oversee Nlli activities 
regarding women's health, as well as 
all research activities to guarantee the 

fair treatment of women. These steps 
are important steps forward in address
ing the important health needs of 
women. 

Although much attention has been 
paid to the women's health initiatives 
contained in the bill, other important 
provisions are included in the bill 
which focus on such issues as AIDS, ju
venile arthritis, other cancers, notably 
prostate cancer, and scientific integ
rity. The work of the National Insti
tutes of Health is something that we as 
a nation should be immensely proud of, 
and the passage of this bill will en
hance its work even further. 

THE OFFICE OF AIDS RESEARCH 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, let 
me take a moment to comment on the 
reorganization of the Office of AIDS 
Research and the reasons why I have 
reservations about aspects of this sec
tion of the bill. First let me state, I am 
sympathetic with the objectives which 
supporters of this provision are seeking 
to achieve. As chairman of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee throughout 
much of the decade of the 1980's and, 
subsequently, as the ranking minority 
member, I have strongly supported 
funding for AIDS research. With the 
leadership of Senators WEICKER, 
CHILES, HARKIN, and SPECTER, the Ap
propriations Committee has increased 
funding for AIDS research from $5.5 
million in fiscal year 1992 to over $1 bil
lion for fiscal year 1993. 

I concur in the need to have greater 
coordination of the over $1 billion in 
AIDS research funds and I strongly 
support the development of a strategic 
plan and greater accountability for the 
research program. However, I question 
the wisdom of removing the funding 
and decisionmaking authority from the 
program experts in each of the insti
tutes and centralizing it in the one of
fice. How will this affect the quality 
and diversity of AIDS research? What 
will it mean for the ongoing research 
portfolio and program staff at each in
stitute, particularly those research 
projects up for renewal? Will the addi
tional administrative layer and the Di
rector's discretionary authority speed 
up or slow down the planning and exe
cution of new initiatives? These ques
tions remain unanswered at this time. 
There have not been hearings in the 
Senate to address these issues. 

I also fear, Mr. President, that grant
ing funding authority of this nature to 
the Director will set a dangerous prece
dent. How will the Congress respond 
when other groups, frustrated with the 
pace and coordination of research in 
their disease areas, request the cen
tralization of funding decisionmaking? 
Will we adopt a similar approach to
ward research which spans several in
stitutes? Will we substantially change 
the method of determining the re
search agenda conducted and supported 
by the Nlli institutes through further 
centralizing planning and funding au
thority in a single office? 
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Again, I raise these questions not to 

quarrel with the goals of coordination 
and strategic planning in AIDS re
search, but to voice some concerns re
garding the means of achieving these 
goals. These concerns were echoed in a 
letter I received recently from Dean 
John Benson, dean of the school of 
medicine of the Oregon Health 
Sciences University and I ask unani
mous consent, Mr. President, that the 
letter be included in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

OREGON HEALTH 
SCIENCES UNIVERSITY, 

February 2, 1993. 
Re S.B. 1 NIH Revitalization Amendments of 

1993. 
Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
322 Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I concur with the 
caution expressed by the Association of 
American Medical Colleges that hasty ac
ceptance of this legislation could damage 
important organizational and budget prac
tices at the NIH presumably in order to 

· speed AIDS research. Careful review and 
comment by the Senate and the scientific 
community not yet accorded by its proposers 
can be accomplished quickly enough to per
mit the desirable enhancements of both the 
NIH and AIDS research in this oft revised 
bill. 

S .B. 1 is not merely the bill President Bush 
vetoed last fall. The office for AIDS Re
search at the NIH does not deserve the au
tonomy the bill affords, however awful the 
disease it seeks to control. Even the Clinton 
administration has its "reservations". 

Most respectfully. 
JOHN A. BENSON, JR., M.D. 

Mr. HATFIELD. It is my hope that 
there will be opportunities to examine 
these issues, and make changes where 
necessary, as S. 1 works its way 
through the legislative process of the 
Congress. 

BUDGET BYPASS 
Mr. BYRD. Some have raised con

cerns about the bypass budget proposed 
in this legislation for the newly en
hanced Office of AIDS Research at the 
NIH. Could the Chairman please ex
plain how he intends for this bypass 
budget to work? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank my friend, 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap
prop.riations Committee, for his stead
fast support of our efforts through the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, and I would be pleased to ex
plain the committee's intent. I want to 
take this opportunity to ensure my 
friend this is in no way an effort to 
make an end run around the NIH Direc
tor, the Public Health Service, Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, 
or OMB. In fact, we have modeled this 
approach after the bypass budget which 
has been in effect for the National Can
cer Institute [NCI] since 1972 (Public 
Law 92-218, 1971). 

The bypass budget is most useful as a 
planning tool which currently enables 

the NCI to prioritize among competing 
program needs, to highlight emerging 
scientific issues, to justify their 
growth under the most optimistic 
budgetary assumptions, and to develop 
an ongoing implementation strategy. 
The NCI bypass budget provides the 
President and the Congress with the 
opportunity to review a scientifically 
justified professional judgment budget. 
It is our intent that the Office of AIDS 
Research be given the same oppor
tunity. 

However, it is our intent that this 
budget be subject to the annual review 
process at the NIH, PHS, HHS, and 
OMB levels, just as all other NIH insti
tute budgets, including the NCI are. 
The real point of the bypass budget is 
not to circumvent departmental and 
budgetary constraints, but to enhance 
strategic planning. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank my friend from 
Massachusetts. 
ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE FUNDING AUTHORIZATION 

INS. 1 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as a 
son of an Alzheimer's disease patient, I 
know firsthand how difficult, scary and 
lonely, is the helplessness of watching 
this debilitating disease take its toll 
on its victims and their families. I also 
know of the tremendous financial drain 
this costly disorder is on families, 
caregivers and governments. 

There currently are 4 million Ameri
cans with Alzheimer's disease with the 
estimated cost of care totaling $90 bil
lion annually. As the elderly popu
lation of this country continues to in
crease in the years ahead, so too will 
the number of people afflicted. Unless 
effective therapies are developed to 
prevent, treat or delay the onset of this 
disease, it is expected that as many as 
14 million older Americans will become 
victims of Alzheimer's disease by the 
middle of the next century. 

Appropriations for research on Alz
heimer's disease rose from $12.9 million 
in fiscal year 1980 to $130.3 million at 
the end of the decade. Subsequent fund
ing recommendations by the Appro
priations Committees have more than 
doubled appropriations for Alzheimer's 
disease research, bringing the total at 
the NIH for fiscal year 1993 estimated 
at $290 million. This success has pro
vided a measures of hope to the mil
lions of individuals who now are strug
gling to cope with this devastating dis
ease and to the millions of persons who 
fear for their future. 

Still there is much work to be done. 
Appropriations for Alzheimer's re
search fall well below the $550 million 
recommended by the congressionally 
established Advisory Panel on Alz
heimer's Disease. It is my view, that 
funding for Alzheimer's research 
should join the ranks of the big three
AIDS, cancer, and heart disease-whose 
annual funding levels exceed $500 mil
lion. 

As we consider S. 1 today, I am con
cerned about potential limitations that 

section 803, which authorizes appro
priations of $500 million in fiscal year 
1994 for the National Institute on 
Aging, places on funding for Alz
heimer's disease research and I would 
like to pose a few questions to the 
chairman of the committee to clarify 
the committee's intent. 

As you know, currently about 70 per
cent, or $204 million, of the approxi
mately $290 million for Alzheimer's re
search is appropriated to the National 
Institute on Aging [NIA]. This com
prises about one-half of the Institute's 
funding which totals $401.2 million for 
fiscal year 1993. To reach the $500 mil
lion mark for Alzheimer's disease re
search in fiscal year 1994 would take 
another $210 million, about $150 million 
of which would go to the NIA. While I 
recognize that fiscal constraints will 
make it difficult to achieve this goal in 
fiscal year 1994, I am concerned' that 
section 803 would constrain the Appro
priations Committee from reaching 
this mark should the funding be avail
able. Would this be the case? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Let me respond to 
the senior Senator from Oregon by say
ing that I appreciate the Senator rais
ing this matter at this time. We both 
share the goal of providing sufficient 
Federal support to conquer this dif
ficult and debilitating disease. It is not 
the committee's intent to constrain 
the Appropriations Committee's goal of 
doubling funding for research on Alz
heimer's disease over the near term. 
Should funds be available, the Appro
priations Committee would have suffi
cient latitude within the authority of 
the Public Health Service Act, particu
larly within section 301, to appropriate 
the necessary funds. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the chair
man for his time and for clarifying this 
matter. His leadership on medical re
search issues has been exemplary, and 
has fostered the tremendous progress 
in understanding human health, treat
ing disease and preventing ill health. 

THE ETHICS OF BIOTECHNOLOGY 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, many 

in this body may have missed news sto
ries that ran in the Washington Post 
on December 30, 1992, and in the New 
York Time!!! on February 3, 1993. The 
headlines read respectively, "U.S. Pat
ents Are Granted for 3 Laboratory 
Mice," and "U.S. Resumes Granting 
Patents on Genetically Altered Ani
mals." I ask unanimous consent that 
these articles appear in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HATFIELD. My colleagues are 

aware of my deep concern in this area 
which is particularly heightened now 
that the United States has again re
turned to the patenting of animal life. 
In each session of Congress since 1987, I 
have introduced legislation to place a 
moratorium on allowing the Patent 
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and Trademark Office to issue patents 
on such living organisms, until such 
time as Congress has fully assessed, 
considered and responded to the eco
nomic, environmental, and ethical is
sues raised by the patenting of life 
forms. Until very recently, the first 
and only such patent was the patent is
sued to Harvard University for the so
called Harvard mouse. 

As these articles indicate, however, 
the Patent Office has ended their unof
ficial moratorium. In my view, they 
have done so because they can realisti
cally wait no longer for ethical guid
ance from Congress. Dr. Philip Leder of 
Harvard University is again a recipient 
of a patent on a mouse related to pros
tate gland research. Joining Harvard 
University as recipients of patents on 
laboratory mice is Ohio State Univer
sity and GenPharm International, both 
with mice genetically altered to aid in 
important immune system research. 
Mr. President, my concerns in this area 
have been often misunderstood. I am 
not here to object to the research that 
is being conducted using these crea
tures. No Senator is more committed 
to the advancement of scientific re
search than is this one. Nor have I 
come to the floor to attack the motives 
of the Patent and Trademark Office. I 
am aware of the legal basis for the de
cision of the Patent Office to issue 
these patents, primarily the 1980 Su
preme Court decision of Diamond 
against Chakrabarty. 

Let me make my position clear. De
spite the legal issues that swirl outside 
the walls of this great building, Con
gress has a solemn duty to ensure that 
the serious ethical issues related to the 
patenting of living creatures is raised 
and dealt with. The idea of issuing pat
ents for living creatures that have been 
altered in minor ways by man raises 
many profound ethical questions in my 
mind that I believe should be carefully 
explored. 

Those who have followed the rapidly 
advancing field of biotechnology know 
that ethical parameters are very dif
ficult to formulate. The stakes were 
raised last year when the National In
stitutes of Health applied for patents 
on over 2,000 human DNA gene se
quences. These gene sequences bear an 
intimate relationship to the fine re
search being conducted by the human 
genome project at NIH. 

Again, I do not quarrel with the mer
its of the underlying research. In fact, 
I strongly support the Human Genome 
project and believe that the work being 
done may offer the best hope for an
swers to a host of human afflictions. I 
do, however, wonder if there is an ethi
cal line here somewhere. 

If no such ethical line is visible in 
this murky area, do not those of us 
elected to this body bear a large part of 
the responsibility for seeing that a line 
is drawn? 

I raise these questions with the 
knowledge that it is easier to draw an 

ethical line before, rather than after 
the line has been passed. And with the 
understanding that many in the policy 
arena have difficulty drawing ethical 
lines for the rest of the Nation. 

Our Nation's churches have been 
struggling with the "line" in this issue 
for many years. In 1984, the General 
Conference of the United States Meth
odist Church declared genes to be a 
part of the common heritage of all peo
ples and went on to say that patenting 
of genes was tinkering with "God's 
ownership of life." 

Further, the World Council of 
Churches recently stated that animal 
life forms should not be patented and 
called for further study of the profound 
moral and social implications of pat
enting life forms. 

Maybe an ethical problem is not pre
sented by the patenting of an animal 
genetically altered by man in some 
minor but scientifically useful way. 
Maybe an ethical problem is not pre
sented by issuing a patent on a human 
DNA gene sequence, also altered by 
man. What about the genes them
selves? If we are ethically comfortable 
with that, how about cells or tissue or 
limbs? Perhaps there is a reasonable 
distinction between an altered animal 
and the process by which an animal 
can be altered-maybe the latter is 
patentable but the former is not. The 
line approaches. 

As technology advances-as it so rap
idly does-we are steadily nudging to
ward ethical lines as yet undrawn. It is 
my hope that we will not be required to 
lean over backwards to draw them. The 
responsibility lies with Congress to en
sure that lines are drawn and that is
sues are raised and grappled with. If 
not ourselves, then through ethicists 
trained to balance the advancement of 
society with the common good. 

To initiate constructive action in 
this area, I have joined with Senators 
KENNEDY and DECONCINI in calling for 
two reports by the Office of Technology 
Assessment. The first report, due out 
later this spring, will provide a review 
of the different governmental ap
proaches to issues of bioethics, includ
ing the so-called President's Commis
sion and the defunct Biomedical Ethics 
Review Board. Preparation for this re
port included an OTA-sponsored sym
posium held in December. I attended 
this symposium and listened to a panel 
of nationally- and internationally
known experts. The second OT A report 
will offer a detailed review of the ethi
cal, privacy, environmental and policy 
issues involved in different areas of 
biotechnology. 

In addition, both Senators KENNEDY 
and DECONCINI agreed to hold hearings 
on this topic when I raised the issue as 
part of the consideration of the NIH re
authorization bill in the 102d Congress. 
Senator DECONCINI presided over a 
hearing held September 22, 1992 by the 
Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee 

on Patents, Copyrights and Trade
marks. I was pleased to testify before 
Senator DECONCINI's subcommittee and 
believe that the subcommittee's en
deavors in this area have been very 
constructive. 

Hearings before the Senate Labor 
Committee will take place in the 
spring, as a result of our earlier agree
ment. 

I look forward to working with Sen
ators KENNEDY and DECONCINI again 
this year. It is my sincere hope that 
these manifold efforts will result in 
legislation to create a permanent and 
independent body possessing the exper
tise and authority to make rec
ommendations to Congress on a host of 
bioethical policy issues. 

In continuing efforts to work with 
the administration on this issue, I re
cently sent a letter to our new Sec
retary of Commerce, Ron Brown, out
lining congressional activity on this 
front. I ask unanimous consent that 
this letter appear in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 
ON GENETIC ENGINEERING 

Mr. HATFIELD. While I am not offer
ing an amendment today, I continue to 
have the same concerns that I stated 
last year during consideration of the 
NIH reauthorization bill. At that time 
Senator KENNEDY and I agreed to re
quest the Office of Technology Assess
ment to analyze some of the ethical 
and legal issues associated with new 
technologies for genetic patenting. 
This OTA study will be available soon, 
and I am looking forward to discussing 
its findings at a hearing of the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am pleased that the 
OTA will issue its report-Biomedical 
Ethics in U.S. Public Policy-within 
the next 2 months, and I look forward 
to holding a hearing to explore these 
important public policy questions. I am 
anxious to have Senator HATFIELD's 
participation at that hearing. In addi
tion, I would like to point out that the 
NIH reauthorization bill earmarks 5 
percent of the National Center for Ge
nome Research funds for consideration 
of the ethical and legal issues associ
a ted with gene patenting. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I believe that all of 
these actions are helpful to a more 
thorough understanding of the implica
tions of new genetic technologies. How
ever, I continue to believe that we in 
Congress must play an important role 
in overseeing developments in this 
area. The studies and hearings that 
have been planned will help to deter
mine whether or not congressional ac
tion addressing the patenting of 
transgenic animals is warranted. 

Mr. KENNEDY. While Senator HAT
FIELD and I may differ on these issues, 
we both agree that congressional mon
itoring of these critical scientific and 
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legal issues is appropriate. In addition, 
it is important to elicit the opinions of 
leading scientists, ethicists and 
theologians to .provide advice in this 
area. These issues are enormously com
plex and they demand our attention. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts and look forward 
to appearing before the Labor Commit
tee to discuss these matters further. 

Finally, I am today introducing leg
islation, [S. 387] proposing a 2-year 
moratorium on the granting of patents 
on animals and humans until a suitable 
structure for evaluating the ethical, 
environmental, and economic consider
ations of such patents can be found. I 
do so on my own accord, and in no way 
to minimize the assistance and encour
aging efforts of Senators DECONCINI 
and KENNEDY in working toward a solu
tion. I continue to believe, however, 
that a proposed moratorium serves to 
define the parameters under which we 
can find compromise. 

I would now like to take this oppor
tunity, Mr. President, to set the record 
straight on a variety of fronts. I have 
unfortunately found, through my in
volvement in this issue, vast manipula
tion of the facts by those on opposite 
sides. 

To begin, as of today, the United 
States is still the only country in the 
world to have granted full-fledged pat
ents on animals. The European Patent 
OWce granted patent approval to the 
Harvard mouse, subject to a 9-month 
comment period in which opposition 
could be registered, which just con
cluded last week. Last Thursday, how
ever, February 11, 1993, the European 
Parliament voted 178-19--with 27 ab
stentions-to instruct the European 
Patent Office to revoke the patent and 
stop any further animal patents until 
the legal uncertainties have been clari
fied. The Parliament went on to find 
that the patent contravenes the Euro
pean Patent Convention, which in arti
cle 53 prohibits the patenting of plant 
and animal varieties, as well as inven
tions which are contrary to public 
order and morality. It is, as yet, un
clear as to the legal effect of the Euro
pean Parliament's action, but their ac
tion is an impressive addition to the 
chorus of voices concerned about the 
ethical implications of the Harvard 
mouse patent. 

Second, I want to bring to the atten
tion of my colleagues highly question
able tactics used by the Association of 
Biotechnology Companies [ABC] and 
the Industrial Biotechnology Associa
tion [IBA] in their lobbying on this 
issue. On February 8, 1993, these orga
nizations, which will merge later this 
year, sent a joint letter to all Members 
of the Senate asking for opposition to 
an amendment they believed I would be 
offering on S. 1 related to patenting is
sues, although they had not confirmed 
the facts with my office. In addition, 
the organizations sent "Action Alerts" 

to their constituencies asking for im
mediate contact with the Hill. 

Since I had no intention of offering 
an amendment on patenting to S. 1, 
particularly because of the ongoing 
commitment Senators KENNEDY and 
DECONCINI and I have regarding the res
olution of the issue, my staff informed 
the organizations that their informa
tion was incorrect. Later that day, 
both organizations communicated with 
their constituencies and in ABC's case 
to the press, that as a direct result of 
swift action by their members and an 
outpouring of biotech industry opposi
tion, I had decided not to pursue my 
amendment. Thus, both organizations 
claimed victory, justified their exist
ence and quite possibly, enhanced their 
membership, all on false pretenses. If 
an amendment had actually been in the 
offing, then perhaps this blatant over
reach could be tolerated. Since no 
amendment was planned or pursued 
and my office had no opportunity to 
comment, I consider this approach to 
be, quite simply, dishonest. I raise this 
unfortunate episode on the floor today 
to set the record straight. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing items appear in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks: First, February 8, 
1993, letter from IBA and ABC to Mem
bers of the Senate, second, ABC Alert 
titled "Urgent Action Needed: Call 
Your U.S. Senators Immediately," 
third, ABC Alert titled "Senator Hat
field Drops Amendment Restricting 
Patenting," fourth, IBA Action Alert 
titled "Hatfield Agrees to Drop Amend
ment Restricting Patenting: Responds 
to Industry Opposition," fifth, Feb
ruary 11, 1993, article from Biotech 
Daily, and sixth, February 12, 1993, let
ter from IBA. 

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

INDUSTRIAL BIOTECHNOLOGY 
ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, February 8, 1993. 
Subject: Hatfield amendment to NIH reau

thorization bill (S. 1) (Floor action 
scheduled on Tuesday, February 16). 

Han. MARK 0 . HATFIELD 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Bldg., Washing

ton, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: We want to bring 

to your immediate attention the bio
technology industry's strong opposition to 
an amendment that we understand Senator 
Hatfield is planning to offer to the NIH reau
thorization bill (S. 1). 

Last year, Senator Hatfield offered, and 
then withdrew, an amendment to the NIH re
authorization ·bill that would have prohib
ited the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
from issuing patents on a wide range of ge
netic engineering inventions. It is not yet 
clear whether Senator Hatfield will offer an 
identical amendment or one limited to pro
hibiting the patenting of genetically engi
neered animals. In either case, we urge you 
to oppose it. 
If Senator Hatfield's amendment is en

acted, it could bring to a sudden and dra
matic halt fifteen years of remarkable 
growth experienced by our industry. The 

U.S.'s world leadership position in bio
technology depends on patent protection and 
would evaporate if Congress enacts legisla
tion that impedes or prohibits patent protec
tion for genetic engineering inventions. 
Other countries-including Japan and Eu
rope-will continue to patent inventions 
that would become unpatentable in the U.S. 

Research will not reach commercialization 
without strong intellectual property protec
tion. No company will invest hundreds of 
millions of dollars to develop a technology 
that a competitor can pirate without pen
alty. Enactment of this amendment would 
thus halt ongoing research to develop break
through drugs for dozens of diseases for 
which no adequate therapy currently exists. 

Even an amendment limited to a morato
rium on animal patents would stifle research 
that is leading to new therapeutic ap
proaches to such intractable diseases as can
cer, AIDS, and cystic fibrosis. We have en
closed for your information further details 
about the use of genetically engineered ani
mals to develop medical breakthroughs. 

Your staff is invited to call us, or contact 
the Labor Committee and/or Patent Sub
committee staff for more information on 
this issue. 

Very truly yours, 
RICHARD D. GoDOWN, 

Industrial Biotechnology Association. 
WILLIAM SMALL, 

Association of Biotechnology Companies. 

URGENT ACTION NEEDED: CALL YOUR U.S. 
SENATORS IMMEDIATELY! 

Senator Mark Hatfield (R-OR) is seriously 
considering offering an amendment placing a 
5 year moratorium on patenting genetically 
engineered animals and/or other genetically 
engineered organisms. The amendment will 
be attached to the National Institutes of 
Health Reauthorization Bill, S. 1 (scheduled 
for floor action February 16). 

As you may know, Sen. Hatfield offered an 
amendment last year, that was subsequently 
withdrawn, prohibiting the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office from issuing patents on a 
wide range of genetically engineered inven
tions. The help of ABC members was crucial 
last year in blocking Hatfield and is needed 
again, act immediately. 

Action : ABC members should write their 
U.S. Senators and urge opposition to a pat
enting moratorium. 

Urge your senators to oppose a patenting 
moratorium because: 

Not allowing patents on animals will stifle 
the development of important new agricul
tural products, human and animal drugs and 
animal models for better understanding of 
human diseases, like AIDS and cancer. 

A moratorium will cause companies to rely 
upon trade secrecy to protect their R&D in
vestments. This prevents the public disclo
sure of new knowledge that occurs when in
ventions are patented. Other companies and 
scientists will not be able to build upon the 
new knowledge. 

A moratorium could bring a sudden and 
dramatic halt to fifteen incredible years of 
growth by the biotechnology industry. The 
United States' leadership in the bio
technology industry depends on adequate 
patent protection; a moratorium would erode 
proper patent protection and current U.S. 
leadership. 

Patent law is not the appropriate place to 
address regulatory concerns, e.g. , any health 
and safety, environmental, or other concerns 
relating to genetically engineered animals. 
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SENATOR HATFIELD DROPS AMENDMENT 

RESTRICTING PATENTING 
ABC .is happy to inform you that Sen. 

Mark Hatfield has decided to drop his pro
posed amendment to S. 1, the NIH Reauthor
ization Bill, placing a ban on the patenting 
of genetic inventions. Sen. Hatfield still 
plans to deliver a floor speech on February 16 
stating his opposition. 

Sen. Hatfield's decision is a direct result of 
swift action on behalf of ABC and its mem
bership. 

HATFIELD AGREES To DROP AMENDMENT RE
STRICTING PATENTING; RESPONDS TO INDUS
TRY OPPOSITION 
We are pleased to inform you that Senator 

Mark Hatfield has now agreed to drop his 
proposed amendment to the NIH reauthoriza
tion bill (S. 1). He still intends to express his 
opposition to patents on transgenic animals 
and human genes in a speech on the Senate 
floor next Tuesday. 

Senator Hatfield's office informed us of his 
decision following an outpouring of biotech 
industry opposition. Over 100 letters were 
faxed by IBA member companies to their 
senators. In addition, IBA staff made contact 
with every Senate office and with three Clin
ton Administration departments to express 
our opposition. 

If you would like to receive a transcript of 
Senator Hatfield's remarks after they are 
published in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
please call Laura Hanen at IBA at 2021857-
0244. We expect to have a transcript by next 
Friday. 

We are extremely grateful for your prompt 
and effective response to our earlier action 
alert. Thank you and congratulations! 

[From the Biotech Daily, Feb. 11, 1993] 
HATFIELD AIDES SAY ABC WINS FALSE 

VICTORY ON MORATORIUM 
(By Mick Rood) 

Worried that Sen. Mark 0. Hatfield would 
propose a 5-year moratorium on patenting 
genetically engineered animals and possibly 
other biotech organisms, the Assn. of Bio
technology Companies sounded the alarm 
Tuesday. 

In faxes to member companies headlined 
"ALERT" in letters almost 1 inch high, ABC 
warned the Oregon Republican was "seri
ously considering" offering the amendment 
next week (Feb. 16) when the National Insti
tutes of Health reauthorization bill is sched
uled to come up on the Senate floor. 

By early evening Tuesday, the trade group 
declared victory by fax. ABC Government Af
fairs Assistant Charles Butler told nervous 
companies that Hatfield had decided to drop 
his patent ban. The Senator still planned to 
deliver a speech opposing genetically engi
neered animals on Feb. 16, ABC said. 

"Sen. Hatfield's decision is a direct result 
of swift action on behalf of ABC and its 
membership," ABC said, implying that 
grassroots lobbying had borne fruit. 

Not so, Sen. Hatfield's office said on 
Wednesday. 

"Nobody came and talked to us. They 
jumped the gun. They said he withdrew the 
amendment and he never did (plan to offer 
it)," a Hatfield spokesman said Wednesday 
afternoon. 

Hatfield's Legislative Director Suzanne C. 
Hildick did not want to be quoted on the 
trade group's tactics, but she did outline 
what she said was Hatfield's longstanding 
view on the moratorium, based on a com
promise reached last year. 

The Senator had threatened a moratorium 
amendment, but agreed to hold off if the 

Senate would hold hearings on the subject 
and await results of an Office of Technology 
Assessment (OTA) study. Hildick said Hat
field was holding to that agreement this 
year. 

She said Hatfield had no plans to offer such 
an amendment next week because the OTA 
study is not due out until the end of March. 
After that. Hatfield expects hearings to be 
held based on the study's results. 

Hildick said a legislative response to the 
situation would then be devised. She and 
others stressed Hatfield is not opposed to 
biotechnology, but may have doubts about 
some of its applications. A Senate aide close 
to the situation called the ABC lobbying 
blitz "hysteria, ridiculous." 

"I know why they did it, so they could de
clare victory. It's damaging to the issue," 
the aide said. 

ABC argues the moratorium would stifle 
new agricultural products and block under
standing of serious human diseases such as 
AIDS and cancer. The ban would further 
jeopardize the U.S. dominance in the biotech 
industry, ABC says. 

The trade group has argued further that 
biotech companies would rely upon trade se
crecy to protect their R&D investments in 
the face of a moratorium. This would pre
vent public disclosure of new knowledge that 
occurs when inventions are patented, ABC 
says. Eventually, such a moratorium would 
erode U.S. patent protection. 

Finally, ABC says patent law legislation is 
not the "appropriate" place to address 
health, safety and environmental regulatory 
concerns. 

INDUSTRIAL BIOTECHNOLOGY 
ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, February 12, 1993. 
Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Last week, IBA 
was informed by various Senate offices that 
you might offer a floor amendment to the 
NIH reauthorization bill (S. 1) placing a mor
atorium on the patenting of genetically en
gineered animals. We attempted to confirm 
this information with your office without 
success. 

Since enactment of such an amendment 
would cause irreparable harm to medical re
search on a wide range of incurable diseases 
(as well as to the companies that are doing 
this research), we felt it was appropriate to 
proceed on the assumption that the informa
tion was correct and that you intended to 
offer an amendment similar to the one you 
discussed at length during last year's NIH re
authorization bill debate (Congressional 
Record, April :l, 1992, pages 8-4719 through 
4724). 

In the absence of direct confirmation from 
your staff, we notified Senators that we "un
derstood" that you would be offering such an 
amendment. If this was not the case, we re
gret the misunderstanding and apologize for 
any inconvenience we may have caused. 

Very truly yours, 
RICHARD D. GODOWN. 

EXHIBIT 1 
U.S. PATENTS ARE GRANTED FOR 3 LABORA

TORY MICE-AWARDS CRUCIAL FOR Bro
TECHNOLOGYRESEARCH 
The federal government issued patents for 

three laboratory mice yesterday. The pat
ents, the first since 1988 to recognize owner
ship of a genetically altered animal species, 
are regarded by researchers as critical for 
biotechnology research. 

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
(PTO) gave notice in its Official Gazette that 
it was granting patents for laboratory mice 
strains to Harvard University, to GenPharm 
International of Mountain View, Calif., and 
to Ohio University. 

For Philip Leder, a Howard Hughes re
searcher at Harvard, the patent is the second 
species ownership he has been granted. Leder 
and colleagues developed the first patented 
animal, the so-called Harvard mouse, in 1988. 

Leder's new patent is for a mouse strain 
whose males naturally develop enlarged 
prostate glands, a condition that mimics a 
serious disorder in human males. 

GenPharm was given a patent for a mouse 
strain that has been altered so it naturally 
fails to develop a fully functional immune 
system. 

The Ohio University patent is for a mouse 
that was engineered to contain a human 
gene that constantly produces a low level of 
beta interferon, a protein that attacks virus 
and helps prevent infection in the mouse. 

All of the mice were altered genetically 
through a technique in which genes are 
changed in fertilized eggs that are allowed to 
gestate within a mother mouse. The result
ing pups have a genetic pattern different 
from either parent. When the pups mature 
and mate, some of their offspring carry the 
desired combination of new genes. The 
changed animal is called a transgenic mouse. 

Lisa Raines, vice president for government 
affairs at the Industrial Biotechnology Asso
ciation, said in a statement that the new 
animal patents are significant for the indus
try. 

"Since Harvard University received the 
first transgenic animal patent in 1988, there 
has been continued debate about whether or 
not additional animal patents would be 
granted," said the Raines statement. "This 
PTO decision marks a positive step forward 
for protecting important U.S. research." 

Leder said the prostate mouse, which he 
said may be called "Harvard II," will be im
portant in research on the enlargement of 
the prostate in older men. The prostate, a 
gland that produces seminal fluid, is located 
below the bladder and around the tube that 
drains urine from the bladder. The gland 
grows larger as men age and often can retard 
or block urinary flow. Surgical correction of 
enlarged prostates is one of the most com
mon operations on men. 

With a mouse that mimics the condition, 
Leder said, researchers will be able to test 
drugs that correct or control the problem 
without surgery. 

The GenPharm mouse was genetically al
tered by addition of a gene that prevents the 
rodent from developing fully mature 
lymphocytes, a type of blood cell vital to the 
immune system. 

Jonathan MacQuitty, chief operations offi
cer of GenPharm, said the new mouse will be 
used in the study of immune-system dis
eases, such as AIDS, or in research on auto
immune diseases such as arthritis and diabe
tes. 

Ohio University announced its patent last 
week. Thomas Wagner, co-developer of the 
new mouse strain, said his patented animal 
was genetically altered so that it continu
ously produces a low level of interferon, a 
protein that the body uses to attack invad
ing viruses. 

Wagner said the laboratory mice will be 
protected from viral infections, enabling sci
entists to use an animal in research that is 
less susceptible to disease. 
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U.S. RESUMES GRANTING PATENTS ON GENETI

CALLY ALTERED ANIMALs-EMPHASIS Is 
NOW ON MEDICINE RATHER THAN FOOD 

(By Edmund L. Andrews) 
WASHINGTON.-The Government has ended 

a self-imposed moratorium and has again 
begun approving animal patents, nearly five 
years after Harvard University made history 
by patenting a genetically engineered 
mouse. 

The United States Patent and Trademark 
Office issued patents in late December to 
three organizations covering "transgenic" 
mice specially suited to research in human 
medicine. These were the first new animal 
patents since Harvard received approval in 
April 1988 for a genetically altered research 
mouse that was predisposed to getting can
cer. 

The Harvard mouse prompted a backlash 
from animal-rights groups and some environ
mentalists, but with the latest approvals in
dustry experts expect a surge of new patents 
covering mice, pigs and even cows. The trend 
should make the filing and approval of ani
mal patents much more routine and make it 
much easier for biotechnology companies to 
raise money. 

SWITCH IN EMPHASIS 
More than 180 applications for animal pat

ents are awaiting Government action, many 
of them having been pending for years. And 
while much of the earlier emphasis in so
called bioengineering was on breeding supe
rior farm animals-cows that give more 
milk, for instance, or pigs with leaner 
meat-the current push seems to be in ma
nipulating animal genes for the benefit of 
human health. 

Near term, scientists expect to see such de
velopments as laboratory mice made geneti
cally suited for research on AIDS and other 
human diseases; genetically altered pigs that 
produce human hemoglobin for use in blood 
substitutes, and bioengineered cows that 
produce milk with the proteins found in 
human mother's milk. 

The most ambitious and very likely the 
most controversial of these efforts is in 
"xenografts"-developing animals that can 
supply organs like hearts, livers or kidneys 
for human transplant recipients. The DNX 
Corporation, a biotechnology company in 
Princeton, N.J., is working to develop pigs 
with genes that mask the immunological 
markers of "pigness," which normally pro
voke a human immune system to wage all
out war against an alien body part. 

TIMETABLE FOR TRANSPLANTS 
Officials at DNX, which in 1991 developed a 

pig that produces human hemoglobin, said 
the first swine-to-human transplants could 
take place by the late 1990's. 

"My understanding is that these first few 
are just the beginning," James McCamant, 
publisher of the Ag-biotech Stock Letter in 
Berkeley, Calif., said of the recently issued 
patents. "To me, the most important impact 
is that it will allow us to find out who's got 
a strong patent position. Over the next 12 
months, we should have a lot clearer idea of 
what's going on." 

The approval of new animal patents, while 
good for the United States biotechnology in
dustry, is almost certain to reignite political 
opposition in Congress from animal-rights 
groups and some farmers. In 1989, the House 
of Representatives passed a bill that would 
exempt farmers from paying royal ties on the 
offspring of genetically engineered livestock, 
but the measure never advanced very far in 
the Senate. 

But much has changed in the last five 
years. Industry executives say their shift 

away from farm animals had little to do with 
the political controversy. Rather, most say 
the decision stemmed from technical issues 
and a concern that farm animals simply 
would not procure big profits. 

"The science wasn't ready yet to make it 
economically feasible," said James 
Sherblum, president of the TSI Corporation 
in Worcester, Mass. TSI dropped efforts to 
develop a "super pig" whose meat would 
have less cholesterol, largely because of per
sistent problems with the animal's immune 
system. 

MOVE INTO DRUG TESTING 
Hoping for more immediate profits, TSI 

put most of its money into developing mice 
that could be used as laboratory models and 
is using them to carve out a position in the 
drug-testing market. During the last three 
years, the company bought eight drug-test
ing laboratories and plans to introduce ge
netically engineered mice in the next 18 
months that develop Alzheimer's disease and 
AIDS. 

"The animals give our scientists a distinct 
advantage because we can understand better 
how the human drug will work in humans," 
Mr. Sherblum said. 

Most of the other biotechnology companies 
that were interested in farm animals have 
also changed course. The Granada Corpora
tion, a cattle breeder in Houston, virtually 
shut down a unit that was working on fast
growing, genetically engineered cattle. DNX 
shelved its work on fast-growing pigs, 
bought two testing laboratories and is plan
ning to introduce a mouse that develops in
sulin-resistant diabetes. 

Central to such efforts, however, is break
ing the logjam on patents, which give a com
pany the right to stop anyone else from 
using or selling its invention for 17 years. 
The Supreme Court ruled in 1980 that novel 
living organisms can be patented, and thus 
far: the Federal courts have not objected to 
applying that doctrine to novel animals pro
duced through gene-splicing. 

AN ARGUMENT FOR PROTECTION 
Companies involved in "transgenic" ani

mals say patent protection is crucial, be
cause otherwise they have no way to prevent 
customers from simply buying more animals 
and breeding as many others as they like. 

But the Patent Office, which was besieged 
by controversy when it issued the first ani
mal patent to Philip Leder and Timothy 
Stewart, two Harvard researchers, appar
ently got cold feet. Though dozens of other 
applications had been filed, and the number 
multiplied quickly, no new patents were is
sued until five weeks ag·o. 

Now a new round of attacks is likely, par
ticularly from farmers and animal-rights or
ganizations. Such groups say that splicing 
genes into animals will hurt family farmers, 
have cruel effects on many animals and 
could endanger many species of animals. 

"We believe the gene pool should be main
tained as an open commons, and should not 
be the private preserve of multinational 
companies," said Jeremy Rifkin, head of the 
Foundation on Economic Trends, a nonprofit 
organization in Washington. Mr. Rifkin, who 
has lobbied for legislation to block animal 
patents, said he was organizing a new politi
cal coalition in response to the latest pat
ents. 

"This is Government giving its imprimatur 
to the idea that there is no difference be
tween a living thing and any inert object," 
,Mr. Rifkin said. "It's the final assault of the 
sacred meaning of life and life process." 

An animal patent covers animals with par
ticular gene sequences that do not exist in 

any natural animal species and which give 
the animal identifiable, unique characteris
tics. The patent allows a company to pro
hibit anyone else from using or selling such 
animals without its permission for 17 years, 
and may also cover the pharmaceutical pro
teins or antibodies the animals might 
produce. 

The patents also cover the offspring of 
such animals, even though the chromosomes 
of offspring are always different from those 
of parents. To enforce the patent, however, a 
company would have to show that a pig or a 
mouse still has the transplanted genes and 
possesses the characteristics described in the 
patent, like the capability of producing 
human growth hormone. 

So far, the gene patents have moved much 
more slowly than applications for other 
types of inventions. While the average appli
cation now takes 18 months to reach a final 
decision, the three mice patents that were is
sued Dec. 29 had all been pending for about 
four years. 

Patent Office officials said they did not 
impose a formal moratorium on transgenic 
animals. "These things just take a long time 
to work through," Oscar Mastin, a spokes
man for the agency, said. "They have been 
working on these applications the whole 
time." 

POSSIBLE REASONS FOR DELAYS 
In the absence of a fuller explanation, 

some industry experts believe that a fear of 
possible Congressional restrictions had a 
chilling effect on the Patent Office. But oth
ers see the delay as a result of the agency's 
attempt to carefully define and limit the 
patents to specific animals with particular 
genetic characteristics. 

Steven Holtzman, executive vice president 
of DNX. said the new patents are crafted 
much more narrowly than the one covering 
the Harvard mouse. That patent actually 
covers any animal with a particular gene 
that predisposes it to develop cancer. 

The three new patents are restricted to ge
netically engineered mice, and each is re
stricted to a particular set of transplanted 
genes. Dr. Leder, the Harvard scientist who 
obtained the original mouse patent, has won 
a second one with a colleague, William J. 
Muller. This patent is for a mouse that de
velops an enlarged prostate, a common prob
lem of older men. 

Also, researchers at Genpharm Inter
national in Mountain View, Calif., patented 
a mouse without a working immune system, 
developed for use in AIDS research. And re
searchers at Ohio University patented a 
virus-resistant mouse, for use in developing 
agricultural livestock less vulnerable to dis
ease. 

"The Patent Office is being very tight," 
Mr. Holtzman said. "They are saying that a 
patent is only being given with the limits of 
the example you provided in your disclosure. 
Simply writing a paper disclosure doesn't 
carry the day." 

Information made public by the European 
Patent Office shows that universities and 
companies are developing an expanding army 
of small animals that are genetically pro
grammed to suffer. Several European compa
nies have applied for patents covering mice 
that are prone to get AIDS, tumors, leuke
mia and something akin to Alzheimers. 

Except for the United States, no country 
has approved an animal patent. Indeed, in 
December, the European Parliament rec
ommended that the European Community 
reject such patent applications. 

The animal-rights critics notwithstanding, 
most experts believe a big waive of animal 
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patents is imminent in the United States. "I 
think we're going to see an increase in the 
pace," said Eugene Moroz, a patent attorney 
as the law firm of Morgan & Finnegan in 
New York who specializes in biotechnology 
issues. 

Several companies appear to be placing 
their biggest bets on molecular "pharming," 
the technique of using genetically engi
neered animals to produce valuable drugs. 
Companies have applied for patents on ani
mals that produce drugs like human growth 
hormone, the heart-attack prevention drug 
TP A and insulin. 

Genpharm International is seeking patents 
for a transgenic bull it has developed in the 
Netherlands. The bull sires cows whose milk 
contains lactoferin, a protein unique to 
human mother's milk that inhibits bacteria 
growth and helps a baby retain iron. David 
Winter, president of Genpharm. said the pro
tein could be sold as an additive to infant 
formula or the milk itself could be developed 
as an approximation of human milk. 

Genpharm is also developing mice with 
human immune cells that could develop 
antibodies to dangerous human illnesses and 
could even attack tumors. At the moment, 
humans develop severe allergic reactions to 
antibodies made in other animals, and the 
hope is that antfbodies made with human 
immune cells will avoid that problem. "Most 
people don't think it can be done," Mr. Win
ter said. "But we know it can." 

EXlllBIT 2 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, February 18, 1993. 
Hon. RONALD H. BROWN, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Commerce, Her

bert Clark Hoover Building , Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am writing to com
ment on the U.S. Patent and Trademark Of
fice's (PTO) issuance of patents on 
transgenic animals. On December 29, 1992 the 
PTO issued three patents for transgenic 
mice. These patents marked the first 
transgenic patents since the landmark 1988 
"Harvard Mouse" which had a genetic pre
disposition to cancer. On February 2, 1993 the 
first non-mouse patent was issued for a 
transgenic rabbit for AIDS research. 

I recognize that the decision to grant util
ity patents for genetically engineered ani
mals was based on the U.S. Supreme Court's 
1980 ruling in the Chakrabarty case, which 
held that a genetically engineered organism 
that meets the statutory standards of pat
entability does not become unpatentable 
merely because it is a living invention. I fur
ther note that Chakrabarty does not permit 
the patenting of animals, plants, microorga
nisms, or genes that are unaltered by human 
intervention. 

As you know, there is controversy over the 
propriety of patenting transgenic animals. 
Many ethical and legal questions surround
ing the emerging biotech industry and the 
proper role of the Patent Office have been 
raised. While several of my colleagues in the 
Senate have differing views on these issues, 
we all agree that these important ethical 
and legal questions deserve Congressional re
view and oversight as the biotechnology in
dustry continues to grow. 

I have introduced legislation in the past 
which proposed limitations on the Patent Of
fice's authority to issue patents to geneti
cally altered organisms. In April, 1992 I con
sidered offering an amendment to the NIH 
reauthorization bill which would have placed 
a three year moratorium on the patenting of 
all human tissues, fluids, cells, genes, gene 
sequences, and animals. The amendment was 
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not offered after assurances by Senators 
Kennedy and DeConcini that hearings would 
be held in the Senate Labor and Human Re
sources and the Senate Judiciary Commit
tee, and that an Office of Technology Assess
ment (OTA) study would be prepared to ana
lyze and make recommendations about the 
ethical and legal issues raised by the Ge
nome Patent Working Group and NIH Advi
sory Committee. 

Congress is currently on track to fulfill 
these assurances, as many of those involved 
believe that these ethical concerns should 
continue to be scrutinized. An informative 
and productive hearing was held in the Pat
ent Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee that past September. We are 
awaiting a report entitled "Biomedical Eth
ics in U.S. Public Policy" to be issued by the 
OT A in March. A hearing is scheduled to be 
held by the Senate Labor and Human Re
sources Committee soon after the release of 
the report. These studies and hearings will 
help to determine whether Congressional ac
tion addressing the patenting of transgenic 
animals is warranted. 

During consideration of the NIH reauthor
ization bill this week, Senator Kennedy and 
I exchanged views on the Senate floor re
garding upcoming congressional action in 
this matter. I have enclosed a copy of this 
exchange for your information. Further
more, I introduced legislation this week call
ing for a two-year moratorium on patenting 
in this area, primarily as a means of defining 
the debate subsequent to recent animal pat
enting decisions made by PTO. 

As you may be aware, last week the Euro
pean Parliament adopted a resolution calling 
upon the European Patent Office to revoke 
the first European patent granted for a ge
netically engineered animal. While the Euro
pean Parliament's resolution has no legal ef
fect on the validity of the patent, formal op
positions to the patent have been filed, and 
the validity of the patent will be determined 
in accordance with the terms of the Euro
pean Patent Convention. 

In light of these recent developments in 
Europe, our past negotiations with the Euro
pean Community on a Patent Harmonization 
treaty and ongoing Congressional interest in 
this issue, I would like to be informed of the 
Clinton Administration's position regarding 
the patenting of transgenic animals. 

Sincerely, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my strong support for S. 1, the 
National Institute of Health Reauthor
ization Act. As chairman of the sub
committee that funds NIH, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of this impor
tant legislation and to have worked 
with Senator KENNEDY and others to 
bring it to the form which is before us 
today. 

Mr. President, this is a timely bill, 
because last night the President ap
peared before the Congress to deliver 
his State of the Union Message. If we 
hope to get this country back on track, 
we have to get control of our health 
care system. I don't think many people 
in this body would disagree with that. 
Mr. President, this bill is the first shot 
of this new Congress in the war against 
disease and disability. 

I have taken this floor many times to 
say that we don't have a health care 

system in this country, we have a sick 
care system. We spend nearly $1 tril
lion a year to treat people once they 
get sick, but we spend relatively few 
dollars to keep people heal thy in the 
first place. If we can prevent disease 
and disability from happening in the 
first place, or treat it early, we can 
save billions of dollars and millions of 
lives. 

If prevention is the cornerstone of 
health care, then biomedical research 
is certainly one of the cornerstones of 
prevention, and there is clearly a need 
for it. Just look at the statistics: Half 
a million people are expected to die of 
cancer this year. Half a million people 
are expected to die of coronary heart 
disease this year. Every year, 600,000 
new cases of skin cancer are found. 
Twelve million Americans suffer from 
asthma, and that number is increasing. 
Every 3 minutes a woman is diagnosed 
with breast cancer, and every 12 min
utes breast cancer takes another life. 

And this is most alarming: Since we 
began keeping records on AIDS cases, 
250,000 people have been diagnosed with 
the disease-total. Yet, the Centers for 
Disease Control projects that this year 
alone there will be between 95,000 and 
118,000 new cases reported. This is a 
public health burden that's only going 
to get worse. 

This is clearly a national priority. 
But has our commitment to NIH kept 
pace? Not even close. Consider this: In 
1992, of all the research projects 
deemed worthy of funding at NIH, 71 
percent were turned down. This year, 
that number will increase to 77 per
cent. That means we will say "no" to 
more than three out of every four re
search projects deemed worthy of fund
ing at the NIH. 

The truth is, we spend just one-half 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget on 
medical research. But here's the real 
kicker: We have spent more on mili
tary research and development the last 
27 months than we have on all bio
medical research since the turn of the 
century. This bill is long overdue. If 
anything, I wish this bill would go even 
further than it does, because I believe 
biomedical research is a critical na
tional investment. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
this isn't just about saving lives. It's 
also an issue of economic competitive
ness. The returns on medical research 
are greater than the investment. Mea
sles vaccines, for example, have saved 
$10 for every $1 invested in research. 
What's more, as a result of our invest
ments in NIH and SAMSHA, the De
partment of Commerce estimates that 
the biotech industry is a $4 billion in
dustry now and will be a $50 billion in
dustry by the year 2000. That's an in
vestment worth making. 

This bill will help bring us into new 
territories. Among other things, it ex
pands our research to find a cure for 
osteoporosis, and a cure for cancer, and 
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a cure for AIDS. It puts in statute an 
end to the ban on fetal tissue research, 
giving new hope to millions suffering 
from Parkinson's disease and childhood 
diabetes. And once again, I applaud the 
swift and direct action of President 
Clinton to lift the ban. 

This bill also confronts traumatic 
brain injuries, which is the leading 
disabler and killer of children and 
young adults. It calls· for a new com
mitment to our Nation's aging re
search, and devastating diseases like 
Alzheimers. Above all, this bill says 
that women's health research no longer 
has to take a seat in the back of the 
bus. And I say it's about time. 

This bill addresses many concerns 
that have plagued women's health re
search. It addresses the number of 
women and minorities in Nlli-spon
sored clinical trials, the number of re
search projects and clinical programs 
focused on women's health issues, and 
the number of women in higher level 
positions at the Nlli. It also authorizes 
$75 million for research on ovarian, cer
vical, uterine, and other cancers of 
women's reproductive system. And I 
want to commend our colleague, Sen
ator BARBARA MIKULSKI, for her leader
ship in this area. 

I'm also happy to see a greater com
mitment to breast cancer research. 
This terrible disease has struck all of 
us in one way or another-! lost my 
only two sisters to breast cancer. Last 
year, I was proud to author an amend
ment that added a record $210 million 
from the Department of Defense for 
breast cancer research. I'm proud to 
say that the. money is on track and 
should be well spent. This bill will au
thorize $325 million in fiscal year 1994 
to continue vital research in this area. 
Overall, the National Cancer Insti
tute's budget will rise to $2.2 billion. 
These new moneys have already 
brought a real sense of excitement and 
possibility to millions of women and 
researchers. 

Mr. President, I'm pleased that S. 1 
also contains several initiatives I have 
worked on for a long time. First, the 
bill before us today includes the provi
sions of S. 93, the National Institute 
for Nursing Research Act of 1993, legis
lation I reintroduced last month along 
with my colleagues, Senators KENNEDY, 
INOUYE, DASCHLE, and CONRAD. This 
proposal would appropriately elevate 
the status of the successful National 
Center for Nursing Research [NCNR] at 
the National Institutes of Health to 
that of an Institute-the National In
stitute for Nursing Research. 

This is long overdue. For too long, 
America's 2 million nurses have been 
denied the recognition and status they 
deserve within our health care system. 
And the same goes for research. In its 
short history, the NCNR has produced 
critical research findings that are al
ready resulting in more affordable, 
higher quality health care for many 

Americans. For example, through a 
grant from NCNR, nurse researchers at 
the University of Iowa are developing 
cost-effective ways of reducing the in
cidence of falls among older Ameri
cans. Their findings are reducing the 
incidence of broken hips, which is the 
leading cause of nursing home admis
sions. 

Yet, despite these accomplishments 
that put it on par with other Institutes 
within the Nlli, the NCNR has not been 
awarded Institute status. This bill will 
cure that inequity and gives nurses the 
recognition they deserve. 

Second, this bill includes S. 95, the 
Contraceptive and Infertility Research 
Centers Act of 1993, which I reintro
duced in January. This bipartisan ini
tiative would provide authorization for 
the establishment of three research 
centers-one focused on developing im
proved methods of contraception and 
two research centers focused on im
proving our ability to diagnose and 
treat infertility. To address the short
age of qualified researchers in these 
areas, the bill authorizes a loan repay
ment program for graduate students 
and health professionals who agree to 
conduct research on contraception and 
infertility. 

Mr. President, contraception and fer
tility are central concerns to millions 
of Americans of child-bearing age. 
Nearly 2V2 million couples desiring to 
have children struggle with the heart
break and frustration of infertility. 
And each year about 3 million Amer
ican women become pregnant who do 
not wish to do so. Their anguish is 
great. 

Yet, when it comes to these family 
planning issues, we lag well behind 
other industrialized countries in re
search. All of these individuals can 
benefit from intensified research on 
these basic family planning issues. 

Let me give you an example. We can 
all agree that abortion is no one's first 
choice for avoiding unintended preg
nancies. Yet, of the 3 million women 
who become pregnant unintentionally 
this year, about half will terminate 
their pregnancies. It's even more tragic 
when you learn that nearly half of all 
pregnancies result from contraception 
that has failed. We need more research 
to find better contraceptive devices so 
we can reduce the number of unin
tended pregnancies and, thus, abor
tions. That's a result we can all em
brace. 

We must also explore ways in which 
sexually transmitted diseases, such as 
AIDS, gonorrhea, and syphilis can be 
prevented. These research centers will 
explore new methods to prevent the 
transmission of these sexually trans
mitted diseases through the develop
ment of safe, effective, and low-cost 
contraception methods. 

Finally, we must also find ways to 
help those who want to be parents to 
find safe and effective methods to help 

them conceive and bear children. The 
causes of infertility are not always 
easy to diagnose, nor are they uni
formly treatable. Treatments are often 
expensive-Americans spent nearly $1 
billion in 1987. While spending was 
high, the success rate was generally 
low. Clearly, more research is needed 
into the causes of and treatment for in
fertility in both men and women. 

Mr. President, this bill is about 
changing priorities and putting preven
tion first. I hope we move quickly to 
approve .this important legislation, be
cause the American people want action 
in this area. This legislation provides 
them significant advances that are 
long overdue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
WOMEN'S HEALTH RESEARCH 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the distinguished 
chairman of the Labor and Human'Re
sources Committee, Senator KENNEDY, 
for his tireless efforts in the develop
ment of S. 1, the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Act. I also com
mend Senator KASSEBAUM and Senator 
HATCH for their important contribu
tions in advancing this critical piece of 
legislation. S. 1 represents a major bi
partisan effort to improve the health of 
all Americans. 

Among its provisions, S. 1 contains 
several that are of special interest to 
women. Perhaps the most notable of 
these will permanently establish the 
Office of Research on Women's Health 
at the National Institutes of Health. 
The mandate for this office addresses 
problems that for too long have gone 
unattended, namely the identification 
of women's health research projects 
that should receive support, the inclu
sion of women in clinical trials, and 
the monitoring of the status of women 
physicians and scientists at Nlli and 
NIH-funded institutions. A data bank 
and clearinghouse will also be estab
lished to collect and disseminate infor
mation on women's health research. 

Improving the health of American 
women is a goal we all share and one to 
which I am committed. The legislation 
before us today is an important step in 
closing the startling gaps that exist in 
our knowledge about treating the dis
eases that specifically affect women or 
affect women differently from men. 

The No. 1 killer of women in the 
United States is heart disease; and yet 
women typically receive less aggres
sive treatment for this condition than 
men. I am told that the incidence of 
breast cancer has inexplicably in
creased over the last three decades so 
that now one in nine American women 
can expect to develop this disease in 
her lifetime. A major cause of illness in 
older women is osteoporosis, a particu
larly painful and debilitating condi
tion. One-third to one-half of all 
postmenopausal women and nearly half 
of all people older than 75 will be af
fected by this disorder. Together, car-
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diovascular disease, cancer, and 
osteoporosis are the most common 
causes of death, disability, and im
paired quality of life in women. 

Most biomedical research into the 
causes, treatment, and prevention of 
disease has historically centered on 
men, with the results subsequently ap
plied to women. Regrettably, this ap
proach assumes no gender differences 
between men and women in the way 
diseases manifest themselves or in the 
way diseases should be treated. S. 1 
seeks to remedy these incorrect as
sumptions and approaches by assuring 
the increased participation of women 
in clinical studies and providing addi
tional funding for research on breast 
cancer, ovarian and cervical cancer, 
osteoporosis, and reproductive health. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the fu
ture health and welfare of all American 
women depends on a greater under
standing of women's health and the 
disorders that affect them. This legis
lation represents an important step in 
assuring that women's health research 
becomes and remains an integral part 
of our Nation's health agenda. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I put 
forward an amendment on behalf of 
Senators KASSEBAUM, HATCH, and my
self to send a clear signal that Con
gress is committed to maintaining the 
integrity of the Vaccine Injury Com
pensation Program. This amendment 
would continue the authority of the 
U.S. Court of Federal Claims to receive 
and forward petitions under the Vac
cine Injury Compensation Program 
filed on or after October 1, 1992. 

The Vaccine Injury Compensation 
Program has worked well since incep
tion. This new no-fault system estab
lished by the Congress has met the 
goals of stabilizing concerns about li
ability associated with vaccine admin
istration and the effects of this on vac
cine prices. The Vaccine Injury Trust 
Fund is currently secure with a bal
ance of $600 million. Last year, the 
Congress passed legislation to extend 
the excise tax which funds the trust 
fund in H.R. 11. This proviSion expired 
following the President's veto. There is 
clear bipartisan support in both the 
Senate and the House to reinstate this 
excise tax at the earliest possible op
portunity. Until this can be accom
plished, it is the intention of the Con
gress to ensure that petitions will con
tinue to be received by the court. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that we 
are able to address this important issue 
today. We have worked on this closely 
with Senator KASSEBAUM and Senator 
HATCH, and they have been strongly 
committed to maintaining the success
ful operation of the Vaccine Injury 
Compensation Program. This amend
ment sends a clear signal to eliminate 
any ambiguity that new petitions 
should be received until legislation ex
tending the excise tax is enacted. 

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT 

This amendment would continue the 
authority of the U.S. Court of Federal 
Claims to receive and forward petitions 
under the Vaccine Compensation In
jury Program. It is a signal that the 
Congress intends to maintain the in
tegrity of this program. The extension 
for the excise tax on vaccines was ve
toed in H.R. 11, and there is clear bi
partisan commitment in the Senate 
and the House to reinstate this excise 
tax this year. In the interim, no ambi
guity should remain for courts as to 
congressional intent to maintain the 
program. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
S. 1, the NIH Revitalization bill before 
us addresses deadly diseases in the 
United States including breast cancer, 
AIDS, Parkinson's disease among oth
ers. I am an original cosponsor of this 
legislation and I strongly support its 
swift enactment. 

It was my hope to offer an amend
ment to address another deadly disease 
which is almost completely prevent
able. My amendment would have been 
based on S. 261, the Preventing Our 
Kids from Inhaling Deadly Smoke or 
PRO--KIDS Act of 1993. This measure 
would prohibit smoking in federally 
funded programs which serve children 
under the age of 18, including elemen
tary and secondary schools and day
care centers. 

Mr. President, on January 7, 1993, the 
EPA released a final report which con
firmed what we had suspected: second
hand smoke kills. The EPA found that 
secondhand smoke was a class A car
cinogen, like asbestos, benzene, and ar
senic. The EPA concluded at least 3,000 
lung cancer deaths were associated 
with nonsmokers inhaling secondhand 
smoke. The EPA also found significant 
evidence that secondhand smoke 
causes a wide variety of respiratory ill
nesses or exacerbates them and con
cluded that children suffer the most 
from breathing secondhand smoke. 
That is why I introduced PRO--KIDS. 

The urgency for this legislation was 
highlighted last week, when the Cen
ters for Disease Control released a sur
vey which estimated that 752,000 chil
dren in the United States were at risk 
of significant exposure to secondhand 
smoke in our Nation's day-care cen
ters. 

Because of the conclusiveness of 
these findings, I hoped to offer PRO-
KIDS as an amendment to the NIH bill 
this week. However, I am fully aware 
that offering this amendment could 
well cause the type of insurmountable 
delay in enacting this legislation that 
has gone on in the Senate when it con
sidered previous smoking-related 
amendments. As I stated previously, I 
think that the NIH bill before us 
should be passed immediately. 

Therefore, I will not offer PRO--KIDS 
to the NIH bill. But we must act and 
we must act soon. Therefore, I would 

like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts, the chairman of 
the committee which has jurisdiction 
over PRO--KIDS, and a leader in the 
fight against addiction to tobacco by 
our young people, if the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee will soon 
hold a hearing on this issue and will 
consider my bill for action after that 
hearing? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to assure 
the Senator from New Jersey that it is 
my intention to hold a hearing on the 
adverse health effects of tobacco use, 
including secondhand smoke, in the 
near future and I expect that the com
mittee will take action regarding your 
legislation sometime after that hap
pens. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I appreciate the 
distinguished chairman's assurances 
and I look forward to working with 
him on enacting this legislation. Our 
children are at risk, we must act soon. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for pas
sage of the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Act of 1993. 

Since their creation, the National In
stitutes of Health have helped to make 
America the world leader in biomedical 
research. 

Research carried on at the National 
Institutes of Health has helped us a 
great deal in coming to understand 
more about our health and so many of 
the diseases that afflict us. I am, as is 
every American, grateful for the ter
rific work that is done at the National 
Institutes of Health-work from which 
we all benefit. 

This legislation reauthorizes funding 
for the critical activities being carried 
on at the National Institutes of Health, 
and increases the authorization level 
for all of the Institutes. It expands the 
National Library of Medicine, the fund
ing for AIDS research, and provides 
funding for badly needed biomedical 
and behavioral research facilities. In 
addition, it increases funding for re
search into prostate cancer and. dis
eases that affect children. 

In sum, this legislation is an invest
ment in our future, as biomedical re
search is the key to unlocking the 
doors of the future to better health for 
the American public. 

I would like to focus for a moment on 
a number of provisions to promote bet
ter understanding of the diseases that 
afflict women. The understanding that 
will be gained from these activities 
will result in better health for our Na
tion's women. Unfortunately, past bio
medical research efforts have not al
ways adequately addressed the needs of 
women in our society. 

Women comprise more than half of 
our Nation's population. While they 
are certainly affected by diseases such 
as heart disease, Alzheimer's, arthritis, 
diabetes, and cancer, the bulk of the 
research being conducted at the Na
tional Institutes of Health focuses al-
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most exclusively on these diseases as 
they affect men. 

What's more, diseases affecting only 
women-such as ovarian, cervical, and 
breast cancers, are given too little, if 
any, attention. 

Mr. President, it is critical that 
women be included in the biomedical 
research being conducted at our Na
tion's premier Federal research institu
tion. I am pleased that this legislation 
will do just that. 

The legislation we are considering 
today will not only significantly in
crease the resources available for re
search into women's specific diseases, 
it will also include women in the re
search that is being conducted into dis
eases that affect men and women alike. 

Specifically, this legislation would 
do a number of things to include 
women in the biomedical research 
being conducted at the National Insti
tutes of Health. 

First, it would require the Director 
of NIH to include women and members 
of minority groups in all NIH spon
sored projects. 

Second, it requires greater inclusion 
of women in aging research. It requires 
the Director of NIH to conduct re
search into the aging process of 
women, including studies on the effects 
of menopause. 

Third, it establishes an Office of 
Women's Health. 

Fourth, it authorizes $225 million in 
fiscal year 1994 for research concerning 
breast cancer. This portion of the bill 
is similar to that included in legisla
tion I previously sponsored with Sen
ator MIKULSKI. In addition, the legisla
tion · authorizes $100 million in fiscal 
year 1994 for other activities related to 
breast cancer-research, prevention, 
detection, and education. 

And, fifth, this legislation requires 
more extensive research on 
osteoporosis, Padget's disease, and re
lated bone disorders. 

Mr. President, before I conclude my 
remarks on this very important legis
lation, I would like to address the pro
vision in this legislation on th~ lifting 
of the ban against fetal tissue research. 

The vote I am casting today in favor 
of this legislation, which includes the 
provision to lift the ban against fetal 
tissue research, is one I have thought 
about very, very carefully. In my years 
as a representative of Arizona in both 
the House and Senate, I have consist
ently supported the rights of the un
born. I have cast approximately 70 
votes to protect the rights of the un
born. I have always acted, and will con
tinue to act, to protect the sanctity of 
life. I do not believe that abortion is an 
acceptable form of birth control, nor do 
I believe that it should be funded by 
the American taxpayer. 

Nevertheless, I say in all candor that 
I have been torn by the issue of the use 
of fetal tissue for the purposes of medi
cal research. The use of fetal tissue has 

shown great promise for the treatment 
of those who suffer from such insidious 
diseases as Parkinson's disease and ju
venile diabetes. 

The victims of these diseases, and 
their families, have prayed for a break
through such as may be achieved 
through research using fetal tissue. 
Since induced abortions are legal in 
this country, they ask why the tissue 
resulting from those abortions cannot 
be used in an effort to save countless 
numbers of lives. 

I have lost sleep struggling with this 
very question. The strength of my op
position to the practice of abortion is 
matched by my anguish for the suffer
ing of the victims of debilitating dis
eases. In considering alternatives to an 
outright lifting of the ban on the use of 
fetal tissue for research in federally
funded facilities, I had hoped that the 
use of tissue resulting from ectopic 
pregnancies and miscarriages would be 
considered by my colleagues to be suf
ficient. 

Unfortunately, the amendment of
fered last year by Senator HATCH toes
tablish a private bank for this type of 
tissue failed. The majority of my col
leagues did not consider it a viable 
compromise. I had hoped otherwise. 
Nonetheless, I feel that Congress must 
act affirmatively to support research 
to save lives, using tissue obtained 
through a practice which is currently 
legal in this country. For that reason, 
lacking another alternative, I support 
lifting the ban on the use of fetal tissue 
for research by the National Institutes 
of Health. 

I strongly believe that the safeguards 
in this legislation remove any incen
tives for inducing abortion&-either for 
direct donation to an ailing relative or 
monetary gain. I would never support 
lifting the ban if I thought it would re
sult in the creation of a market for 
fetal tissue. The idea of such a market 
is barbaric, and, in fact, safeguards 
have been placed in this legislation to 
prevent this from occurring. Only my 
strong belief that these safeguards are 
sufficient permit me to vote in favor of 
lifting this ban. 

In reaching this decision, I must em
phasize that I remain committed to 
protecting the rights of the unborn and 
upholding the sanctity of life. I have 
never wavered from this position, nor 
do I believe that this action con
stitutes a wavering from this commit
ment. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I support 
S. 1, to revise and extend the programs 
of the National Institutes of Health. 

This legislation will provide the re
search funding necessary to help 
unlock the mysteries of cancer, Alz
heimers' disease, osteoporosis, juvenile 
arthritis, AIDS, and other tragic ill
nesses. 

I am extremely pleased that this bill 
focuses on the vital work being per
formed at the National Cancer Insti-

tute. This important legislation brings 
the authorization levels for the Na
tional Cancer Institute very close to 
the bypass budget request. One need 
only look at the grim statistics to see 
that cancer research must be a prior
ity. 

According to the American Cancer 
Society, approximately 85 million 
Americans now living will eventually 
develop cancer. More than 8 million 
Americans alive today have a history 
of cancer, more than half of which were 
diagnosed 5 or more years ago. More 
than 1.1 million Americans will develop 
cancer in 1992 alone. This year, more 
than half a million of our citizens will 
die from cancer, about 1,400 people per 
day. One in five deaths in the United 
States is cancer-related. 

Like many American families, my 
family has been touched by cancer. In 
1979, my brother, Michael, died from a 
malignant melanoma. I am a cancer 
survivor, having been successfully 
treated for a malignant melanoma. My 
wife, Priscilla underwent a mastec
tomy and 6 months of chemotherapy 
following breast cancer. Our daughter 
is a survivor of cervical cancer, and my 
mother is a survivor of breast cancer. 

The bill designates that special at
tention is paid to cancer control activi
ties in the areas of breast, cervical and 
prostate cancer. Breast cancer is one 
area in which we are actually losing 
ground. In 1992, the American Cancer 
Society estimated that 1 in 10 Amer
ican women would develop breast can
cer. This year, it is one in nine. 

Last year, three of our colleagues 
bravely came forward to announce they 
have undergone treatment for prostate 
cancer. This is one of the most prevent
able and treatable forms of cancer. Es
timates show that the 5-year survival 
rate for prostate cancer is 88 percent. 

While these earmarks bring attention 
to m~eded research with regard to these 
specific forms of cancer, I am con
cerned that the National Cancer Insti
tute may be forced to reprogram funds 
from general cancer research in order 
to meet all the required research man
dated in this bill. The end result could 
mean that less research is performed 
on gene therapy, lung cancer in 
women, or clinical trials of potentially 
lifesaving vaccines. 

In addition, the legislation mandates 
the establishment of a National Center 
for Sleep Disorders within the National 
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. I 
have little doubt that there are many 
benefits in establishing this center. 
However, this unfunded mandate will 
force officials at that institute to re
program needed research dollars to 
meet this requirement. I hope the Sen
ate would address the issue of un
funded, congressionally mandated re
search during the appropriations proc
ess. 

I am also extremely concerned with 
the establishment of an Ethics Review 
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Panel, which will have the unprece
dented authority to overrule the 
awarding of medical research grants 
which the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services deems unethical. Last 
year, the Department of Justice issued 
a statement indicating it believes this 
provision is unconstitutional under the 
appointments clause. That is reason 
enough to oppose the establishment of 
this panel. 

From a practical standpoint, I simply 
oppose the concept. The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is our Na
tion's medical authority. We entrust in 
her the authority to make medical de
cisions each day. If we permit this 
panel to overrule her on research 
grants, where will it stop? I am very 
concerned that the panel may be high
ly political in nature and accountable 
to no one. 

On balance, however, this legislation 
will go a long way in helping in Ameri
ca's fight against cancer and other dis
eases. With the concerns I have out
lined, I will support passage of this leg
islation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, being told 
you have cancer can be a very frighten
ing experience. The so-called C-word is 
one of the most dreaded in the English 
language. But, when it comes to cancer 
of the prostate, that fear can be tem
pered by the knowledge that your prob
lem can be detected early, thus greatly 
increasing your chances of recovery. 

That is what happened to me a little 
over a year ago when I was told I had 
prostate cancer. I think I can speak for 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware, Senator ROTH. We both had that 
experience. It is the same diagnosis 
that about 132,000 men will have to face 
this year. As our population ages, more 
men will learn that they, too, are 
among the 1-in-11 men that has con
tracted the disease. 

Prostate cancer is the most common 
malignancy among American men and 
the second biggest cancer killer, sec
ond only to lung cancer. It claims the 
lives of about 34,000 men each year in 
the United States. 

But, despite these numbers, we still 
know relatively little about the causes 
of prostate cancer-or the possibility of 
preventing prostate cancer-or the e~ 
fects of lifestyle, or behavior, or family 
history on the incidence of prostate 
cancer. 

And, Mr. President, we still do not 
have definitive information about the 
beneficial effects of early treatment. 

Common sense would say, find it 
early and treat it early. But, medical 
science cannot say this yet, because 
there has not been enough research. 

Mr. President, that is why I was 
pleased to see an additional $72 million 
authorized for fiscal year 1994 in this 
bill for prostate cancer research. 

Contrary to popular belief, prostate 
cancer is not an old man's disease. Al
though it is much more common with 

age, men even in their 30's can have 
prostate cancer-and often not know 
it. 

Because prostate cancer often pre
sents no symptoms until its advanced 
stages, it is sometimes referred to as 
the "silent killer." At least 40 percent 
of men with prostate cancer have 
metastatic disease-disease that 
spreads outside the prostate gland
disease that is not easy to treat-and 
disease that will claim lives. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that by 
providing additional funding to pros
tate cancer research, more information 
will become available to the health 
providers, to the victims, and the po
tential victims of this disease. Prostate 
cancer is curable. I am convinced that 
this action today-increasing our funds 
for prostate cancer research-will bring 
us one step closer to saving lives. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I be
lieve that the biomedical and behav
ioral research conducted and supported 
by the National Institutes of Health 
[NIH] offers the promise of acquiring 
new knowledge and better understand
ing for more effective treatment, cure, 
and prevention of illness and disease. 

As the ranking Republican member 
of the Labor, Health and Human Serv
'ices, and Education Subcommittee that 
funds the NIH, I support the important 
Institutes, centers, and research initia
tives authorized in this bill. In fact, 
many of these programs and research 
initiatives have already begun at the 
subcommittee's initiative. In the posi
tion of ranking member, I know all too 
well that enacting the authorization 
amount is not enough. Each year I 
meet with people from Pennsylvania 
and other States, that explain the need 
for greater funding in a variety of 
areas of biomedical research. Because 
of this need, I have long been urging 
for a greater allocation for this sub
committee to adequately meet the 
challenges identified in this bill. 

I believe that it is our job in Con
gress to balance reducing the deficit 
and investing the Nation's dollars wise
ly. There are many programs under the 
Labor, Health and Human Services and 
Education Subcommittee's jurisdiction 
that deserve greater attention and sup
port. I look forward to working with 
President Clinton, and the appropria
tions and authorizations committees in 
bringing to fruition the goals and pro
grams outlined in this bill and I wel
come the support of my colleagues as 
the appropriations process begins this 
year. 

The United States continues to be 
recognized as the world leader in medi
cal research. The past decade has 
brought many exciting scientific ad
vances, some of which have opened 
whole new fields of investigation. In 
my travels throughout Pennsylvania, I 
have become familiar with biomedical 
research projects in my home State 
and strongly appreciate the importance 

of such work being conducted within 
Pennsylvania's biomedical research 
community as well as the work that 
has begun at the subcommittee's ini
tiative. 
Su~h research includes an exciting 

pediatric research initiative first fund
ed by the subcommittee in fiscal year 
1990 when, at our urging, child health 
research centers were created to foster 
bench-to-bedside research. The pur
poses of these centers was to hasten 
the application of laboratory research 
to the treatment of diseases and condi
tions that affect our Nation's children. 
The centers, each of which focuses on a 
single theme or area of scientific in
quiry, have quickly become leaders in 
the practical application of new sci
entific knowledge. Children's Hospital 
of Pittsburgh and the Children's Has
pi tal of Philadelphia are 2 of the 19 in
stitutions that have successfully com
peted for these grants. 

S. 1 provides statutory authority for 
the Child Health Research Centers Pro
gram within the National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this authorization. 

S. 1 also authorizes new centers for 
the study of the prevention, diagnosis, 
and treatment of cardiovascular dis
ease among children. Cardiovascular 
disease is among the leading causes of 
morbidity and mortality among chil
dren, and the proposed centers offer the 
prospect of a focused, multidisciplinary 
approach to the study of such disease, 
including molecular biology, bio
chemistry, bioengineering, and genet
ics. The proposed centers would study 
such subjects as congenital and ac
quired heart disease, arrhythmias, pre
ventive cardiology, and the intra
uterine environment. 

Such centers will take advantage of 
this approach to develop new methods 
for treating cardiovascular disease 
among children. Pennsylvania's lead
ing pediatric research institutions are 
well positioned to compete for this new 
centers program. At the direction of 
the subcommittee, these centers will 
be under way this fiscal year. 

In 1989, the National Center for 
Human Genome Research was estab
lished administratively within the NIH 
to support and coordinate our national 
research in the mapping of the human 
genome and the sequencing of human 
DNA. At the heart of this endeavor is 
an international effort to map the en
tire genetic blueprint of the human 
body. 

One of the most important partici
pants in the human genome project is 
the Children's Hospital in Philadel
phia, which was awarded a 5-year, $10 
million grant to map chromosome 22, 
commonly known as the Philadelphia 
chromosome. Chromosome 22 is associ
ated with at least eight forms of pedi
atric cancer and three often-fatal de
velopmental disorders. The Children's 
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Hospital of Philadelphia is one of just 
seven institutions in the United States 
to participate in the latest phase of 
this project, and the only pediatric 
hospital, or hospital of any kind, to do 
so. The hospital's partners in this re
search are the University of Pennsylva
nia Medical Center, the Fox Chase Can
cer Center, and DuPont Merck. 

The study of the human gene offers 
extraordinary promise for unparalleled 
breakthroughs in understanding, diag
nosing, and treating genetic diseases. 
Genome research on chromosome 22, 
for example, has broad application to 
pediatric investigations into childhood 
leukemia, cancer, heart disease, and 
some forms of mental retardation. This 
bill encourages the NTII to give priority 
to research and research training pro
grams that facilitate the transfer of 
basic knowledge gained from mapping 
and sequencing individual genes into 
new scientific techniques that will be 
useful in clinical settings, in research 
on specific diseases, and in diagnostic 
laboratories. S. 1 would provide statu
tory authority for the National Center 
for Human Genome Research, which 
oversees this extraordinary work, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg
islation for this reason as well. 

Another important aspect of the NTII 
revitalization bill is its special atten
tion to the health of women. The 1985 
Public Health Service Task Force on 
Women's Health Issues urged us to pay 
greater attention to women's health 
needs. S. 1 demonstrates our commit
ment to this goal. It establishes a 
women's health clinical research advi
sory committee; creates a data bank 
for women's health research; calls for 
additional research on aging among 
women; and provides for research pro
grams on osteoporosis and other bone 
disorders. It also recommends $400 mil
lion for research on breast cancer and 
other cancers of women's reproductive 
systems. 

The Labor, Health and Human Serv
ices and Education Subcommittee has 
given high priority to expanding fund
ing for research on cancers affecting 
women. This past fiscal year the sub
committee's funding for breast cancer 
research represents a 48-percent in
crease over last fiscal year. 

One of this country's leaders in re
search on women's health is Magee
Women's Hospital in Pittsburgh. One of 
the relatively few institutions in the 
United States devoted exclusively to 
the health needs of women, Magee
Women's Hospital has worked for over 
80 years in a sphere of endeavor in 
which we, as a Government, are rel
ative newcomers. Magee-Women's Hos
pital's comprehensive breast care sys
tem is a national model, and it is insti
tutions such as Magee that will lead us 
as we attempt to redress our years of 
neglect of the health care problems 
unique to the majority of our popu
lation. 

Approval of S. 1 is an important step 
in that redress because it provides stat
utory authority for the Office of Re
search on Women's Health, which has 
been established administratively 
within NTII. Started in 1990, I have 
fully supported funding of this impor
tant office in recognition of the impor
tant and long neglected initiative that 
it provides. In fact, since 1990, funding 
for the Office of Women's Health has 
increased by approximately 244 per
cent. 

Finally, I wish to call my colleagues' 
attention to a provision in S. 1 that re
designates the National Center for 
Nursing Research as an institute with
in the National Institutes of Health. It 
was just 7 years ago that we belatedly 
acknowledged that nursing research 
was part of the mainstream of bio
medical research by creating the na
tional center. Now we wish to accord 
nursing research still further recogni
tion of its status by making it an insti
tute of the NTII. This recognition is 
richly deserved. 

I am particularly pleased to support 
this change because of the many fine 
nursing schools in Pennsylvania. 
Among them is the University of Penn
sylvania's School of Nursing, which is 
invariably included in any listing of 
the best nursing schools in America. I 
can think of no better way to acknowl
edge its role, and that of the nursing 
profession, than by according institute 
status to nursing research. 

In conclusion, I wish to reiterate my 
support for S. 1. The biomedical re
search performed under the NTII's aus
pices has enabled us to cure many dis
eases and to find better ways to treat 
those that we cannot yet cure. Our sup
port for this legislation will greatly en
hance the progress of biomedical re
search in our country today and will 
impact all of our lives as biomedical 
research continues to yield many new 
discoveries of great potential value to 
us all. 
THE NEED FOR GREATER EMPHASIS ON WOMEN'S 

HEALTH NEEDS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
rise to address a topic of great impor
tance to America-women's health is
sues. What are women's health issues? 
The Public Health Service Action Plan 
for Women's Health has defined them 
as: Diseases, or conditions unique to 
women, more prevalent in women, 
more serious among women, or having 
different risk factors or interventions 
in women. In other words, Mr. Presi
dent, there are the sicknesses which 
cause death and disabilities in our 
wives, our mothers, and our daughters. 
Medical research had paid little atten
tion to diseases and illness as it specifi
cally affects women. It is only as of 
late that women's health research has 
come to the forefront as a field that de
mands increased attention. For years, 
women have been excluded from stud
ies, because researchers have con-

tended that pregnancy and fluctuating 
hormone levels would alter their find
ings. It is exactly because of these con
ditions that women should have been 
included. We know today that inatten
tion to women's health issues has been 
a grave oversight. 

The Society for the Advancement of 
Women's Health Research has identi
fied several areas of women's health re
search in which we need to improve. 
These areas include: 

The alarming lack of information of 
a variety of diseases which primarily 
afflict women. 

The failure to include women in re
search study populations; and when 
women are included in research the 
lack of analysis by gender, age, race 
and socio-economic factors. 

The failure to consider modulating 
factors such as endogenous or exoge
nous sex hormones, different life 
stages, life styles, or psychosocial is
sues when designing treatment regi
mens. 

The dearth of knowledge about the 
effects of many drugs in women and 
the impact of age and hormonal status 
on drug metabolism. 

The underrepresentation of women 
professionals in senior positions across 
the medical special ties. 

The importance of understanding the 
changes which occur in women through 
different life stages. 

We now have an historic opportunity 
to rectify these problems. Today, this 
body will pass the National Institutes 
of Health Revitalization Act. Included 
in this act are several provisions which 
will advance our knowledge about 
women's health. In the last few years, 
the NTII, under the guidance of the Di
rector, Dr. Bernadine Healy, have made 
significant movements toward advanc
ing women's health research. This bill 
will compliment those efforts. 

In 1991, Dr. Healy began the most ag
gressive initiative in the world to fur
ther women's health. Titled the Wom
en's Health Initiative, it is a $625 mil
lion, 15-year project that will redefine 
health research at NTII and around the 
Nation. The main component of the 
initiative is a 15-year study of 160,000 
women and the effects of heart disease, 
stroke, cancer-most notably breast, 
lung and cervical cancers-and 
osteoporosis. These maladies are the 
major causes of death, disability, and 
frailty in women. The goals of the ini
tiative are to expand our knowledge 
about how these diseases affect women, 
further prevention of these diseases 
and to evaluate the effectiveness of ap
proaches for motivating women to 
adopt healthy behaviors. This initia
tive will provide practical information 
to women and their physicians on 
therapies and lifestyle patterns. More 
significantly, it will provide a base for 
more extensive research in the future. 

I am especially proud that the Fred 
Hutchinson Cancer Research Center in 
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Seattle, WA, will be the coordinating 
institution for the Women's Health Ini
tiative; and, the University of Wash
ington will be a major subcontractor. 
Dr. Maureen Henderson, the head of 
the Hutchinson Center's Cancer Pre
vention Research Program, is the co
principal investigator along with Dr. 
Ross Prentice, the director of Public 
Health Sciences. As the clinical coordi
nating center, the center will be at the 
heart of the Women's Health Initia
tive's activities and will oversee the 
network of 45 clinical centers involved 
in the ini tia ti ve. 

In addition to the Women's Health 
Initiative, Dr. Healy has begun an ag
gressive recruitment and retention pro
gram for women scientists and re
searchers at the NIH. To coordinate 
these programs the NIH has established 
the Office of Research of Women's 
Health. The mandate of this office is to 
ensure that women are included in 
clinical trials, are recruited and en
couraged to enter the field of medical 
research, and to coordinate NIH re
search into maladies which particu
larly affect women. S. 1 will establish 
this office as a permanent part of the 
NIH. 

Dr. Healy deserves great praise for 
her aggressiveness in tackling the com
plex problem of women's health. Her ef
forts over the last 2 years will leave a 
lasting impression on the NIH and the 
Nation. I hope that President Clinton 
recognizes her skills and accomplish
ments and allows Dr. Healy to continue 
with her work at the NIH for several 
more years. 

The National Institutes of Health Re
vitalization Act will codify and en
hance much of Dr. Healy's efforts at 
NIH. Specifically, S. 1 requires the in
clusion of women and minorities in 
clinical research trials. The need to in
clude more women in health research 
was made poignantly clear by Pamela 
Douglas, a Harvard Medical school pro
fessor and director of the echo
cardiography laboratory at Boston's 
Beth Israel Hospital. She stated: 

There are significant differences epidemi
ologically between men and women. Some
where on a molecular or cellular or organ 
level, there should be explanations for those 
differences, and when we learn those, we will 
not only understand the clinical disease bet
ter, but the treatment will be better for ev
erybody. 

Examples of areas where women have 
been excluded include heart research. 
In the development of several different 
clot-dissolving drugs on the market, 
women were excluded from the trials. 
Also, women were excluded from the 
research that found aspirin to be effec
tive in prevention of heart attacks. 
The most egregious example of exclu
sion, were the first studies of the con
nection between estrogen and heart 
disease. These studies were only done 
on men; no women were included. The 
result was that estrogen was found to 
be harmful to men, and the researchers 

concluded that estrogen would also be 
harmful for women. Recent studies in
dicate the exact opposite is true-es
trogen may be essential to prevention 
efforts for women. As a result, we real
ly have no idea how many drugs and 
treatments will affect women. We do 
not know how certain drugs react to 
changing hormonal levels in women. 
The requirement that women be in
cluded in clinical trials will rectify 
this situation. As Dr. Douglas stated, 
learning how drugs react to the vary
ing physical changes which occur in 
women will help us to develop treat
ments and refine drugs to help both 
men and women. 

This act also includes provisions for 
enhancing research on diseases which 
are particular to women, specifically: 
$225 million for breast cancer, includ
ing the development of six multidisci
plinary breast cancer research centers; 
$75 million for other gynecological can
cers, including ovarian and other re
productive cancers; and establishment 
of a clinical research program in ob
stetrics and gynecology. 

While we talk about doing more re
search on women, it is important that 
we also do more research with women. 
S. 1 requires the Secretary to admin
ister the National Research Service 
Awards Program in such a manner that 
will ensure the recruitment of women. 
It also calls on the Secretary to sup
port other various programs to help in
crease the number of women in bio
medical research- not just at entry 
levels, but also at administrative and 
policy development levels. By recruit
ing more people like Dr. Bernadine 
Healy, we ensure that these programs 
will be effectively implemented. 

Mr. President, the women's health 
provisions of the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Act are des
perately overdue. The statistics speak 
for themselves-women's health care 
has been carelessly and conspicuously 
neglected. Increased attention to wom
en's health issues is vital and nec
essary to save the lives and protect the 
futures of millions of women across the 
globe. As a father, a grandfather, and a 
husband, I am personally affected by 
how these oversights, and eventual im
provements, may change the lives of 
the women in my life. Mr. President, 
we owe women an enormous apology 
for the historical oversights made in 
women's health care, and I lend my 
most heartfelt support to the contin
ued support and enforcement of the 
provisions in S. 1 which will help to 
rectify many of these injustices. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for S. 1, 
the National Institutes of Health Revi
talization Act of 1993. This legislation 
strengthens our Nation's commitment 
to excellence in biomedical research
an area I believe should receive high 
priority for Federal funding even as we 
seek ways to reduce our Federal defi-

cit. Our investment in research aimed 
at preventing and better treating dis
eases such as cancer, heart, alz
heimer's, osteoporosis, AIDS and oth
ers is both humane and a way to reduce 
future health care spending. I com
mend Senator KENNEDY and Senator 
KASSEBAUM for their efforts in bringing 
this bipartisan measure before us 
today, and I look forward to its speedy 
passage and enactment into law by the 
President. 

Since taking office, President Clin
ton has taken an important step to
ward research excellence by outlawing 
the previous administration's ban on 
fetal tissue transplantation research. 
S. 1 authorizes the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services to support re
search on the transplantation of 
human fetal tissue for therapeutic pur
poses. Medical researchers believe that 
millions of Americans who are suffer
ing from Alzheimer's, Parkinson's, dia
betes and other diseases could be treat
ed or cured through fetal tissue 
transplatation. I support NIH funding 
for this important research, along with 
the safeguards contained in S. 1 to en
sure that it does not encourage abor
tion. 

I am very pleased that major provi
sions of two bills I cosponsored in the 
last Congress-the Women's Health Eq
uity Act, and the Osteoporosis andRe
lated Bone Disorders Research, Edu
cation, and Health Services Act-are 
included in the NIH reauthorization 
bill we are considering today. For too 
long, women's health issues have not 
been given as much attention as they 
deserve, and most research on diseases 
affecting both women and men is done 
only on men. 

The bill we are considering today ex
pands our commitment to improving 
the health of women by: 

Requiring the inclusion of women 
and minorities as subjects in clinical 
research conducted or supported by 
NIH; 

Providing statutory authority for the 
Office of Research on Women's Health; 

Providing for a women's health clini
cal research advisory committee and a 
data bank on women's health research; 

Directing the National Institute on 
Aging to conduct research into the 
aging processes of women; 

Establishing a research program on 
breast cancer and cancers of the repro
ductive system of women with in
creased funding, in addition to research 
already being conducted by the Na
tional Cancer Institute; 

Creating a program to support five 
centers for research and training on 
contraception and infertility; and 

Establishing a research program on 
osteoporosis, Paget's disease, and re
lated bone disorders. 

I would like to briefly highlight 
osteoporosis which is the most com
mon bone disease affecting older Amer
icans, particularly older women. 
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Osteoporosis is characterized by a 
gradual and initially painless decrease 
in the amount of bone tissue. As 
osteoporosis progresses, the bones be
come weaker and more porous, which 
makes them increasingly susceptible 
to fractures. The condition can affect 
any bone in the body, but the most 
common fracture sites are the hip, 
spine and wrist. 

The number of people afflicted with 
osteoporosis is overwhelming. Today, 
at least 24 million Americans have 
some degree of osteoporosis. At least 
1.3 million fractures a year-including 
250,000 hip fractures-are attributable 
to this condition. Beyond the tremen
dous emotional and physical toll, 
osteoporosis has greatly increased our 
health care bill, costing over $10 billion 
annually in health care services and 
lost income. Osteoporosis, with its as
sociated fractures, is an enormous pub
lic health problem; and there is no 
doubt that the emotional, physical and 
financial costs related to osteoporosis 
will continue to increase as our popu
lation ages. 

In 1991, Senator GRASSLEY and I in
troduced legislation to authorize an ad
ditional $62.5 million for further re
search into the diagnosis, prevention 
and treatment of osteoporosis. The NIH 
bill we are considering today author
izes an addition $40 million for expand
ing and intensifying research on 
osteoporosis, Paget's disease, and re
lated bone disorders. Combating 
osteoporosis-through expanded re
search, broad dissemination of infor
mation about osteoporosis, and provid
ing Medicare coverage of bone mass 
measurements to identify and treat in
dividuals at greatest risk of fractures 
due to osteoporosis-will continue to 
be a high priority for me. 

Finally, I would like to express my 
support for the provisions of S. 1 which 
are intended to streamline our fight 
against AIDS and HIV infection. The 
growing number of HIV -infected Amer
icans, including women and children, is 
a national tragedy. We must strength
en our effort on all fronts to combat 
the spread of HIV infection and to im
prove treatment for HIV and the relat
ed diseases prevalent in persons who 
are infected with this deadly virus. 

I commend Senator KENNEDY, chair
man of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, for bringing forth 
this comprehensive legislation to 
strengthen our Nation's commitment 
to basic medical research, and to en
suring that the results of this research 
are available to benefit all Americans. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in 
passing S. 1, the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Act of 1993. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my continued support 
for the legislation pending before the 
Senate. The National Institutes of 
Health deserve every resource that we 
are able to provide. 

I have already spoken at length of 
my support for the women's health and 
cancer research provisions in this bill. 
Today I want to focus on an issue of 
equal importance and urgency-HIV in
fection and AIDS. 

Not only does this measure increase 
the authorization for AIDS research 
undertaken by NIH by $600 million, but 
it ensures that the funds will be used in 
the most efficient and expeditious 
manner. Currently, all 21 Institutes at 
NIH are involved in AIDS research. 
This legislation will direct the office of 
AIDS Research to develop a strategic 
plan to attack the spectrum of HIV/ 
AIDS related diseases and infirmities. 

The provision is analogous to the en
hanced mission of the Office of Re
search on Women's Health which is 
also authorized in this bill. In my view, 
such coordinated research efforts must 
be supported and encouraged not only 
because of humanitarian urgency, but 
also of the reality of the changing Fed
eral fiscal climate. We must demand a 
greater degree of accountability in all 
phases of Government expenditure. 

By focusing our strategic planning in 
OAR, I believe that we will have the 
ability to simultaneously focus and di
versify our biomedical research efforts. 
For example, coordinated research will 
help to determine relationships - be
tween AIDS and opportunistic infec
tions and cancers. This will not only 
help HIV/AIDS patients, but the ter
tiary effect will benefit those with 
other diseases. NIH must continue to 
remain the world's preeminent bio
medical research institution, and basic 
research must be supported to continue 
this mission. 

Finally, it is my hope that our new 
coordinated effort and increased au
thorization will afford the National In
stitute for Allergy and Infectious Dis
eases to reconsider its decision to close 
the Tulane/LSU Clinical Trial Unit in 
New Orleans, which is the most impor
tant clinical trial unit on the gulf 
coast. Basic research can only be effec
tive if all phases of such research can 
be tested and studied in the field. We 
must move quickly and efficiently to 
give hope not only to those infected 
with HIV and AIDS, but to the entire 
Nation. 

To underscore my concerns, I ask 
unanimous consent that my letter to 
Secretary Shalala requesting her sup
port to restore funding for the Tulane/ 
LSU AIDS Clinical Trial Unit be print
ed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, February 18, 1993. 

Hon. DONNA SHALALA, 
Secretary , Health and Human Services, Hubert 

H. Humphrey Bui lding, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAME SECRETARY: I was very 

pleased to learn of your testimony before the 
Senate Finance Committee during the con
firmation hearing process regarding your 

strong commitment to both AIDS research 
and addressing medical conditions affecting 
women, a position affirmed in the FY 1994 
budget proposal for HHS which includes an 
additional $1.3 billion for funding HIV/AIDS; 
women's health; and other priority research 
and preventive care initiatives. I am particu
larly interested in how these additional 
funds will be allocated because of a critical 
situation facing the adult ACTU in New Or
leans. 

As you may know, NIAID established adult 
and pediatric AIDS Clinical Trials Units at 
the Tulane University School of Medicine in 
1987. The Louisiana State University School 
of Medicine is also a full partner in this im
portant program, commonly referred to as 
the Tulane/LSU ACTU. Regrettably . the 
adult unit did not receive funding for FY 1993 
and is currently scheduled to be closed by 
the end of this year. 

For the past 6 years, the Tulane!LSU 
ACTU has been a vi tal part of the overall 
clinical trials network through its research 
and testing of the efficacy of potential drugs 
and drug combinations for treatment of HIV 
infection and HIV-associated illness. It 'pro
vides a vital service to the Gulf South re
gion, drawing patients from Louisiana, Mis
sissippi, southern Alabama, and the Florida 
panhandle. This center has consistently re
ceived high scientific merit scores from Nffi, 
and ranked 15th among 32 units nationwide 
in patient enrollment. 

Further, Louisiana ranks ninth in inci
dence of AIDS, with an estimated 30,000 HIV
positive individuals and nearly 2,000 reported 
cases of AIDS in the New Orleans area alone. 
New Orleans ranks 12th in total number of 
cases among American cities and has 51 
cases/100,000. The rate of the spread of this 
epidemic in our area is alarming. The Cen
ters for Disease Control reports an increase 
of 4.1% in the number of HIV-infected indi
viduals in the Gulf South and a sharp rise in 
AIDS infection among minorities and women 
in the region. 

Given that the enrollment of women and 
people of color into adult clinical trials re
quires continued vigilance, the high enroll
ment of these groups in the Tulane/LSU cen
ter cannot be ignored. I point out to you for 
emphasis that the New Orleans Center has 
enrolled African Americans into clinical 
trials at twice the average rate of enroll
ment in other units (22% vs. 12%). We cannot 
ignore these statistics. Clearly, there is a 
very real need for this vi tal service in the 
Gulf South Region. 

Termination of funding for the Tulane/LSU 
ACTU signifies that an important treatment 
need of HIV-infected individuals in the Gulf 
South will go unmet, the general public 
health in our region will be underserved, and 
the highly skilled doctors , nurses and other 
health care professionals who have partici
pated in this project will be lost to the AIDS 
research effort. 

During the debate on the Labor, HHS, Edu
cation Appropriations Bill, FY 1993, I dis
cussed this matter on the Senate floor with 
Senator Tom Harkin. I have enclosed a copy 
of my remarks as printed in the Congres
sional Record. 

It is my strong hope that you will review 
the needs of the AIDS Clinical Trials Group 
and budget accordingly to provide appro
priate funds for the continuation of the 
Tulane/LSU ACTU beyond this year. 

With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

J . BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
United States Senator. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the NIH Reauthor
ization bill, S. 1. 
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Biomedical research sponsored and 

supported by the National Institutes of 
Health has, over the years, contributed 
to dramatic advances in our ability to 
prevent, treat, and cure a host of ill
nesses once considered untreatable. Re
search currently underway at NIH rep
resents hope for countless Americans 
afflicted with such difficult abd debili
tating conditions are cystic fibrosis, 
cancer, Alzheimer's disease, and AIDS. 
I support t his bill not only because it 
will reauthorize funding for the many 
Institutes that make this vital re
search possible, but also because it 
contains a number of targeted initia
tives that will make the Institutes 
more responsive to the health concerns 
of women and children, improve the ef
ficiency and productivity of our AIDS 
research program, and provide safe
guards against scientific fraud and mis
conduct. 

While I have always felt that the ma
jority of the programs in this bill are 
extremely worthwhile and should be re
authorized, I have also had deep res
ervations about provisions in past ver
sions of this bill that would allow for 
the use of fetal tissue from induced 
abortions in medical research, and I 
still do. But, as my good friend Senator 
HATCH stated earlier in the debate on 
S. 1, because of the President's Execu
tive order lifting the mora tori urn of 
fetal tissue research, the issue is now 
moot. 

I believe it is vital that Congress and 
the NIH remain vigilant to ensure that 
safeguards preventing abuse regarding 
fetal tissue research are strictly ad
hered to. I support this legislation be
cause of the important initiatives that 
it will fund, but, it continues to be the 
responsibility of Congress to monitor 
the use of fetal tissue in medical re
search to make sure that abuse does 
not occur and, if need be, address any 
such abuse through legislation. Toward 
that end, Congress should remain com
mitted. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to join with my distin
guished colleague from Massachusetts 
as an original cosponsor of S. 1, the re
authorization of the National Insti
tutes of Health. 

This bill has had an uneasy birth. It 
was rejected by President Bush twice 
over. Now, as the second piece of legis
lation introduced in this body in the 
103d Congress, with some work, it has 
reached final passage this time around. 

The talented people, and state-of-the
art facilities of NIH, enrich the lives of 
millions of Americans. In Minnesota 
alone, NIH supports AIDS research, re
search on the relationship between 
cholesterol and heart disease, and 
breakthroughs in transplantation re
search. 

S . 1 contains many important provi
sions that reinforce initiatives that 
NIH has already begun, and carries 
them into new areas as well. The Office 

for Women's Health Research, with its 
strong commitment to research on dis
eases that afflict women, and a re
newed commitment to tackling the 
devastating and elusive AIDS virus are 
two cases in point. 

I am an original cosponsor of S. 1, 
and I support the provision which 
would reorganize the Office of AIDS 
Research. This particular provision 
was the product of some careful work 
by my colleagues on the Labor Com
mittee. I am, however, open to hearing 
the opinions of expert scientists who 
disagree with some aspects of the 
structural changes in the office. There
fore, when the time comes to confer 
with the House Members on this legis
lation, I will join with my distin
guished colleague and our new ranking 
member, NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM, to 
reexamine the issue. 

While I am pleased to see this bill on 
the floor, and urge my colleagues to 
support it, I also want to admonish 
them. My admonishment encompasses 
but goes beyond the NIH to all our in
volvement in health. 

I hope this year we do more than 
blindly reauthorize all the programs we 
have created in the past, and all the 
myriad institutions we have designed 
to implement these programs. And I 
hope we don't use our imaginations to 
crank out new specific categorical 
grant programs. 

Despite all our best intentions, the 
programs we have created and the Gov
ernment bureaucracy that administers 
them, simply doesn't work. 

Just look at the numbers. 
HHS is now a $590 billion bureauc

racy. Like Topsy, it has "just growed." 
From its beginnings as the Social Se
curity Administration, established in 
the 1930's, to the 1950's when SSA was 
transferred to the new Department of 
HEW, then expanded to include the new 
consolidated Public Health Service. 
When HHS emerged in 1979, it was al
ready loaded down with grant pro
grams. From 1960 to 1980, grant pro
grams almost tripled, up to about 500. 
By 1981, HHS administered over 160 sep
arate programs for health. 

Despite all this money, and all this 
bureaucracy (HHS employs 134,000 peo
ple!), the Health of Americans is erod
ing. 

We've heard all the numbers, but 
they are worth repeating. Homicide is 
now the second leading cause of death 
among 15--24 year olds. 20,000 Americans 
die each year from violent assaults. In 
1991, 280,000 pregnant women were en
gaged in substance abuse. We face 
spreading health problems stemming 
from poverty, poor education, and lack 
of access to care that would prevent tu
berculosis, the spread of AIDs, and 
other dreadful scourges. 

Our old models are failing us. We 
rank 22d in the world in infant mortal
ity. Throwing money at the problems 
doesn't solve them. In the District of 

Columbia, our Medicaid spending per 
capita ranks highest in the Nation, we 
have the highest number of primary 
care doctors per capita, and the highest 
amount of Government spending on 
health per capita. The result: We rank 
at the very bottom of all States in the 
adequacy of prenatal care, and at the 
bottom of access to primary care. 

With constrained budgets and grow
ing problems, we simply cannot go on 
in this Chamber with business as usual. 
We need to change the way we think 
about health problems. 

We need to examine the goals of our 
health programs, and revise the way we 
have designed them. We must find co
herent institutional structures that 
will meet the needs of people not the 
needs of politicians or interest groups 
across the political spectrum. 

The NIH is only one part of this com
plicated Federal health bureaucracy. 
Hats off to the present director, Dr. 
Bernadine Healy, who has developed a 
strategic plan. Dr. Healy has tried to 
raise the consciousness of research sci
entists about how they fit in the total
ity of the health of America. I agree 
with Dr. Healy that we need a tech
nology policy that is relevant to Amer
ica's health. 

I have asked NIH to study the infra
structure for biomedical engineering 
research in order to learn how this area 
of science fares in both the public and 
private sectors. This is a small piece of 
a broader technology policy. 

NIH should not stand isolated from 
the health problems of America. Nor 
should any other Government agency. 
We have conflicting policies, overlap
ping jurisdictions, and severe lack of 
coordination. In a report I recently is
sued, "Designing an Infrastructure for 
Health Reform," I have outlined a 
strategy for reform of Federal' Govern
ment institutions. I ask unanimous 
consent that this report be printed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford busi
ness as usual in our approaches to 
America's health. To use a popular 
phrase these days, we need to reinvent 
Government. This will only happen if 
Congress can reinvent the way it 
thinks about its role in health policy. 

And so, as I cast my vote for S. 1, I 
urge my colleagues to do so with my 
admonition in mind. Let us be bold. 
Let us be creative. Let us put the 
health of America first . 

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

DESIGNING AN INFRASTRUCTURE FOR HEALTH 
REFORM 

(By Senator Dave Durenberger) 
FEDERAL FUNCTIONS 

In order to lead the way in facilitating 
health care reform, we must restructure the 
federal bureaucracy. It must reflect the ap
propriate role of government and be adapt
able to an emerging new health care system. 

The first step is to raise the visibility and 
streamline the functions of government by 
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creating a new Department of Health. The 
Department of Health will be a cabinet level 
Department within the Executive Branch, 
administered by the Secretary of Health. 
The Department will consolidate all compo
nents of health and medical care that con
tribute to the implementation of health care 
reform. 

The structure of the Department will be 
based on an academic "campus" model with 
five centers which are policy hubs for criti
cal aspects of the health care system. This 
model will require interaction across cen
ters, each of which will be responsible for re
search, evaluation, and policy development. 
It will also be designed to enhance public
private collaboration. 

In order to facilitate decision making and 
effective reform, the Department will be ad
vised by an independent Health Reform 
Board. This Board will also advise the Presi
dent and the Congress on all aspects of 
health reform. 

HEALTH REFORM BOARD 

Cost containment strategies can be ex
pected to become an integral part of any 
health care reform proposal. However, cost 
containment efforts to date have fallen far 
short of establishing and meeting specific 
goals. 

In order to provide an independent group of 
experts to establish policies on cost contain
ment strategies, a Health Reform Board will 
be established as an independent advisor to 
the Secretary of Health, the President and 
the Congress. 

Although what I am proposing appears rad
ical, I believe it is necessary to break the 
deadlock on health care reform and move 
forward. Cost containment will be a critical 
part of any reform plan, but the strategy 
must be based on consensus development and 
sound information. We cannot afford to spin 
our wheels arguing around the margins. We 
know what we have to do and we must move 
ahead. I believe the model proposed here will 
be an effective vehicle for defining our cost 
containment goals and designing an effective 
strategy that all sectors of the health care 
marketplace can embrace. 

I believe that we should establish a group 
based on the successful model of the Com
mission on Base Realignment and Closure 
created by Congress in 1988 and modified in 
1990. Congress created the Commission after 
several legislative efforts failed to close 
major military bases. The Commission was 
directed to make recommendations to Con
gress and the Secretary of Defense on base 
closures and realignments. 

The federal government will face the same 
types of political and policy opposition to 
critical cost containment strategies as we 
faced in base closures. In order to create a 
dynamic, effective mechanism for establish
ing cost control principles, a Health Reform 
Board will be necessary to provide the Sec
retary, the President, and Congress with in
novative, effective cost control strategies 
independent of politics. 

Similar to the Base Closure model, the 
Health Reform Board will be composed of 
members appointed by the President, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. Based 
upon the successful models of the Physician 
Payment and the Prospective Payment Com
missions, the membership of the Board will 
include individuals with national recogni
tion for their expertise in health economics, 
hospital reimbursement, hospital financial 
management, medical effectiveness, and 
other related fields. They will be appointed 
on the basis of their talents, not solely by af
filiation with an interest group. 

The Board will develop an annual agenda 
of cost containment issues and will make 
this agenda available to the Secretary of 
Health, the President and the Congress. The 
Department of Health will be responsible for 
generating information to address the cost 
containment agenda, but it will be up to the 
Board to develop annual recommendations to 
meet health care cost containment goals. 

The Board will hold hearings on the find
ings and conclusions of the Department and 
will prepare a report to the President on 
them. The President will transmit to the 
Congress a report containing the President's 
approval or disapproval of the Board's rec
ommendations. The Secretary of Health will 
be obligated to implement the final rec
ommendations unless Congress disapproves 
them within 45 days of receipt of the report 
from the President. 

I believe this approach will allow us to re
ceive sound advice on effective cost contain
ment strategies that reflect the views of the 
public and private sector. It will allow the 
Department of Health, the President, and 
the Congress to review annually the propos
als for cost containment, but it will expedite 
decision making so we can stop spinning our 
wheels. There will be some bitter pills to 
swallow, but at least we can help the medi
cine go down smoothly through this type of 
approach. 

CENTERS 
The new Department will be based on those 

functions that government does best, and be 
structured to promote information genera
tion and policy formulation. The new De
partment of Health will consist of five cen
ters: Biomedical Research, Medical Evalua
tion, Health Resources, Income Security, 
and Market Reform. 

Each center will be administered by a Di
rector, appointed by the President, and con
firmed by the Senate. Each center will in
clude an Office of Policy to advise the Direc
tor and to provide internal oversight, and 
will act as the principal liaison with the 
other centers. 

Center for Biomedical Research: The fed
eral government has a proven record in bio
medical research and this function should 
continue to be supported in the new Depart
ment of Health. Under this new structure, we 
will create a continuum of information gen
eration through basic and applied research, 
and link this to information dissemination. 

To accomplish these goals, the Center for 
Biomedical Research (CBR) will support bio
medical research and training, health infor
mation, and other programs with respect to 
the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of 
diseases that affect human health. 

The Center will assume the responsibilities 
of the National Institutes of Health, as well 
as the research programs of CDC. The Center 
will be responsible for basic, applied and de
velopmental research and training through 
intramural and extramural activities. The 
Center will also retain responsibility for in
formation dissemination about research 
findings. 

In order to form a continuum leading from 
research to effective medical practice, the 
Center will forge a close linkage with the 
Center for Medical Evaluation (CME). An an
nual agenda for medical effectiveness infor
mation will be developed jointly by CBR and 
CME to effectively link new biomedical re
search information with medical practice. 
Large scale clinical trials, for example, could 
be supported on new or existing technologies 
jointly by CBR and CME. 

Center for Medical Evaluation: I believe we 
must make an investment in medical evalua-

tion commensurate with our investment in 
biomedical research and medical care deliv
ery. We must also break down the artificial 
barriers between research, development, reg
ulation and evaluation. We must also get 
better at using medical evaluation to sup
port our health care reform and cost con
tainment strategies. 

The Center for Medical Evaluation (CME) 
will support research and evaluation on med
ical effectiveness through technology assess
ment, consensus development, outcomes re
search, practice guidelines and other appro
priate activities. The Center will also sup
port research and evaluation and will de
velop policy guidance on coverage for medi
cal care services, long term care and chronic 
care, medical liability and on cost contain
ment strategies. 

The Center will assume the responsibilities 
of the Agency for Health Care Policy andRe
search (AHCPR), the Drug, Device, and Bio
technology Regulation (formally FDA, with 
food regulation consolidated in the Depart
ment of Agriculture), the National Center 
for Health Statistics (NCHS), the Office of 
Medical Applications of Research (OMAR). 
and the HCF A Office of Research and Dem
onstrations (ORD). 

The goal of this center is to help develop a 
health care system that is based upon the 
best knowledge available on the effective
ness of health care services. This informa
tion will be critical to defining and updating 
a minimum benefit package, for example. It 
will also be important for developing effec
tive cost containment strategies based on 
knowledge about appropriate utilization of 
medical services. 

Center for Health Resources: Although my 
swap proposal would transfer public health 
infrastructure functions to the states, there 
will continue to be a federal role in man
power development and disease surveillance. 
There will also be a critical need to establish 
a strong liaison with states to facilitate 
their capabilities in public health. 

The Center for Health Resources (CHR) 
will implement the new public llealth swap 
in partnership with the states. Functions 
previously supported by HRSA, CDC, and 
ADAMHA will be included in the Center. Al
though the majority of the health service de
livery system will be managed by the states, 
the Center will be responsible for conducting 
demonstrations of innovative delivery sys
tems, or demonstrations of services to spe
cial populations. CHR will also coordinate 
with state governments to help set public 
health goals and insure that the goals are 
met. 

The Center will also assume responsibility 
for health manpower development through 
grants, stipends, and payment policies. The 
Center will work closely with health profes
sions schools and health care providers tore
duce disincentives to primary care through 
school curricula, payment policy and finan
cial assistance. The Center will maintain a 
data base on health professions to assure an 
appropriate supply and distribution of pro
viders and will develop targets for primary 
care and specialty training. 

Center for Income Security: Any form of 
health care reform will have to tackle our 
entitlement programs, including Medicare 
and Medicaid. Although the final form of 
these programs is still to evolve, it is clear 
that the federal government should no 
longer be in the business of micromanaging 
the delivery of care to low income and elder
ly persons. The federal government will pay 
the premiums to the qualified health plans, 
either directly or through states. 
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Clearly the first step is the reform of Med

icaid to a capitated national system run by 
states. We must also begin the transition to 
restructuring Medicare to create a program 
that allows elderly individuals to buy the 
same medical care insurance at 65 as they 
did at 64. We must also create stronger in
centives to support cost-effective managed 
care. 

To set the stage for entitlement reform, 
the Center for Income Security (CIS) will 
have the responsibility for providing finan
cial assistance to eligible individuals includ
ing those with low income, the elderly, and 
American Indians. The Center will be respon
sible for determining the appropriate levels 
of financial assistance and will make peri
odic payments to eligible individuals. 

The Center for Income Security will as
sume the responsibility for HCFA activities 
including payment to eligible beneficiaries. 
The Center will be responsible for making 
appropriate payments to states for low in
come health benefits, and will continue to 
process Medicare claims until that program 
is modified to a vouchered or capitated sys-
tem. , 

Center for Market Reform: As I have tried 
to emphasize throughout this paper, the gov
ernment must concentrate on what it does 
best, and then serve as a facilitator to allow 
the market to do what it does best. Small 
market reform is the best example, to date, 
of moving in this direction. 

The Center for Market Reform (CMR) will 
provide guidance to and oversight of State 
Health Insurance Purchasing Cooperative 
governing boards. The Center will establish a 
uniform data system that will assist in des
ignating qualified Health Insurance Purchas
ing Cooperatives and will implement a sys
tem for the collection of relevant health out
comes data that will be used by the Center 
for Medical Evaluation. 

The Center will also act as the principal li
aison with the private market, so that poli
cies can be developed that facilitate market 
reform. The Cent er will coordinate the broad 
range of issues that impact the marketplace, 
including tax policies, ERISA, and competi
tion. 

The Center will be the focal point for fed
eral-state relations and managed competi
tion. It will provide policy direction to guide 
both state interactions and private market 
changes. CMR will analyze productivity data 
from other countries as well. 

NICKLES AMENDMENT NO. 39 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise today in support of the Nickles 
amendment on the admission of HIV
infected aliens to the United States. 

This amendment would retain the 
policy excluding HIV-positive aliens 
for a period of 6 months. During that 
time, the Secretary of HHS would work 
with the Attorney General to examine 
the critical cost issues involved in 
granting immigrant status to HIV-in
fected aliens. And the conclusion of 
that 6-month review, the Secretary of 
IlliS and the Attorney General will 
make a full report to Congress on the 
cost implications of lifting the exclu
sion. 

We need to know the answer to this 
specific question: Is the public charge 
provision in today's immigration law 
sufficient to protect against added 
costs to the United States? 

Mr. President, I think that this 
amendment is a reasonable com-

promise. I voted earlier for the Ken
nedy amendment which would have 
permitted the HHS Secretary to lift 
the ban without congressional approval 
after 60 day&-! think 60 days would 
have been enough time to compile the 
necessary information for a full report. 

But the Kennedy amendment not 
having been agreed to, I think the 
Nickles amendment is an acceptable 
substitute. It lays out a series of steps 
toward a final decision on this impor
tant issue-and will give the process 
more than enough time to address all 
relevant concerns. 

I reach this conclusion on the Nick
les amendment without prejudice to 
the decision we will be called upon to 
make in 6 months' time. I know, for ex
ample, that all the public health au
thorities are unanimous in believing 
that AIDS/HIV should come off the im
migration list of communicable dis
eases. 

I also know that according to all the 
scientific evidence, AIDS is not trans
mitted by casual contact. That's why 
our last HHS Secretary, Dr. Louis Sul
livan, and his Department had already 
signed off on a rule eliminating the 
classification of HIV-positive individ
uals in immigration law. 

So there is a great deal of evidence 
tilting us in the direction of repealing 
this exclusion. That is why it is espe
cially important for us to have some 
time in which to consider the objec
tions. Dr. Robert Windom, the former 
Assistant Secretary of HHS, believes 
that there are serious cost consider
ations involved in allowing the entry of 
HIV -infected aliens. 

Anyone who has HIV now may be
come sicker. Even if immigrants enter 
the country capable of paying their 
own way, in 10 or 15 years their health 
may have deteriorated enough to make 
them a public charge. 

Let us get to the bottom of these 
questions before we set in stone a pol
icy we may end up regretting. Let us 
create a reasonable process for review 
of this question-and get on with some 
of the more pressing tasks facing Con
gress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
committee substitute, as amended and 
modified. 

The committee substitute, as amend
ed and modified, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on final passage 
of the bill. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] and 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. DAN
FORTH], are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 93, 
nays 4, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Eiden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Arnato 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 15 Leg.) 
YEAS--93 

Feingold Mathews 
Feinstein McCain 
Ford McConnell 
Glenn Metzenbaum 
Gorton Mikulski 
Graham Mitchell 
Gramm Moseley-Braun 
Grassley Moynihan 
Gregg Murkowski 
Harkin Murray 
Hatch Nickles 
Hatfield Nunn 
Heflin Packwood 
Hollings Pell 
Inouye Pressler 
Jeffords Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kassebaum Robb 
Kempthorne Rockefeller 
Kennedy Roth 
Kerrey Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Kohl Shelby 
Krueger Simon 
Lauten berg Simpson 
Leahy Specter 
Levin Stevens 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Warner 

Duren berger Lugar Wells tone 
Ex on Mack Wofford 

NAYS--4 
Faircloth Smith 
Helms Wallop 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bond Danforth Riegle 

So, the bill (S. 1), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

s. 1 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Act of 1993". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I-GENERAL PROVISIONS RE

GARDING TITLE IV OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE ACT 

Subtitle A-Research Freedom 
PART I-REVIEW OF PROPOSALS FOR BIO

MEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH 
Sec. 101. Establishment of certain provisions 

regarding research conducted 
or supported by National Insti
tutes of Health. 

PART II-RESEARCH ON TRANSPLANTATION OF 
FETAL TISSUE 

Sec. 111. Establishment of authorities. 
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Sec. 112. Purchase of human fetal tissue; so

licitation or acceptance of tis
sue as directed donation for use 
in transplantation. 

Sec. 113. Report by General Accounting Of
fice on adequacy of require
ments. 

PART III- MISCELLANEOUS REPEALS 
Sec. 121. Repeals. 

Subtitle B-Clinical Research Equity 
Regarding Women and Minorities 

PART I-WOMEN AND MINORITIES AS SUBJECTS 
IN CLINICAL RESEARCH 

Sec. 131. Requirement of inclusion in re
search. 

Sec. 132. Peer review. 
Sec. 133. Applicability to current projects. 

PART II-OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON WOMEN'S 
HEALTH 

Sec. 141. Establishment. 
PART III-OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON MINORITY 

HEALTH 
Sec. 151. Establishment. 

Subtitle G--Scientific Integrity 
Sec. 161. Establishment of Office of Sci

entific Integrity. 
Sec. 162. Commission on Scientific Integ

rity. 
Sec. 163. Protection of whistle blowers. 
Sec. 164. Requirement of regulations regard

ing protection against financial 
conflicts of interest in certain 
projects of research. 

Sec. 165. Effective dates. 
TITLE II-NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 

HEALTH IN GENERAL 
Sec. 201. Health promotion research dissemi

nation. 
Sec. 202. Programs for increased support re

garding certain States and re
searchers. 

Sec. 203. Children's vaccine initiative. 
Sec. 204. Plan for use of animals in research. 
Sec. 205. Increased participation of women 

and members of underrep
resented minorities in fields of 
biomedical and behavioral re
search. 

Sec. 206. Requirements regarding surveys of 
sexual behavior. 

Sec. 207. Discretionary fund of Director of 
National Institutes of Health. 

Sec. 208. Miscellaneous provisions. 
TITLE III- GENERAL PROVISIONS RE

SPECTING NATIONAL RESEARCH IN
STITUTES 

Sec. 301. Appointment and authority of Di
rectors of national research in
stitutes. 

Sec. 302. Program of research on 
osteoporosis, Paget's disease, 
and related bone disorders. 

Sec. 303. Establishment of interagency pro
gram for trauma research. 

TITLE IV-NATIONAL CANCER 
INSTITUTE 

Sec. 401. Expansion and intensification of 
activities regarding breast can
cer. 

Sec. 402. Expansion and intensification of 
activities regarding prostate 
cancer. 

Sec. 403. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE V-NATIONAL HEART, LUNG, AND 

BLOOD INSTITUTE 
Sec. 501. Education and training. 
Sec. 502. Centers for the study of pediatric 

cardiovascular diseases. 
Sec. 503. National Center on Sleep Disorders 

Research. 
Sec. 504. Authorization of appropriations. 

TITLE VI-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DIA
BETES AND DIGESTIVE AND KIDNEY 
DISEASES 

Sec. 601. Provisions regarding nutritional 
disorders. 

TITLE VII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON AR
THRITIS AND MUSCULOSKELETAL AND 
SKIN DISEASES 

Sec. 701. Juvenile arthritis. 
TITLE VIII- NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON 

AGING 
Sec. 801. Alzheimer's disease registry. 
Sec. 802. Aging processes regarding women. 
Sec. 803 . Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 804. Conforming amendment. 

TITLE IX-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
ALLERGY AND INFECTIOUS DISEASES 

Sec. 901. Tropical diseases. 
Sec. 902. Chronic fatigue syndrome. 
TITLE X- NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

CHILD HEALTH AND HUMAN DEVELOP
MENT 

Subtitle A- Research Centers With Respect 
to Contraception and Research Centers 
With Respect to Infertility 

Sec. 1001. Grants and contracts for research 
centers. 

Sec. 1002. Loan repayment program for re
search with respect to contra
ception and infertility. 

Subtitle B-Program Regarding Obstetrics 
and Gynecology 

Sec. 1011. Establishment of program. 
Subtitle G--Child Health Research Centers 

Sec. 1021. Establishment of centers. 
SubtitleD-Study Regarding Adolescent 

Health. 
Sec. 1031. Prospective longitudinal study. 

TITLE XI-NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE 
Sec. 1101. Clinical and health services re

search on eye care and diabetes. 
TITLE XII- NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

NEUROLOGICAL DISORDERS AND 
STROKE 

Sec. 1201. Research on multiple sclerosis. 
TITLE XIII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SCIENCES 

Sec. 1301. Applied Toxicological Research 
and Testing Program. 

TITLE XIV- NATIONAL LIBRARY OF 
MEDICINE 

Subtitle A- General Provisions 
Sec. 1401. Additional authorities. 
Sec. 1402. Authorization of appropriations. 

Subtitle B-Financial Assistance 
Sec. 1411. Establishment of program of 

grants for development of edu
cation technologies. 

Subtitle G--National Information Center on 
Health Services Research and Health Care 
Technology 

Sec. 1421. Establishment of Center. 
Sec. 1422. Conforming provisions. 

TITLE XV-OTHER AGENCIES OF 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

Subtitle A-Division of Research Resources 
Sec. 1501. Redesignation of Division as Na

tional Center for Research Re
sources. 

Sec. 1502. Biomedical and behavioral re
search facilities. 

Sec. 1503. Construction program for national 
primate research center. 

Subtitle B-National Center for Nursing 
Research 

Sec. 1511. Redesignation of National Center 
for Nursing Research as Na
tional Institute of Nursing Re
search. 

Sec. 1512. Study on adequacy of number of 
nurses. 

Subtitle G--National Center for Human 
Genome Research 

Sec. 1521. Purpose of Center. 
TITLE XVI-A WARDS AND TRAINING 
Subtitle A-National Research Service 

Awards 
Sec. 1601. Requirement regarding women 

and individuals from disadvan
taged backgrounds. 

Sec. 1602. Service payback requirements. 
Subtitle B-Acquired Immune Deficiency 

Syndrome 
Sec. 1611. Loan repayment program. 

Subtitle G--Loan Repayment for Research 
Generally 

Sec. 1621. Establishment of program. 
Subtitle D-Scholarship and Loan Repay

ment Programs Regarding Professional 
Skills Needed by Certain Agencies 

Sec. 1631. Establishment of programs for Na
tional Institutes of Health. 

Sec. 1632. Funding. 
Subtitle E-Funding 

Sec. 1641. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE XVII-NATIONAL FOUNDATION 

FOR BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
Sec. 1701. National Foundation for Bio

medical Research. 
TITLE XVIII-RESEARCH WITH RESPECT 

TO ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY 
SYNDROME 

Sec. 1801. Revision and extension of various 
programs. 

TITLE XIX-STUDIES 
Sec. 1901. Acquired immune deficiency syn

drome. 
Sec. 1902. Malnutrition in the elderly. 
Sec. 1903. Research activities on chronic fa

tigue syndr ome. 
Sec. 1904. Report on medical uses of biologi

cal agents in development of 
defenses against biological war
fare. 

Sec. 1905. Personnel study of recruitment, 
retention and turnover. 

Sec. 1906. Procurement. 
Sec. 1907. Report concerning leading causes 

of death. 
Sec. 1908. Relationship between the con

sumption of legal and illegal 
drugs. 

Sec. 1909. Cost of care in last 6 months of 
life. 

Sec. 1910. Reducing administrative health 
care costs. 

Sec. 1911. Study concerning radioisotopes. 
Sec. 1912. Medical technologies productivity 

study. 
Sec. 1913. Sentinel disease concept study. 
Sec. 1914. Congressional appropriation of 

federally supported disease re
search. 

TITLE XX-MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

Sec. 2001. Designation of Senior Biomedical 
Research Service in honor of 
Silvio 0. Conte, and limitation 
on number of members. 

Sec. 2002. Technical corrections. 
Sec. 2003. Technical corrections with respect 

to the Agency for Health Care 
Policy and Research. 

Sec. 2004. Technical corrections with respect 
to the Health Professions Edu
cation Extension Amendments 
of 1992. 

Sec. 2005. Biennial report on carcinogens. 
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Sec. 2006. Master plan for physical infra

structure for research. 
Sec. 2007. Transfer of provisions of title 

XXVII. 
Sec. 2008. Certain authorization of appro

priations. 
Sec. 2009. Prohibition against SHARP adult 

sex survey and the American 
teenage sex survey. 

Sec. 2010. Support for bioengineering re
search. 

Sec. 2011. Admission to the United States of 
aliens infected with the AIDS 
virus. 

Sec. 2012. Sense of the Congress regarding 
action on a request for certain 
waivers under the medicaid pro
gram. 

Sec. 2013. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 2014. Vaccine injury compensation pro

gram. 
TITLE XXI-EFFECTIVE DATES 

Sec. 2101. Effective dates. 
TITLE I-GENERAL PROVISIONS REGARD

ING TITLE IV OF PUBLIC HEALTH SERV
ICE ACT 

Subtitle A-Research Freedom 
PART I-REVIEW OF PROPOSALS FOR BIO

MEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH 
SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTAIN PROVI· 

SIONS REGARDING RESEARCH CON· 
DUCTED OR SUPPORTED BY NA· 
TIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH. 

Part G of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 492 the following 
new section: 
"CERTAIN PROVISIONS REGARDING REVIEW AND 

APPROVAL OF PROPOSALS FOR RESEARCH 
"SEC. 492A. (a) REVIEW AS PRECONDITION TO 

RESEARCH.-
"(1) PROTECTION OF HUMAN RESEARCH SUB

JECTS.-
"(A) In the case of any application submit

ted to the Secretary for financial assistance 
to conduct research, the Secretary may not 
approve or fund any application that is sub
ject to r eview under section 491(a) by an In
stitutional Review Board unless the applica
t ion has undergone review in accordance 
with such section and has been recommended 
for approval by a majority of the members of 
the Board conducting such review. 

"(B) In the case of research that is subject 
to review under procedures established by 
the Secretary for the protection of human 
subjects in clinical research conducted by 
the National Institutes of Health, the Sec
retary may not authorize the conduct of the 
research unless the research has, pursuant to 
such procedures, been recommended for ap
proval. 

"(2) PEER REVIEW.-In the case of any ap
plication submitted to the Secretary for fi
nancial assistance to conduct research, the 
Secretary may not approve or fund any ap
plication that is subject to technical and sci
entific peer review under section 492(a) un
less the application has undergone peer re
view in accordance with such section and has 
been recommended for approval by a major
ity of the members of the entity conducting 
such review. 

"(b) ETHICAL REVIEW OF RESEARCH.-
"(1) PROCEDURES REGARDING WITHHOLDING 

OF FUNDS.-If research has been rec
ommended for approval for purposes of sub
section (a), the Secretary may not withhold 
funding for the research on ethical grounds 
unless-

"(A) the Secretary convenes an advisory 
board in accordance with paragraph (4) to 
study the ethical implications of the re
search; and 

"(B)(i) the majority of the advisory board 
recommends that, on ethical grounds, the 
Secretary withhold funds for the research; or 

"(ii) the majority of such board rec
ommends that the Secretary not withhold 
funds for the research on ethical grounds, 
but the Secretary finds, on the basis of the 
report submitted under paragraph (4)(B)(ii), 
that there is a reasonable basis for over
ruling the board's recommendations. 

"(2) APPLICABILITY.-The limitation estab
lished in paragraph (1) regarding the author
ity to withhold funds on ethical grounds 
shall apply without regard to whether the 
withholding such funds is characterized as a 
disapproval, a moratorium, a prohibition, or 
other description. 

"(3) PRELIMINARY MATTERS REGARDING USE 
OF PROCEDURES.-

"(A) If the Secretary makes a determina
tion that an advisory board should be con
vened for purposes of paragraph (1), the Sec
retary shall, through a statement published 
in the Federal Register, announce the inten
tion of the Secretary to convene such a 
board. 

"(B) A statement issued under subpara
graph (A) shall include a request that inter
ested individuals submit to the Secretary 
recommendations specifying the particular 
individuals who should be appointed to the 
advisory board involved. The President shall 
consider such recommendations in making 
appointments to the board. 

"(C) The President may not make appoint
ments to an advisory board under paragraph 
(1) until the expiration of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date on which the state
ment required in subparagraph (A) is made 
with respect to the board. 

"( 4) ETHICS ADVISORY BOARDS.-
"(A) Any advisory board convened for pur

poses of paragraph (1) shall be known as an 
ethics advisory board (hereafter in this para
graph referred to as an 'ethics board'). 

"(B)(i) An ethics board shall advise, con
sult with, and make recommendations to the 
Secretary regarding the ethics of the project 
of biomedical or behavioral research with re
spect to which the board has been convened. 

"(ii) Not later than 180 days after the date 
on which the statement required in para
graph (3)(A) is made with respect to an eth
ics board, the board shall submit to the Sec
retary, and to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate, a report describing the 
findings of the board regarding the project of 
research involved and making a rec
ommendation under clause (i) of whether the 
Secretary should or should not withhold 
funds for the project. The report shall in
clude the information considered in making 
the findings. 

"(C) An ethics board shall be composed of 
no fewer than 14, and no more than 20, indi
viduals who are not officers or employees of 
the United States. The President shall make 
appointments to the board from among indi
viduals with special qualifications and com
petence to provide advice and recommenda
tions regarding ethical matters in bio
medical and behavioral research. Of the 
members of the board-

" (i) no fewer than 1 shall be an attorney; 
"(ii) no fewer than 1 shall be an ethicist; 
"(iii) no fewer than 1 shall be a practicing 

physician; 
"(iv) no fewer than 1 shall be a theologian; 

and 
"(v) no fewer than one-third, and no more 

than one-half, shall be scientists with sub
stantial accomplishments in biomedical or 
behavioral research. 

"(D) 'l'he term of service as a member of an 
ethics board shall be for the life of the board. 
If such a member does not serve the full 
term of such service, the individual ap
pointed to fill the resulting vacancy shall be 
appointed for the remainder of the term of 
the predecessor of the individual. 

"(E) A member of an ethics board shall be 
subject to removal from the board by the 
President for neglect of duty or malfeasance 
or for other good cause shown. 

"(F) The President shall designate an indi
vidual from among the members of an ethics 
board to serve as the chair of the board. 

"(G) In carrying out subparagraph (B)(i) 
with respect to a project of research, an eth
ics board shall conduct inquiries and hold 
public hearings. 

"(H) With respect to information relevant 
to the duties described in subparagraph 
(B)(i), an ethics board shall have access to 
all such information possessed by the De
partment of Health and Human Services, or 
available to the Secretary from other agen
cies. 

"(I) Members of an ethics board shall re
ceive compensation for each day engaged in 
carrying out the duties of the board, includ
ing time engaged in traveling for purposes of 
such duties. Such compensation may not be 
provided in an amount in excess of the maxi
mum rate of basic pay payable for GS-18 of 
the General Schedule. 

"(J) The Secretary, acting through the Di
rector of the National Institutes of Health, 
shall provide to each ethics board such rea
sonable staff and assistance as may be nec
essary to carry out the duties of the board. 

"(K) An ethics board shall terminate 30 
days after the date on which the report re
quired in subparagraph (B)(ii) is submitted 
to the Secretary and the congressional com
mittees specified in such subparagraph.". 

PART ll-RESEARCH ON 
TRANSPLANTATION OF FETAL TISSUE 

SEC. 111. ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITIES. 
Part G of title IV of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 498 the following 
new section: 

"RESEARCH ON TRANSPLANTATION OF FETAL 
TISSUE 

"SEC. 498A. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PRO
GRAM.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may con
duct or support research on the transplan
tation of human fetal tissue for therapeutic 
purposes. 

"(2) SOURCE OF TISSUE.-Human fetal tissue 
may be used in research carried out under 
paragraph (1) regardless of whether the tis
sue is obtained pursuant to a spontaneous or 
induced abortion or pursuant to a stillbirth. 

"(b) INFORMED CONSENT OF DONOR.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-ln research carried out 

under subsection (a), human fetal tissue may 
be used only if the woman providing the tis
sue makes a statement, made in writing and 
signed by the woman, declaring that--

"(A) the woman donates the fetal tissue for 
use in research described in subsection (a); 

"(B) the donation is made without any re
striction regarding the identity of individ
uals who may be the recipients of 
transplantations of the tissue; and 

"(C) the woman has not been informed of 
the identity of any such individuals. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL STATEMENT.-ln research 
carried out under subsection (a), human fetal 
tissue may be used only if the attending phy
sician with respect to obtaining the tissue 
from the woman involved makes a state
ment, made in writing and signed by the 
physician, declaring that-
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"(A) in the case of tissue obtained pursu

ant to an induced abortion-
"(i) the consent of the woman for the abor

tion was obtained prior to requesting or ob
taining consent for the tissue to be used in 
such research; and 

"(ii) no alteration of the timing, method, 
or procedures used to terminate the preg
nancy was made solely for the purposes of 
obtaining the tissue; 

"(B) the tissue has been donated by the 
woman in accordance with paragraph (1); and 

"(C) full disclosure has been provided to 
the woman with regard to-

"(i) such physician's interest, if any, in the 
research to be conducted with the tissue; and 

"(ii) any known medical risks to the 
woman or risks to her privacy that might be 
associated with the donation of the tissue 
and that are in addition to risks of such type 
that are associated with the woman's medi
cal care. 

"(C) INFORMED CONSENT OF RESEARCHER 
AND DONEE.-In research carried out under 
subsection (a), human fetal tissue may be 
used only if the individual with the principal 
responsibility for conducting the research in
volved makes a statement, made in writing 
and signed by the individual, declaring that 
the individual-

"(!) is aware that--
"(A) the tissue is human fetal tissue; 
" (B) the tissue may have been obtained 

pursuant to a spontaneous or induced abor
-tion or subsequent to a stillbirth; and 

"(C) the tissue was donated for research 
purposes; 

"(2) has provided such information to other 
individuals with responsibilities regarding 
the research; 

" (3) will require, prior to obtaining the 
consent of an individual to be a recipient of 
a transplantation of the tissue, written ac
knowledgment of receipt of such information 
by such recipient; and 

"(4) has had no part in any decisions as to 
the timing, method, or procedures used to 
terminate the pregnancy made solely for the 
purposes of the research. 

" (d) AVAILABILITY OF STATEMENTS FOR 
AUDIT.-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-In research carried out 
under subsection (a), human fetal tissue may 
be used only if the head of the agency or 
other entity conducting the research in
volved certifies to the Secretary that the 
statements required under subsections (b)(l), 
(b)(2), and (c) will be available for audit by 
the Secretary. 

"(2) CONFIDENTIALITY OF AUDIT.-Any audit 
conducted by the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (1) shall be conducted in a con
fidential manner to protect the privacy 
rights of the individuals and entities in
volved in such research, including such indi
viduals and entities involved in the dona
tion, transfer, receipt, or transplantation of 
human fetal tissue. With respect to any ma
terial or information obtained pursuant to 
such audit, the Secretary shall-

"(A) use such material or information only 
for the purposes of verifying compliance 
with the requirements of this section; 

" (B) not disclose or publish such material 
or information, except where required by 
Federal law, in which case such material or 
information shall be coded in a manner such 
that the identities of such individuals and 
entities are protected; and 

"(C) not maintain such material or infor
mation after completion of such audit, ex
cept where necessary for the purposes of 
such audit. 

"(e) APPLICABILITY OF STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW.-
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"(1) RESEARCH CONDUCTED BY RECIPIENTS OF 
ASSISTANCE.-The Secretary may not proVide 
support for research under subsection (a) un
less the applicant agrees to conduct the re
search in accordance with applicable State 
and local law. 

"(2) RESEARCH CONDUCTED BY SECRETARY.
The Secretary may conduct research under 
subsection (a) only in accordance with appli
cable State and local law. 

"(f) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'human fetal tissue' means 
tissue or cells obtained from a dead human 
embryo or fetus after a spontaneous or in
duced abortion, or after a stillbirth.". 
SEC. 112. PURCHASE OF HUMAN FETAL TISSUE; 

SOLICITATION OR ACCEPTANCE OF 
TISSUE AS DIRECTED DONATION 
FOR USE IN TRANSPLANTATION. 

Part G of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended by section 111 of 
this Act, is amended by inserting after sec
tion 498A the following new section: 

' 'PROHIBITIONS REGARDING HUMAN FETAL 
TISSUE 

"SEC. 498B. (a) PURCHASE OF TISSUE.-It 
shall be unlawful for any person to know
ingly acquire, receive, or otherwise transfer 
any human fetal tissue for valuable consider
ation if the transfer affects interstate com
merce. 

"(b) SOLICITATION OR ACCEPTANCE OF TIS
SUE AS DffiECTED DONATION FOR USE IN 
TRANSPLANTATION.-It shall be unlawful for 
any person to solicit or knowingly acquire, 
receive, or accept a donation of human fetal 
tissue for the purpose of transplantation of 
such tissue into another person if the dona
tion affects interstate commerce, the tissue 
will be or is obtained pursuant to an inauced 
abortion, and-

"(1) the donation will be or is made pursu
ant to a promise to the donating individual 
that the donated tissue will be transplanted 
into a recipient specified by such individual ; 

" (2) the donated tissue will be transplanted 
into a relative of the donating individual; or 

"(3) the person who solicits or knowingly 
acquires, receives, or accepts the donation 
has provided valuable consideration for the 
costs associated with such abortion. 

" (c) CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Any person who violates 

subsection (a) or (b) shall be fined in accord
ance with title 18, United States Code, sub
ject to paragraph (2), or imprisoned for not 
more than 10 years, or both. 

"(2) PENALTIES APPLICABLE TO PERSONS RE
CEIVING CONSIDERATION.-With respect to the 
imposition of a fine under paragraph (1), if 
the person involved violates subsection (a) or 
(b)(3), a fine shall be imposed in an amount 
not less than twice the amount of the valu
able consideration received. 

" (d) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'human fetal tissue' has the 
meaning given such term in section 498A(e). 

" (2) The term 'interstate commerce' has 
the meaning given such term in section 
201(b) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act. 

" (3) The term 'valuable consideration' does 
not include reasonable payments associated 
with the transportation, implantation, proc
essing, preservation, quality control , or stor
age of human fetal tissue ." . 
SEC. 113. REPORT BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF· 

FICE ON ADEQUACY OF REQUIRE· 
MENI'S. 

(a ) IN GENERAL.- With respect to research 
on the transplantation of human fetal tissue 
for therapeutic purposes, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct 
an audit for the purpose of determining-

(1) whether and to what extent such re
search conducted or supported by the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services has 
been conducted in accordance with section 
498A of the Public Health Service Act (as 
added by section 111 of this Act); and 

{2) whether and to what extent there have 
been violations of section 498B of such Act 
(as added by section 112 of this Act). 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than May 19, 1995, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall complete the audit required in sub
section (a) and submit to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep
resentatives, and to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate, a report 
describing the findings made pursuant to the 
audit. · 

PART ill-MISCELLANEOUS REPEALS 
SEC. 121. REPEALS. 

(a) CERTAIN BIOMEDICAL ETHICS BOARD.
Title III of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 241 et seq.) is amended by striking 
part J. 

(b) OTHER REPEALS.-Part G of title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289 
et seq.) is amended- · 

(1) in section 498, by striking subsection 
(c); and 

(2) by striking section 499; and 
(3) by redesignating section 499A as section 

499. 
(C) NULLIFICATION OF CERTAIN REGULA

TION.-The provisions of section 204(d) of part 
46 of title 45 of the Code of Federal Regula
tions (45 CFR 46.204(d)) shall not have any 
legal effect. 

Subtitle B-Clinical Research Equity 
Regarding Women and Minorities 

PART I-WOMEN AND MINORITIES AS 
SUBJECTS IN CUNICAL RESEARCH 

SEC. 131. REQUIREMENT OF INCLUSION IN RE· 
SEARCH. 

Part G of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended by section 101 of 
this Act, is amended by inserting after sec
tion 492A the following new section: 

" INCLUSION OF WOMEN AND MINORITIES IN 
CLINICAL RESEARCH 

" SEC. 492B. (a) In conducting or supporting 
clinical research for purposes of this title , 
the Director of NIH shall, subject to sub
section (b), ensure that-

"(1) women are included as subjects in each 
project of such research; and 

" (2) members of minority groups are in
cluded as subjects in such research. 

"(b) The requirement established in sub
section (a) regarding women and members of 
minority groups shall not apply to a project 
of clinical research if the inclusion, as sub
jects in the project, of women and members 
of minority groups, respectively-

" (!) is inappropriate with respect to the 
health of the subjects;. 

"(2) is inappropriate with respect to the 
purpose of the research; or 

"(3) is inappropriate under such other cir
cumstances as the Director of NIH may des
ignate. 

" (c) In the case of any project of clinical 
research in which women or members of mi
nority groups will under subsection (a) be in
cluded as subjects in the research, the Direc
tor of NIH shall ensure that the project is de
signed and carried out in a manner sufficient 
to provide for a valid analysis of whether the 
variables being tested in the research affect 
women or members of minority groups, as 
the case may be , differently than other sub
jects in the research. 

"(d)(l ) The Director of NIH, in consulta
tion with the Director of the Office of Re-
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search on Women's Health and the Director 
of the Office of Research on Minority Health, 
shall establish guidelines regarding-

" (A) the circumstances under which the in
clusion of women and minorities in projects 
of clinical research is inappropriate for pur
poses of subsection (b); 

"(B) the manner in which such projects are 
required to be designed and carried out for 
purposes of subsection (c), including a speci
fication of the circumstances in which the 
requirement of such subsection does not 
apply on the basis of impracticability; and 

"(C) the conduct of outreach programs for 
the recruitment of women and members of 
minority groups as subjects in such research. 

"(2) The guidelines established under para
graph (1)--

"(A) may not provide that the cost of in
cluding women and minorities in clinical re
search is a permissible consideration regard
ing the circumstances described in subpara
graph (A) of such paragraph; and 

" (B) may provide that such circumstances 
include circumstances in which there are sci
entific reasons for believing that the vari
ables proposed to be studied do not affect 
women or minorities differently than other 
subjects in the research. 

"(3) The guidelines required in paragraph 
(1) shall be established and published in the 
Federal Register not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Na
tional Institutes of Health Revitalization 
Act of 1993. 

"(4) For fiscal year 1994 and subsequent fis
cal years, the Director of NIH may not pro
vide funding for any project of clinical re
search to be conducted or supported by any 
agency of the National Institutes of Health 
unless the project specifies the manner in 
which the research will comply with sub
section (a). 

"(e) The advisory council of each national 
research institute shall annually submit to 
the Director of NIH and the Director of the 
institute involved a report describing the 
manner in which the agency has complied 
with subsection (a).". 
SEC. 132. PEER REVIEW. 

Section 492 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 u.s.a. 289a) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(c)(1) In technical and scientific peer re
view under this section of proposals for clini
cal research, the consideration of any such 
proposed project (including the initial con
sideration) shall, except as provided in para
graph (2), include an evaluation of the tech
nical and scientific merit of the proposed 
project regarding compliance with section 
492B(a). 

" (2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any 
proposed project for clinical research that, 
pursuant to subsection (b) of section 492B, is 
not subject to the requirement of subsection 
(a) of such section regarding the inclusion of 
women and members of minority groups as 
subjects in clinical research.". 
SEC. 133. APPLICABILITY TO CURRENT 

PROJECTS. 
Section 492B of the Public Health Service 

Act, as added by section 131 of this Act, shall 
not apply with respect to projects of clinical 
research for which initial funding was pro
vided prior to the date of the enactment of 
this Act. With respect to the inclusion of 
women and minorities as subjects in clinical 
research conducted or supported by the Na
tional Institutes of Health, any policies of 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
regarding such inclusion that are in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall continue to apply to the 

projects referred to in the preceding sen
tence. 

PART II-OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON 
WOMEN'S HEALTH 

SEC. 141. ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title IV of the Public 

Health Service Act, as amended by section 2 
of Public Law 101-613, is amended-

(!) by redesignating section 486 as section 
485A; 

(2) by redesignating parts F through H as 
parts G through I, respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after part E the following 
new part: 

" PART F-RESEARCH ON WOMEN'S HEALTH 
"SEC. 486. OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON WOMEN'S 

HEALTH. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

within the Office of the Director of NIH an 
office to be known as the Office of Research 
on Women's Health (in this part referred to 
as the 'Office'). The Office shall be headed by 
a director, who shall be appointed by the Di
rector of NIH. 

"(b) PURPOSE.-The Director of the Office 
shall-

"(1) identify projects of research on wom
en's health that should be conducted or sup
ported by the national research institutes; 

"(2) identify multidisciplinary research re
lating to research on women's health that 
should be so conducted or supported; 

" (3) carry out paragraphs (1) and (2) with 
respect to the aging process in women, with 
priority given to menopause; 

" (4) promote coordination and collabora
tion among entities conducting research 
identified under any of paragraphs (1) 
through (3); 

"(5) encourage the conduct of such re
search by entities receiving funds from the 
national research institutes; 

"(6) recommend an agenda for conducting 
and supportin5· such research; 

"(7) promote the sufficient allocation of 
the resources of the national research insti
tutes for conducting and supporting such re
search; 

"(8) assist in the administration of section 
492B with respect to the inclusion of women 
as subjects in clinical research; and 

"(9) prepare the report required in section 
486B. 

"(c) COORDINATING COMMI'ITEE.-
"(1) In carrying out subsection (b), the Di

rector of the Office shall establish a commit
tee to be known as the Coordinating Com
mittee on Research on Women's Health 
(hereafter in this subsection referred to as 
the 'Coordinating Committee'). 

"(2) The Coordinating Committee shall be 
composed of the Directors of the national re
search institutes (or the designees of the Di
rectors) and other appropriate entities. 

"(3) The Director of the Office shall serve 
as the chair of the Coordinating Committee. 

"(4) With respect to research on women's 
health, the Coordinating Committee shall 
assist the Director of the Office in-

"(A) identifying the need for such research, 
and making an estimate each fiscal year of 
the funds needed to adequately support the 
research; 

"(B) identifying needs regarding the co
ordination of research activities, including 
intramural and · extramural multidisci
plinary activities; 

"(C) supporting the development of meth
odologies to determine the circumstances in 
which obtaining data specific to women (in
cluding data relating to the age of women 
and the membership of women in ethnic or 
racial groups) is an appropriate function of 
clinical trials of treatments and therapies; 

" (D) supporting the development and ex
pansion of clinical trials of treatments and 
therapies for which obtaining such data has 
been determined to be an appropriate func
tion; and 

" (E) encouraging the national research in
stitutes to conduct and support such re
search, including such clinical trials. 

"(d) ADVISORY COMMI'ITEE.-
" (1) In carrying out subsection (b), the Di

rector of the Office shall establish an advi
sory committee to be known as the Advisory 
Committee on Research on Women's Health 
(hereafter in this subsection referred to as 
the 'Advisory Committee'). 

"(2)(A) The Advisory Committee shall be 
composed of no fewer than 12, and not more 
than 18 individuals, who are not officers or 
employees of the Federal Government. The 
Director of the Office shall make appoint
ments to the Advisory Committee from 
among physicians, practitioners, scientists, 
and other health v>'ofessionals, whose clini
cal practice, research specialization, or pro
fessional expertise includes a significant 
focus on research on women's health. A ma
jority of the members of the Advisory Com
mittee shall be women. 

" (B) Members of the Advisory Committee 
shall receive compensation for each day en
gaged in carrying out the duties of the Com
mittee, including time engaged in traveling 
for purposes of such duties. Such compensa
tion may not be provided in an amount in ex
cess of the maximum rate of basic pay pay
able for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

"(3) The Director of the Office shall serve 
as the chair of the Advisory Committee. 

"(4) The Advisory Committee shall-
"(A) advise the Director of the Office on 

appropriate research activities to be under
taken by the national research institutes 
with respect to--

"(i) research on women's health; 
" (ii) research on gender differences in clin

ical drug trials, including responses to phar
macological drugs; 

"(iii) research on gender differences in dis
ease etiology, course, and treatment; 

"(iv) research on obstetrical and gyneco
logical health conditions, diseases, and 
treatments; and 

"(v) research on women's health conditions 
which require a multidisciplinary approach; 

"(B) report to the Director of the Office on 
such research; 

"(C) provide recommendations to such Di
rector regarding activities of the Office (in
cluding recommendations on the develop
ment of the methodologies described in sub
section (c)(4)(C) and recommendations on 
priorities in carrying out research described 
in subparagraph (A)); and 

"(D) assist in monitoring compliance with 
section 492B regarding the inclusion of 
women in clinical research. 

"(5)(A) The Advisory Committee shall pre
pare a biennial report describing the activi
ties of the Committee, including findings 
made by the Committee regarding-

"(!) compliance with section 492B; 
"(ii) the extent of expenditures made for 

research on women's health by the agencies 
of the National Institutes of Health; and 

"(iii) the level of funding needed for such 
research. 

" (B) The report required in subparagraph 
(A) shall be submitted to the Director of NIH 
for inclusion in the report required in sec
tion 403. 

"(e) REPRESENTATION OF WOMEN AMONG RE
SEARCHERS.-The Secretary, acting through 
the Assistant Secretary for Personnel and in 
collaboration with the Director of the Office, 



February 18, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3061 
shall determine the extent to which women 
are represented among senior physicians and 
scientists of the national research institutes 
and among physicians and scientists con
ducting research with funds provided by such 
institutes, and as appropriate, carry out ac
tivities to increase the extent of such rep
resentation. 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
part: 

"(1) The term 'women's health conditions', 
with respect to women of all age, ethnic, and 
racial groups, means all diseases, disorders, 
and conditions (including with respect to 
mental health}-

"(A) unique to, more serious, or more prev
alent in women; 

"(B) for which the factors of medical risk 
or types of medical intervention are dif
ferent for women, or for which it is unknown 
whether such factors or types are different 
for women; or 

"(C) with respect to which there has been 
insufficient clinical research involving 
women as subjects or insufficient clinical 
data on women. 

"(2) The term 'research on women's health' 
means research on women's health condi
tions, including research on preventing such 
conditions. 
"SEC. 486A. NATIONAL DATA SYSTEM AND 

CLEARINGHOUSE ON RESEARCH ON 
WOMEN'S HEALTH. 

"(a) DATA SYSTEM.-
" (1) The Director of NIH, in consultation 

with the Director of the Office, shall estab
lish a data system for the collection, stor
age, analysis, retrieval, and dissemination of 
information regarding research on women's 
health that is conducted or supported by the 
national research institutes. Information 
from the data system shall be available 
through information systems available to 
health care professionals and providers, re
searchers, and members of the public. 

"(2) The data system established under 
paragraph (1) shall include a registry of clin
ical trials of experimental treatments that 
have been developed for research on women's 
health. Such registry shall include informa
tion on subject eligibility criteria, sex, age; 
ethnicity or race, and the location of the 
trial site or sites. Principal investigators of 
such clinical trials shall provide this infor
mation to the registry within 30 days after it 
is available. Once a trial has been completed, 
the principal investigator shall provide the 
registry with information pertaining to the 
results, including potential toxicities or ad
verse effects associated with the experi
mental treatment or treatments evaluated. 

"(b) CLEARINGHOUSE.-The Director of NIH, 
in consultation with the Director of the Of
fice and with the National Library of Medi
cine, shall establish, maintain, and operate a 
program to provide information on research 
and prevention activities of the national re
search institutes that relate to research on 
women 's health. 
"SEC. 486B. BIENNIAL REPORT. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-With respect to research 
on women's health, the Director of the Office 
shall, not later than February 1, 1994, and bi
ennially thereafter, prepare a report-

"(1) describing and evaluating the progress 
made during the preceding 2 fiscal years in 
research and treatment conducted or sup
ported by the National Institutes of Health; 

"(2) describing and analyzing the profes
sional status of women physicians and sci
entists of such Institutes, includi.ng the iden
tification .of problems and barriers regarding 
advancements; 

"(3) summarizing and analyzing expendi
tures made by the agencies of such Institutes 

(and by such Office) during the preceding 2 
fiscal years; and 

"(4) .making such recommendations for leg
islative and administrative initiatives as the 
Director of the Office determines to be ap
propriate. 

"(b) INCLUSION IN BIENNIAL REPORT OF DI
RECTOR OF NIH.-The Director of the Office 
shall submit each report prepared under sub
section (a) to the Director of NIH for inclu
sion in the report submitted to the President 
and the Congress under section 403.". 

(b) REQUIREMENT OF SUFFICIENT ALLOCA
TION OF RESOURCES OF INSTITUTES.-Section 
402(b) of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 282(b)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking "and" 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (11) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(12) after consultation with the Director 
of the Office of Research on Women's Health, 
shall ensure that resources of the National 
Institutes of Health are sufficiently allo
cated for projects of research on women's 
health that are identified under section 
486(b).". 

PART ill-OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON 
MINORITY HEALTH 

SEC. 151. ESTABLISHMENT. 
Part A of title IV of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 281 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 

''OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON MINORITY HEALTH 
"SEC. 403A. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is 

established within the Office of the Director 
of NIH an office to be known as the Office of 
Research on Minority Health (in this section 
referred to as the 'Office'). The Office shall 
be headed by a director, who shall be ap
pointed by the Director of NIH. 

"(b) PURPOSE.-The Director of the Office 
shall-

"(1) identify projects of research on minor
ity health that should be conducted or sup
ported by the national research institutes; 

"(2) identify multidisciplinary research re
lating to research on minority health that 
should be so conducted or supported; 

"(3) promote coordination and collabora
tion among entities conducting research 
identified under paragraph (1) or (2); 

"( 4) encourage the conduct of such re
search by entities receiving funds from the 
national research institutes; 

"(5) recommend an agenda for conducting 
and supporting such research; 

"(6) promote the sufficient allocation of 
the resources of the national research insti
tutes for conducting and supporting such re
search; and 

"(7) assist in the administration of section 
492B with respect to the inclusion of mem
bers of minority groups as subjects in clini
cal research.". 

Subtitle C-Scientific Integrity 
SEC. 161. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF SCI

ENTIFIC INTEGRITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 493 of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289b) is amend
ed to read as follows: 

"OFFICE OF SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY 
"SEC. 493. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall establish an office to be 
known as the Office of Scientific Integrity 
(hereafter referred to in this section as the 
'Office '), which shall be established as an 

independent entity in the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

"(2) DIRECTOR.-The Office shall be headed 
by a Director, who shall be appointed by the 
Secretary, be experienced and specially 
trained in the conduct of research, and have 
experience in the conduct of investigations 
of scientific misconduct. The Secretary shall 
carry out this section acting through the Di
rector of the Office. The Director shall re
port to the Secretary. 

"(b) EXISTENCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROC
ESSES AS CONDITION OF FUNDING FOR RE
SEARCH.-The Secretary shall by regulation 
require that each entity that applies for a 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 
under this Act for any project or program 
that involves the conduct of biomedical or 
behavioral research submit in or with its ap
plication for such grant, contract, or cooper
ative agreement assurances satisfactory to 
the Secretary that such entity-

"(1) has established (in accordance with 
regulations which the Secretary shall pre
scribe) an administrative process to review 
reports of scientific misconduct in connec
tion with biomedical and behavioral research 
conducted at or sponsored by such entity; 
and 

"(2) will report to the Director any inves
tigation of alleged scientific misconduct in 
connection with projects for which funds 
have been made available under this Act 
that appears substantial. 

"(c) PROCESS FOR RESPONSE OF DIRECTOR.
The Secretary shall establish by regulation a 
process to be followed by the Director for the 
prompt and appropriate---

"(1) response to information provided to 
the Director respecting scientific mis
conduct in connection with projects for 
which funds have been made available under 
this Act; 

"(2) receipt of reports by the Director of 
such information from recipients of funds 
under this Act; 

"(3) conduct of investigations, when appro
priate; and 

"(4) taking of other actions, including ap
propriate remedies, with respect to such mis
conduct. 

"(d) MONITORING BY DIRECTOR.-The Sec
retary shall by regulation establish proce
dures for the Director to monitor adminis~ 
trative processes and investigations that 
haw~ been established or carried out under 
this section. 

"(e) EFFECT ON PRESENT INVESTIGATIONS.
Nothing in this section shall affect inves
tigations which have been or will be com
menced prior to the promulgation of final 
regulations under this section.". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF DEFINITION OF SCI
ENTIFIC M!SCONDUCT.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date on which the report required 
under section 152(d) is submitted to the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, such 
Secretary shall by regulation establish a def
inition for the term "scientific misconduct" 
for purposes of section 493 of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by sub
section (a) of this section. 
SEC. 162. COMMISSION ON SCIENTIFIC INTEG

RITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall establish a com
mission to be known as the Commission on 
Scientific Integrity (in this section referred 
to as the "Commission"). 

(b) DUTIES.-The Commission shall develop 
recommendations for the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services on the adminis
tration of section 493 of the Public Health 
Service Act (as amended and added by sec
tion 161 of this Act). 
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(C) COMPOSITION.-The Commission shall be 

composed of 12 members to be appointed by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
from among individuals who are not officers 
or employees of the United States. Of the 
members appointed to the Commission-

(!) three shall be scientists with substan
tial accomplishments in biomedical or be
havioral research; 

(2) three shall be individuals with experi
ence in investigating allegations of mis
conduct with respect to scientific research; 

(3) three shall be representatives of institu
tions of higher education at which bio
medical or behavioral research is conducted; 
and 

(4) three shall be individuals who are not 
described in paragraphs (1), (2), or (3), at 
least one of whom shall be an attorney and 
at least one of whom shall be an ethicist. 

(d) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Com
mission shall receive compensation for each 
day engaged in carrying out the duties of the 
Commission, including time engaged in trav
eling for purposes of such duties. Such com
pensation may not be provided in an amount 
in excess of the maximum rate of basic pay 
payable for G&-18 of the General Schedule. 

(e) REPORT.-Not later than 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Commission shall prepare and submit to the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, and the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources of the 
Senate, a report containing the rec
ommendations developed under subsection 
(b). 
SEC. 163. PROTECTION OF WHISTLEBLOWERS. 

Section 493 of the Public Health Service 
Act, as amended by section 161 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(f) PROTECTION OF WHISTLEBLOWERS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-In the case of any entity 

required to establish administrative proc
esses under subsection (b), the Secretary 
shall by regulation establish standards for 
preventing, and for responding to the occur
rence of retaliation by such entity, its offi
cials or agents, against an employee in the 
terms and conditions of employment in re
sponse to the employee having in good 
faith-

"(A) made an allegation that the entity, 
its officials or agents, has engaged in or 
failed to adequately respond to an allegation 
of scientific misconduct; or 

"(B) cooperated with an investigation of 
such an allegation. 

"(2) MONITORING BY SECRETARY.-The Sec
retary shall establish by regulation proce
dures for the Director to monitor the imple
mentation of the standards established by an 
entity under paragraph (1) for the purpose of 
determining whether the procedures have 
been established, and are being utilized, in 
accordance with the standards established 
under such paragraph. 

"(3) NONCOMPLIANCE.-The Secretary shall 
by regulation establish remedies for non
compliance by an entity, its officials or 
agents, which has engaged in retaliation in 
violation of the standards established under 
paragraph (1). Such remedies may include 
termination of funding provided by the Sec
retary for such project or recovery of fund
ing being provided by the Secretary for such 
project, or other actions as appropriate. 

"(4) FINAL RULE FOR REGULATIONS.-The 
Secretary shall issue a final rule for the reg
ulations required in paragraph (1) not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of the National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Act of 1993. 

"(5) REQUIRED AGREEMENTS.-For any fiscal 
year beginning after the date on which the 
regulations required in paragraph (1) are is
sued, the Secretary may not provide a grant, 
cooperative agreement, or contract under 
this Act for biomedical or behavioral re
search unless the entity seeking such finan
cial assistance agrees that the entity-

"(A) will maintain the procedures de
scribed in the regulations; and 

"(B) will otherwise be subject to the regu
lations.". 
SEC. 164. REQUIREMENf OF REGULATIONS RE

GARDING PROTECTION AGAINST FI
NANCIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
IN CERTAIN PROJECTS OF RE
SEARCH. 

Part H of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as redesignated by section 
14l(a)(2) of this Act, is amended by inserting 
after section 493 the following new section: 
"PROTECTION AGAINST FINANCIAL CONFLICTS OF 
INTEREST IN CERTAIN PROJECTS OF RESEARCH 
"SEC. 493A. (a) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall de

fine by regulation, the specific cir-
cumstances that constitute the existence of 
a financial interest in a project on the part 
of an entity or individual that will, or may 
be reasonably expected to, create a bias in 
favor of obtaining results in such project 
that are consistent with such financial inter
est. Such definition shall apply uniformly to 
each entity or individual conducting a re
search project under this Act. In the case of 
any entity or individual receiving assistance 
from the Secretary for a project of research 
described in paragraph (2), the Secretary 
shall by regulation establjsh standards for 
responding to, including managing, reducing, 
or eliminating, the existence of such a finan
cial interest. The entity may adopt individ
ualized procedures for implementing the 
standards. 

"(2) RELEVANT PROJECTS.-A project of re
search referred to in paragraph (1) is a 
project of clinical research whose purpose is 
to evaluate the safety or effectiveness of a 
drug, medical device, or treatment and for 
which such entity is receiving assistance 
from the Secretary. 

"(3) IDENTIFYING AND REPORTING TO THE DI
RECTOR.-The Secretary shall ensure that 
the standards established under paragraph 
(1) specify that as a condition of receiving 
assistance from the Secretary for the project 
involved, an entity described in such sub
section is required-

"(A) to have in effect at the time the en
tity applies for the assistance and through
out the period during which the assistance is 
received, a process for identifying such fi
nancial interests as defined in paragraph (1) 
that exist regarding the project; and 

"(B) to report to the Director such finan
cial interest as defined in paragraph (1) iden
tified by the entity and how any such finan
cial interest identified by the entity will be 
managed or eliminated such that the project 
in question will be protected from bias that 
may stem from such financial interest. 

"(4) MONITORING OF PROCESS.-The Sec
retary shall monitor the establishment and 
conduct of the process established by an en
tity pursuant to paragraph (1). 

"(5) RESPONSE.-ln any case in which the 
Secretary determines that an entity has 
failed to comply with paragraph (3) regard
ing a project of research described in para
graph (1), the Secretary-

"(A) shall require that, as a condition of 
receiving assistance, the entity disclose the 
existence of a financial interest as defined in 
paragraph (1) in each public presentation of 
the results of such project; and 

"(B) may take such other actions as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

"(6) DEFINITION.-As used in this section: 
"(A) The term 'financial interest' includes 

the receipt of consulting fees or honoraria 
and the ownership of stock or equity. 

"(B) The term 'assistance', with respect to 
conducting a project of research, means a 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement. 

"(b) FINAL RULE FOR REGULATIONS.-The 
Secretary shall issue a final rule for the reg
ulations required in subsection (a) not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of the National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Act of 1993.". 
SEC. 165. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 
this subtitle shall become effective on the 
date that occurs 180 days after the date on 
which the final rule required under section 
493([)(4) of the Public Health Service Act, as 
amended by sections 161 and 163, is published 
in the Federal Register. 

(b) AGREEMENTS AS A CONDITION OF FUND
ING.- The requirements of subsection (f)(5) of 
section 493 of the Public Health Service Act, 
as amended by sections 161 and 163, with re
spect to agreements as a condition of fund
ing shall not be effective in the case of 
projects of research for which initial funding 
under the Public Health Service Act was pro
vided prior to the effective date described in 
subsection (a). 

TITLE II-NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH IN GENERAL 

SEC. 201. HEALTH PROMOTION RESEARCH DIS
SEMINATION. 

Section 402([) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 282([)) is amended by striking 
"other public and private entities." and all 
that follows through the end and inserting 
"other public and private entities, including 
elementary, secondary, and post-secondary 
schools. The Associate Director shall-

"(!) annually review the efficacy of exist
ing policies and techniques used by the na
tional research institutes to disseminate the 
results of disease prevention and behavioral 
research programs; 

"(2) recommend, coordinate, and oversee 
the modification or reconstruction of such 
policies and techniques to ensure maximum 
dissemination, using advanced technologies 
to the maximum extent practicable, of re
search results to such entities; and 

"(3) annually prepare and submit to the Di
rector of NIH a report concerning the pre
vention and dissemination activities under
taken by the Associate Director, including-

"(A) a summary of the Associate Director's 
review of existing dissemination policies and 
techniques together with a detailed state
ment concerning any modification or re
structuring, or recommendations for modi
fication or restructuring, of such policies 
and techniques; and 

"(B) a detailed statement of the expendi
tures made for the prevention and dissemina
tion activities reported on and the personnel 
used in connection with such activities.". 
SEC. 202. PROGRAMS FOR INCREASED SUPPORT 

REGARDING CERTAIN STATES AND 
RESEARCHERS. 

Section 402 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 282) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(g)(l)(A) In the case of entities described 
in subparagraph (B), the Director of NIH, 
acting through the Director of the National 
Center for Research Resources, shall estab
lish a program to enhance the competitive
ness of such entities in obtaining funds from 
the national research institutes for conduct
ing biomedical and behavioral research. 
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"(B) The entities referred to in subpara

graph (A) are entities that conduct bio
medical and behavioral research and are lo
cated in a State in which the aggregate suc
cess rate for applications to the national re
search institutes for assistance for such re
search by the entities in the State has his
torically constituted a low success rate of 
obtaining such funds, relative to such aggre
gate rate for such entities in other States. 

"(C) With respect to enhancing competi
tiveness for purposes of subparagraph (A), 
the Director of NIH, in carrying out the pro
gram established under such subparagraph, 
may-

"(i) provide technical assistance to the en
tities involved, including technical assist
ance in the preparation of applications for 
obtaining funds from the national research 
institutes; 

"(ii) assist the entities in developing a plan 
for biomedical or behavioral research propos
als; and 

"(iii) assist the entities in implementing 
such plan. 

"(2) The Director of NIH shall establish a 
program of supporting projects of biomedical 
or behavioral research whose principal re
searchers are individuals who have not pre
viously served as the principal researchers of 
such projects supported by the Director.". 
SEC. 203. CHILDREN'S VACCINE INITIATIVE. 

Part A of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 281 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 

"CHILDREN'S VACCINE INITIATIVE 
"SEC. 404. (a) DEVELOPMENT OF NEW VAC

CINES.-The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Director of the National Vaccine Pro
gram under title XXI and acting through the 
Directors of the National Institute for Al
lergy and Infectious Diseases, the National 
Institute for Child Health and Human Devel
opment, the National Institute for Aging, 
and other public and private programs, shall 
carry out activities, which shall be consist
ent with the global Children's Vaccine Ini
tiative, to develop affordable new and im
proved vaccines to be used in the United 
States and in the developing world that will 
increase the efficacy and efficiency of the 
prevention of infectious diseases. In carrying 
out such activities, the Secretary shall, to 
the extent practicable, develop and make 
available vaccines that require fewer con
tacts to deliver, that can be given early in 
life, that provide long lasting protection, 
that obviate refrigeration, needles and sy
ringes, and that protect against a larger 
number of diseases. 

"(b) REPORT.-In the report required in 
section 2104, the Secretary, acting through 
the Director of the National Vaccine Pro
gram under title XXI, shall include informa
tion with respect to activities and the 
progress made in implementing the provi
sions of this section and achieving its goals. 

"(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
In addition to any other amounts authorized 
to be appropriated for activities of the type 
described in this section, there are author
ized to be appropriated to carry out this sec
tion $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1995 and 1996.''. 
SEC. 204. PLAN FOR USE OF ANIMALS IN RE

SEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Part A of title IV of the 
Public Health Service Act, as amended by 
section 203 of this Act, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

"PLAN FOR USE OF ANIMALS IN RESEARCH 
"SEC. 404A. (a) The Director of NIH, after 

consultation with the committee established 
under subsection (e), shall prepare a plan

"(1) for the National Institutes of Health 
to conduct or support research into-

"(A) methods of biomedical research and 
experimentation that do not require the use 
of animals; 

"(B) methods of such research and experi
mentation that reduce the number of ani
mals used in such research; and 

"(C) methods of such research and experi
mentation that produce less pain and dis
tress in such animals; 

"(2) for establishing the validity and reli
ability of the methods described in para
graph (1); 

"(3) for encouraging the acceptance by the 
scientific community of such methods that 
have been found to be valid and reliable; and 

"(4) for training scientists in the use of 
such methods that have been found to be 
valid and reliable. 

"(b) Not later than October 1, 1993, the Di
rector of NIH shall submit to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives, and to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, 
the plan required in subsection (a) and shall 
begin implementation of the plan. 

"(c) The Director of NIH shall periodically 
review, and as appropriate, make revisions in 
the plan required under subsection (a). A de
scription of any revision made in the plan 
shall be included in the first biennial report 
under section 403 that is submitted after the 
revision is made. 

"(d) The Director of NIH shall take such 
actions as may be appropriate to convey to 
scientists and others who use animals in bio
medical or behavioral research or experimen
tation information respecting the methods 
found to be valid and reliable under sub
section (a)(2). 

"(e)(l) The Director of NIH shall establish 
within the National Institutes of Health a 
committee to be known as the Interagency 
Coordinating Committee on the Use of Ani
mals in Research (hereafter in this sub
section referred to as the 'Committee'). 

"(2) The Committee shall provide advice to 
the Director of NIH on the preparation of the 
plan required in subsection (a). 

"(3) The Committee shall be composed of
"(A) the Directors of each of the national 

research institutes and the Director of the 
Center for Research Resources (or the des
ignees of such Directors); and 

"(B) representatives of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Food and Drug Ad
ministration, the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, the National Science Founda
tion, and such additional agencies as the Di
rector of NIH determines to be appropriate.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 4 of 
the Health Research Extension Act of 1985 
(Public Law 99-158; 99 Stat. 880) is repealed. 
SEC. 205. INCREASED PARTICIPATION OF WOMEN 

AND MEMBERS OF UNDERREP
RESENI'ED MINORITIES IN FIELDS 
OF BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL 
RESEARCH. 

Section 402 of the Public Health Service 
Act, as amended by section 202 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(h) The Secretary, acting through the Di
rector of NIH and the Directors of the agen
cies of the National Institutes of Health, 
may conduct and support programs for re
search, research training, recruitment, and 
other activities to provide for an increase in 
the number of women and members of under-

represented minority groups in the fields of 
biomedical and behavioral research.". 
SEC. 206. REQUIREMENTS REGARDING SURVEYS 

OF SEXUAL BEHAVIOR. 
Part A of title IV of the Public Health 

Service Act, as amended by section 204 of 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

"REQUffiEMENTS REGARDING SURVEYS OF 
SEXUAL BEHAVIOR 

"SEC. 404B. With respect to any survey of 
human sexual behavior proposed to be con
ducted or supported through the National In
stitutes of Health, the survey may not be 
carried out unless-

"(1) the proposal has undergone review in 
accordance with any applicable requirements 
of sections 491 and 492; and 

"(2) the Secretary, in accordance with sec
tion 492A, makes a determination that the 
information expected to be obtained through 
the survey will assist-

"(A) in reducing the incidence of sexually 
transmitted diseases, the incidence of infec
tion with the human immunodeficiency 
virus, or the incidence of any other infec
tious disease; or 

"(B) in improving reproductive health or 
other conditions of health.". 
SEC. 207. DISCRETIONARY FUND OF DIRECTOR 

OF NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTII. 

Section 402 of the Public Health Service 
Act, as amended by section 205 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(i)(l) There is established a fund, consist
ing of amounts appropriated under para
graph (3) and made available for the fund, for 
use by the Director of NIH to carry out the 
activities authorized in this Act for the Na
tional Institutes of Health. The purposes for 
which such fund may be expended include-

"(A) providing for research on matters 
that have not received significant funding 
relative to other matters, responding to new 
issues and scientific emergencies, and acting 
on research opportunities of high priority; 

"(B) supporting research that is not exclu
sively within the authority of any single 
agency of such Institutes; and 

"(C) purchasing or renting equipment and 
quarters for activities of such Institutes. 

"(2) Not later than February 10 of each fis
cal year, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, and to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the 
Senate, a report describing the activities un
dertaken and expenditures made under this 
section during the preceding fiscal year. The 
report may contain such comments of the 
Secretary regarding this section as the Sec
retary determines to be appropriate. 

"(3) For the purpose of carrying out this 
subsection, there are authorized to be appro
priated $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1995 and 1996.". 
SEC. 208. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) TERM OF OFFICE FOR MEMBERS OF ADVI
SORY COUNCILS.-Section 406(c) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284a(c)) is 
amended in the second sentence by striking 
"until a successor has been appointed" and 
inserting the following: "for 180 days after 
the date of such expiration". 

(b) LITERACY REQUffiEMENTS.-Section 
402(e) of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 282(e)) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (3), by striking "and" at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 
and inserting"; and"; and 
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(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new paragraph: 
"(5) ensure that, after January 1, 1994, at 

least one-half of all new or revised health 
education and promotion materials devel
oped or funded by the National Institutes of 
Health is in a form that does not exceed a 
level of functional literacy, as defined in the 
National Literacy Act of 1991 (Public Law 
102-73).". 

(c) DAY CARE REGARDING ClllLDREN OF EM
PLOYEES.-Section 402 of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended by section 207 of 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(i)(l) The Director of NIH may establish a 
program to provide day care service for the 
employees of the National Institutes of 
Health similar to those services provided by 
other Federal agencies (including the avail
ability of day care service on a 24-hour-a-day 
basis). 

"(2) Any day care provider at the National 
Institutes of Health shall establish a sliding 
scale of fees that takes into consideration 
the income and needs of the employee. 

' '(3) For purposes regarding the provision 
of day care service, the Director of NIH may 
enter into rental or lease purchase agree
ments.". 
TITLE ID-GENERAL PROVISIONS RE

SPECTING NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTI
TUTES 

SEC. 301. APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY OF DI
RECTORS OF NATIONAL RESEARCH 
INSTITIJTES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF GENERAL AUTHORITY 
REGARDING DffiECT FUNDING.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 405(b)(2) of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
284(b)(2)) is amended-

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking "and" 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe
riod at the end and inserting "; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

" (C) shall receive from the President and 
the Office of Management and Budget di
rectly all funds appropriated by the Congress 
for obligation and expenditure by the Insti
tute .". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
413(b)(9) of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 285a-2(b)(9)) is amended-

(A) by striking " (A)" after "(9)" ; and 
(B) by striking " advisory council;" and all 

that follows and inserting " advisory coun
cil. " . 

(b) APPOINTMENT AND DURATION OF TECH
NICAL AND SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW GROUPS.
Section 405(c) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S .C. 284(c)) is amended-

(!) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows : 

" (3) may, in consultation with the advisory 
council for the Institute and with the ap
proval of the Director of NIH-

"(A) establish technical and scientific peer 
review groups in addition to those appointed 
under section 402(b)(6); and 

" (B) appoint the members of peer review 
groups established under subparagraph (A); 
and" ; and 

(2) by adding after and below paragraph ( 4) 
the following: 
"The Federal Advisory Committee Act shall 
not apply to the duration of a peer review 
group appointed under paragraph (3).". 
SEC. 302. PROGRAM OF RESEARCH ON 

OSTEOPOROSIS, PAGET'S DISEASE, 
AND RELATED BONE DISORDERS. 

Part B of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284 et seq.), as amend-

ed by section 121(b) of Public Law 102-321 (106 
Stat. 358), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

"RESEARCH ON OSTEOPOROSIS, PAGET'S 
DISEASE, AND RELATED BONE DISORDERS 

"SEC. 410. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Direc
tors of the National Institute of Arthritis 
and Musculoskeletal and Skin Diseases, the 
National Institute on Aging, the National In
stitute of Diabetes, Digestive and Kidney 
Diseases, and the National Institute of Den
tal Research, shall expand and intensify the 
programs of such Institutes with respect to 
research and related activities concerning 
osteoporosis, Paget's disease, and related 
bone disorders. 

"(b) CoORDINATION.-The Directors referred 
to in subsection (a) shall jointly coordinate 
the programs referred to in such subsection 
and consult with the Arthritis and Musculo
skeletal Diseases Interagency Coordinating 
Committee and the Interagency Task Force 
on Aging Research. 

" (c) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-ln order to assist in car

rying out the purpose described in subsection 
(a), the Director of NIH shall provide for the 
establishment of an information clearing
house on osteoporosis and related bone dis
orders to facilitate and enhance knowledge 
and understanding on the part of health pro
fessionals, patients, and the public through 
the effective dissemination of information. 

"(2) ESTABLISHMENT THROUGH GRANT OR 
CONTRACT.-For the purpose of carrying out 
paragraph (1), the Director of NIH shall enter 
into a grant, cooperative agreement, or con
tract with a nonprofit private entity in
volved in activities regarding the prevention 
and control of osteoporosis and related bone 
disorders. 

"(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
For the purpose of carrying out this section, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 1995 and 1996.''. 
SEC. 303. ESTABLISHMENT OF INTERAGENCY 

PROGRAM FOR TRAUMA RESEARCH. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title XII of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300d et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
part: 

" PARTE-INTERAGENCY PROGRAM FOR 
TRAUMA RESEARCH 

"SEC. 1251. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, acting 

through the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health (hereafter in this section re
ferred to as the 'Director' ), shall establish a 
comprehensive program of conducting basic 
and clinical research on trauma (hereafter in 
this section referred to as the 'Program'). 
The Program shall include research regard
ing the diagnosis, treatment, rehabilitation, 
and general management of trauma. 

(b) PLAN FOR PROGRAM.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Director, in con

sultation with the Trauma Research Inter
agency Coordinating Committee established 
under subsection (g) , shall establish and im
plement a plan for carrying out the activi
ties of the Program, including the activities 
described in subsection (d). All such activi
ties shall be carried out in accordance with 
the plan. The plan shall be periodically re
viewed, and revised as appropriate. 

"(2) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 
than one year after the date of enactment of 
this section, the Director shall submit the 
plan required in paragraph (1) to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, and to the Com-

mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the 
Senate, together with an estimate of the 
funds needed for each of the fiscal years 1994 
through 1996 to implement the plan. 

"(C) PARTICIPATING AGENCIES; COORDINA
TION AND COLLABORATION.-The Director-

"(!) shall provide for the conduct of activi
ties under the Program by the Directors of 
the agencies of the National Institutes of 
Health involved in research with respect to 
trauma; 

"(2) shall ensure that the activities of the 
Program are coordinated among such agen
cies; and 

"(3) shall, as appropriate, provide for col
laboration among such agencies in carrying 
out such activities. 

"(d) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES OF PROGRAM.-The 
Program shall include-

"(!) studies with respect to all phases of 
trauma care, including prehospital, resus
citation, surgical intervention, critical care, 
infection control, wound healing, nutritional 
care and support, and medical rehabilitation 
care; 

"(2) basic and clinical research regarding 
the response of the body to trauma and the 
acute treatment and medical rehabilitation 
of individuals who are the victims of trauma; 
and 

"(3) basic and clinical research regarding 
trauma care for pediatric and geriatric pa
tients. 

" (e) MECHANISMS OF SUPPORT.-In carrying 
out the Program, the Director, acting 
through the Directors of the agencies re
ferred to in subsection (c)(l), may make 
grants to public and nonprofit entities, in
cluding designated trauma centers. 

"(f) RESOURCES.-The Director shall assure 
the availability of appropriate resources to 
carry out the Program, including the plan 
established under subsection (b) (including 
the activities described in subsection (d)). 

"(g) COORDINATING COMMITTEE.-
" (!) IN GENERAL.- There shall be estab

lished a Trauma Research Interagency Co
ordinating Committee (hereafter in this sec
tion referred to as the 'Coordinating Com
mittee'). 

" (2) DUTIES.-The Coordinating Committee 
shall make recommendations regarding-

" (A) the activities of the Program to be 
carried out by each of the agencies rep
resented on the Committee and the amount 
of funds needed by each of the agencies for 
such activities; and 

" (B) effective collaboration among the 
agencies in carrying out the activities. 

"(3) COMPOSITION.-The Coordinating Com
mittee shall be composed of the Directors of 
each of the agencies that, under subsection 
(c), have responsibilities under the Program, 
and any other individuals who are practi
tioners in the trauma field as designated by 
the Director of the National Institutes of 
Health. 

"(h) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'designated trauma center' 
has the meaning given such term in section 
1231(1). 

" (2) The term 'Director' means the Direc
tor of the National Institutes of Health. 

" (3) The term 'trauma' means any serious 
injury that could result in loss of life or in 
significant disability and that would meet 
pre-hospital triage criteria for transport to a 
designated trauma center." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 402 
of the Public Health Service Act, as amended 
by section 208(c) of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 
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"(k) The Director of NIH shall carry out 

the program established in partE of title XII 
(relating to interagency research on trau
ma).". 
TITLE IV-NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE 

SEC. 401. EXPANSION AND INTENSIFICATION OF 
ACTIVITIES REGARDING BREAST 
CANCER. 

Subpart 1 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"BREAST AND GYNECOLOGICAL CANCERS 
"SEC. 417. (a) EXPANSION AND COORDINA

TION OF ACTIVITIES.-The Director of the In
stitute, in consultation with the National 
Cancer Advisory Board, shall expand, inten
sify, and coordinate the activities of the In
stitute with respect to research on breast 
cancer, ovarian cancer, and other cancers of 
the reproductive system of women. 

"(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER lNSTI
TUTES.-The Director of the Institute shall 
coordinate the activities of the Director 
under subsection (a) with similar activities 
conducted by other national research insti
tutes and agencies of the National Institutes 
of Health to the extent that such Institutes 
and agencies have responsibilities that are 
related to breast cancer and other cancers of 
the reproductive system of women. 

"(c) PROGRAMS FOR BREAST CANCER.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out sub

section (a), the Director of the Institute 
shall conduct or support research to expand 
the understanding of the cause of, and to 
find a cure for, breast cancer. Activities 
under such subsection shall provide for an 
expansion and intensification of the conduct 
and support of-

"(A) basic research concerning the etiology 
and causes of breast cancer; 

"(B) clinical research and related activi
ties concerning the causes, prevention, de
tection and treatment of breast cancer; 

"(C) control programs with respect to 
breast cancer in accordance with section 412; 

"(D) information and education programs 
with respect to breast cancer in accordance 
with section 413; and 

"(E) research and demonstration centers 
with respect to breast cancer in accordance 
with section 414, including the development 
and operation of centers for breast cancer re
search to bring together basic and clinical, 
biomedical and behavioral scientists to con
duct basic, clinical, epidemiological, 
psychosocial, prevention and treatment re
search and related activities on breast can
cer. 
Not less than six centers shall be operated 
under subparagraph (E). Activities of such 
centers should include supporting new and 
innovative research and training programs 
for new researchers. Such centers shall give 
priority to expediting the transfer of re
search advances to clinical applications. 

"(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN FOR PRO
GRAMS.-

"(A) The Director of the Institute shall en
sure that the research programs described in 
paragraph (1) are implemented in accordance 
with a plan for the programs. Such plan shall 
include comments and recommendations 
that the Director of the Institute considers 
appropriate, with due consideration provided 
to the professional judgment needs of the In
stitute as expressed in the annual budget es
timate prepared in accordance with section 
413(9). The Director of the Institute, in con
sultation with the National Cancer Advisory 
Board, shall periodically review and revise 
such plan. 

"(B) Not later than May 1, 1993, the birec
tor of the Institute shall submit a copy of 
the plan to the President's Cancer Panel, the 
Secretary and the Director of NIH. 

"(C) The Director of the Institute shall 
submit any revisions of the plan to the 
President's Cancer Panel, the Secretary, anu 
the Director of NIH. 

" (D) The Secretary shall provide a copy of 
the plan submitted under subparagraph (A), 
and any revisions submitted under subpara
graph (C), to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate. 

"(d) OTHER CANCERS.-In carrying out sub
section (a), the Director of the Institute 
shall conduct or support research on ovarian 
cancer and other cancers of the reproductive 
system of women. Activities under such sub
section shall provide for the conduct and 
support of-

"(1) basic research concerning the etiology 
and causes of ovarian cancer and other can
cers of the reproductive system of women; 

"(2) clinical research and related activities 
into the causes, prevention, detection and 
treatment of ovarian cancer and other can
cers of the reproductive system of women; 

"(3) control programs with respect to ovar
ian cancer and other cancers of the reproduc
tive system of women in accordance with 
section 412; 

"(4) information and education programs 
with respect to ovarian cancer and other 
cancers of the reproductive system of women 
in accordance with section 413; and 

"(5) research and demonstration centers 
with respect to ovarian cancer and cancers of 
the reproductive system in accordance with 
section 414. 

"(e) REPORT.- The Director of the Institute 
shall prepare, for inclusion in the biennial 
report submitted under section 407, a report 
that describes the activities of the National 
Cancer Institute under the research pro
grams referred to in subsection (a), that 
shall include-

"(!)a description of the research plan with 
respect to breast cancer prepared under sub
section (c); 

" (2) an assessment of the development, re
vision, and implementation of such plan; 

"(3) a description and evaluation of the 
progress made, during the period for which 
such report is prepared, in the research pro
grams on breast cancer and cancers of the re
productive system of women; 

"(4) a summary and analysis of expendi
tures made, during the period for which such 
report is made, for activities with respect to 
breast cancer and cancers of the reproduc
tive system of women conducted and sup
ported by the National Institutes of Health; 
and 

"(5) such comments and recommendations 
as the Director considers appropriate.". 
SEC. 402. EXPANSION AND INTENSIFICATION OF 

ACTIVITIES REGARDING PROSTATE 
CANCER. 

Subpart 1 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 
401 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

"PROSTATE CANCER 
"SEC. 417A. (a) EXPANSION AND COORDINA

TION OF ACTIVITIES.-The Director of the In
stitute, in consultation with the National 
Cancer Advisory Board, shall expand, inten
sify, and coordinate the activities of the In
stitute with respect to research on prostate 
cancer. 

"(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER INSTI
TUTES.-The Director of the Institute shall 

coordinate the activities of the Director 
under subsection (a) with similar activities 
conducted by other national research insti
tutes and agencies of the National Institutes 
of Health to the extent that such Institutes 
and agencies have responsibilities that are 
related to prostate cancer. 

"(c) PROGRAMS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out sub

section (a), the Director of the Institute 
shall conduct or support research to expand 
the understanding of the cause of, and to 
find a cure for, prostate cancer. Activities 
under such subsection shall provide for an 
expansion and intensification of the conduct 
and support of-

" (A) basic research concerning the etiology 
and causes of prostate cancer; 

" (B) clinical research and related activi
ties concerning the causes, prevention, de
tection and treatment of prostate cancer; 

"(C) prevention and control and early de
tection programs with respect to prostate 
cancer in accordance with section 412, par
ticularly as it relates to intensifying re
search on the role of prostate specific anti
gen for the screening and early detection of 
prostate cancer; 

"(D) an Inter-Institute Task Force, under 
the direction of the Director of the Institute, 
to provide coordination between relevant Na
tional Institutes of Health components of re
search efforts on prostate cancer; 

"(E) control programs with respect to pros
tate cancer in accordance with section 412; 

"(F) information and education programs 
with respect to prostate cancer in accord
ance with section 413; and 

"(G) research and demonstration centers 
with respect to prostate cancer in accord
ance with sention 414, including the develop
ment and operation of centers for prostate 
cancer research to bring together basic and 
clinical, biomedical and behavioral scientists 
to conduct basic, clinical, epidemiological, 
psychosocial, prevention and treatment re
search and related activities on prostate can
cer. 
Not less than six centers shall be operated 
under subparagraph (G). Activities of such 
centers should include supporting new and 
innovative research and training programs 
for new researchers. Such centers shall give 
priority to expediting the transfer of re
search advances tc. clinical applications. 

"(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN FOR PRO
GRAMS.-

"(A) The Director of the Institute shall en
sure that the research programs described in 
paragraph (1) are implemented in accordance 
with a plan for the programs. Such plan shall 
include comments and recommendations 
that the Director of the Institute considers 
appropriate, with due consideration provided 
to the professional judgment needs of the In
stitute as expressed in the annual budget es
timate prepared in accordance with section 
413(9). The Director of the Institute, in con
sultation with the National Cancer Advisory 
Board, shall periodically review and revise 
such plan. 

" (B) Not later than May 1, 1993, the Direc
tor of the Institute shall submit a copy of 
the plan to the President's Cancer Panel, the 
Secretary and the Director of NIH. 

"(C) The Director of the Institute shall 
submit any revisions of the plan to the 
President's Cancer Panel, the Secretary, and 
the Director of NIH. 

"(D) The Secretary shall provide a copy of 
the plan submitted under subparagraph (A), 
and any revisions submitted under subpara
graph (C), to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
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and the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate.". 
SEC. 403. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart 1 of part C of 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act, as 
amended by section 402 of this Act, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
section: 

''AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEC. 417B. (a) ACTIVITIES GENERALLY.
For the purpose of carrying out this subpart, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$2,200,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1995 and 1996. 

"(b) BREAST CANCER AND GYNECOLOGICAL 
CANCERS.-

"(!) BREAST CANCER.-
"(A) For the purpose of carrying out sub

paragraph (A) of section 417(c)(l), there are 
authorized to be appropriated $225,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1994, and such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995 
and 1996. Such authorizations of appropria
tions are in addition to the authorizations of 
appropriations established in subsection (a) 
with respect to such purpose. 

"(B) For the purpose of carrying out sub
paragraphs (B) through (E) of section 
417(c)(l), there are authorized to be appro
priated $100,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1995 and 1996. Such author
izations of appropriations are in addition to 
the authorizations of appropriations estab
lished in subsection (a) with respect to such 
purpose. 

"(2) OTHER CANCERS.-For the purpose of 
carrying out subsection (d) of section 417, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$75,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums 
as are necessary for each of the fiscal years 
1995 and 1996. Such authorizations of appro
priations are in addition to the authoriza
tions of appropriations established in sub
section (a) with respect to sucn purpose. 

"(c) PROSTATE CANCER.-For the purpose of 
carrying out section 417A, there are author
ized to be appropriated $72,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1994, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 
Such authorizations of appropriations are in 
addition to the authorizations of appropria
tions established in subsection (a) with re
spect to such purpose . 

"(d) ALLOCATION REGARDING CANCER CON
TROL.-Of the amounts appropriated for the 
National Cancer Institute for a fiscal year, 
the Director of the Institute is authorized to 
make available not less than 10 percent for 
carrying out the cancer control activities 
authorized in sectior. 412 and for which budg
et estimates are made under section 413(b)(9) 
for the fiscal year.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 408 of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284c) is amend
ed-

(A) by striking subsection (a); 
(B) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub

section (a); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (5) of sub

section (a) (as so redesignated) as subsection 
(b); and 

(D) by amending the heading for the sec
tion to read as follows: 

"CERTAIN USES OF FUNDS". 
(2) CROSS-REFERENCE.-Section 464F of the 

Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285m-6) 
is amended by striking "section 408(b)(l)" 
and inserting "section 408(a)(1)". 

TITLE V-NATIONAL HEART, LUNG, AND 
BLOOD INSTITUTE 

SEC. 501. EDUCATION AND TRAINING. 
Section 421(b) of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 285b-3(b)) is amended-
(1) in paragraph (3), by striking "and" 

after the semicolon at the end; 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting"; and"; and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(5) shall, in consultation with the advi

sory council for the Institute, conduct appro
priate intramural training and education 
programs, including continuing education 
and laboratory and clinical research training 
programs.''. 
SEC. 502. CENTERS FOR THE STUDY OF PEDI

ATRIC CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASES. 
Section 422(a)(l) of the Public Health Serv

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 285b-4(a)(l)) is amended
(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking "and" 

at the end; 
(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe

riod and inserting"; and"; and 
(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new subparagraph: 
"(D) three centers for basic and clinical re

search into, training in, and demonstration 
of, advanced diagnostic, prevention, and 
treatment (including genetic studies, intra
uterine environment studies, postnatal stud
ies, heart arrhythmias, and acquired heart 
disease and preventive cardiology) for car
diovascular diseases in children.". 
SEC. 503. NATIONAL CENTER ON SLEEP DIS. 

ORDERS RESEARCH. 
Subpart 2 of part C of title IV of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285b et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"NATIONAL CENTER ON SLEEP DISORDERS 
RESEARCH 

"SEC. 424. (a) Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of the National In
stitutes of Health Revitalization Act of 1993, 
the Director of the Institute shall establish 
the National Center on Sleep Disorders Re
search (in this section referred to as the 
'Center'). The Center shall be headed by a di
rector, who shall be appointed by the Direc
tor of the Institute. 

"(b) The general purpose of the Center is
"(1) the conduct and support of research, 

training, health information dissemination, 
and other activities with respect to sleep dis
orders, including biological and circadian 
rhythm research, basic understanding of 
sleep, chronobiological and other sleep relat
ed research; and 

"(2) to coordinate the activities of the Cen
ter with similar activities of other Federal 
agencies, including the other agencies of the 
National Institutes of Health, and similar 
activities of other public entities and non
profit entities. 

"(c)(l) The Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health shall establish a committee 
to be known as the Sleep Disorders Coordi
nating Committee (hereafter in this section 
referred to as the 'Coordinating Commit
tee '). 

"(2) The Coordinating Committee shall be 
composed of the directors of the National In
stitutes of Health, the National Institute on 
Aging, the National Institute of Child Health 
and Human Development, the National 
Heart, Lung and Blood Institute, the Na
tional Institute of Neurological Disorders 
and Stroke, the National Institute of Mental 
Health, and of such other national research 
institutes as the Director of the National In
stitutes of Health determines to be appro-

priate, and shall include representation from 
other Federal departments and agencies 
whose programs involve sleep disorders. 

"(3) The Director of the National Health, 
Lung, and Blood Institute shall serve as the 
chairperson of the Coordinating Committee. 

"(4) The Coordinating Committee shall 
make recommendations to the Director of 
the National Institutes of Health and the Di
rector of the Center with respect to the con
tent of the plan required in subsection (e), 
with respect to the activities of the Center 
that are carried out in conjunction with 
other agencies of the National Institutes of 
Health, and with respect to the activities of 
the Center that are carried out in conjunc
tion with other agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

"(d)(1) The Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health shall establish a board to be 
known as the Sleep Disorders Research Advi
sory Board (hereafter in this section referred 
to as the 'Advisory Board'). 

"(2) The Advisory Board shall advise, as
sist, consult with, and make recommenda
tions to the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, through the Director of the 
Institute, and the Director of the Center con
cerning matters relating to the scientific ac
tivities carried out by and through the Cen
ter and the policies respecting such activi
ties, including recommendations with re
spect to the plan required in subsection (c). 

"(3)(A) The Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health shall appoint to the Advisory 
Board 12 appropriately qualified representa
tives of the public who are not officers or 
employees of the Federal Government. Of 
such members, eight shall be representatives 
of health and scientific disciplines with re
spect to sleep disorders and four shall be in
dividuals representing the interests of indi
viduals with or undergoing treatment for 
sleep disorders. 

"(B) The following officials shall serve as 
ex officio members of the Advisory Board: 

"(i) The Director of the National Institutes 
of Health. 

"(ii) The Director of the Center. 
"(iii) The Director of the National Heart, 

Lung and Blood Institute. 
"(iv) The Director of the National Insti

tute of Mental Health. 
"(v) The Director of the National Institute 

on Aging. 
"(vi) The Director of the National Insti

tute of Child Health and Human Develop
ment. 

"(vii) The Director of the National Insti
tute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke. 

"(viii) The Assistant Secretary for Health. 
"(ix) The Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Health Affairs). 
"(x) The Chief Medical Director of the Vet

erans' Administration. 
"(4) The members of the Advisory Board 

shall, from among the members of the Advi
sory Board, designate an individual to serve 
as the chairperson of the Advisory Board. 

"(5) Except as inconsistent with, or inap
plicable to, this section, the provisions of 
section 406 shall apply to the advisory board 
established under this section in the same 
manner as such provisions apply to any advi
sory council established under such section. 

"(e)(1) After consultation with the Direc
tor of the Center, the advisory board estab
lished under subsection (d), and the coordi
nating committee established under sub
section (c), the Director of the National In
stitutes of Health shall develop a comprehen
sive plan for the conduct and support of sleep 
disorders research. 

"(2) The plan developed under paragraph 
(1) shall identify priorities with respect to 
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such research and shall provide for the co
ordination of such research conducted or 
supported by the agencies of the National In
stitutes of Health. 

"(3) The Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health (after consultation with the 
Director of the Center, the advisory board 
established under subsection (d), and the co
ordinating committee established under sub
section (c)) shall revise the plan developed 
under paragraph (1) as appropriate. 

"(f) The Director of the Center, in coopera
tion with the Centers for Disease Control, is 
authorized to coordinate activities with the 
Department of Transportation, the Depart
ment of Defense, the Department of Edu
cation, the Department of Labor, and the De
partment of Commerce to collect data, con
duct studies. and disseminate public infor
mation concerning the impact of sleep dis
orders and sleep deprivation.". 
SEC. 504. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Subpart 2 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 
503 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following section: 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 425. (a) For the purpose of carrying 

out this subpart, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 

"(b) Of the amounts appropriated under 
paragraph (1) for a fiscal year, the Director 
of the Institute is authorized to make avail
able not less than 10 percent for carrying out 
community-based prevention and control ac
tivities that include clinical investigations, 
clinical trials, epidemiologic studies, and 
prevention demonstration and education 
projects.". 
TITLE VI-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DIA

BETES AND DIGESTIVE AND KIDNEY 
DISEASES 

SEC. 601. PROVISIONS REGARDING NUTRITIONAL 
DISORDERS. 

Subpart 3 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285c et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

"NUTRITIONAL DISORDERS PROGRAM 
"SEc. 434. (a) The Director of the Institute 

shall establish a program of conducting and 
supporting research, training, health infor
mation dissemination, and other activities 
with respect to nutritional disorders, includ
ing obesity. 

" (b) In carrying out the program estab
lished under subsection (a), the Director of 
the Institute shall conduct and support each 
of the activities described in such sub
section. The Director of NIH shall ensure 
that, as appropriate, the other national re
search institutes and agencies of the Na
tional Institutes of Health have responsibil
ities regarding such activities. 

"(c) In carrying out the program estab
lished under subsection (a) , the Director of 
the Institute shall carry out activities to fa
cilitate and enhance knowledge and under
standing of nutritional disorders, including 
obesity, on the part of health professionals, 
patients, and the public through the effec
tive dissemination of information.". 

(b) DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSION OF RE
SEARCH AND TRAINING CENTERS.- Section 431 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
285c-5) is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d)(l) The Director of the Institute shall , 
subject to the extent of amounts made avail-

able in appropriations Acts, provide for the 
development or substantial expansion of cen
ters for research and training regarding nu
tritional disorders, including obesity. 

"(2) The Director of the Institute shall 
carry out paragraph (1) in collaboration with 
the Director of the National Cancer Institute 
and with the Directors of such other agen
cies of the National Institutes of Health as 
the Director of NIH determines to be appro
priate. 

"(3) Each center developed or expanded 
under paragraph (1) shall-

"(A) utilize the facilities of a single insti
tution, or be formed from a consortium of 
cooperating institutions, meeting such re
search and training qualifications as may be 
prescribed by the Director; 

"(B) conduct basic and clinical research 
into the cause, diagnosis, early detection, 
prevention, control and treatment of nutri
tional disorders, including obesity and the 
impact of nutrition and diet on child devel
opment; 

"(C) conduct training programs for physi
cians and allied health professionals in cur
rent methods of diagnosis and treatment of 
such diseases and complications, and in re
search in such disorders; and 

"(D) conduct information programs for 
physicians and allied health professionals 
who provide primary care for patients with 
such disorders or complications.". 
TITLE VII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON AR· 

THRITIS AND MUSCULOSKELETAL AND 
SKIN DISEASES 

SEC. 701. JUVENILE ARTHRITIS. 
(a) PURPOSE.-Section 435 of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285d) is amend
ed by striking "and other programs" and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
"and other programs with respect to arthri
tis and musculoskeletal and skin diseases 
(including sports-related disorders), with 
particular attention to the effect of these 
diseases on children. " . 

(b) PROGRAMS.-Section 436 (42 U.S.C. 285d-
1) is amended-

(!) in subsection (a), by inserting after the 
second sentence, the following: " The plan 
shall place particular emphasis upon expand
ing research into better understanding the 
causes and the development of effective 
treatments for arthritis affecting children."; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) by striking " and" at the end of para

graph (3); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (4) and inserting "; and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new paragraph: 
"(5) research into the causes of arthritis 

affecting children and the development, 
trial, and evaluation of techniques, drugs 
and devices used in the diagnosis, treatment 
(including medical rehabilitation), and pre
vention of arthritis in children.". 

(c) CENTERS.-Section 441 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 286d--6) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

" (f) Not later than October 1, 1994, the Di
rector shall establish a multipurpose arthri
tis and musculoskeletal disease center for 
the purpose of expanding the level of re
search into the cause, diagnosis, early detec
tion, prevention, control, and treatment of, 
and rehabilitation of children with arthritis 
and musculoskeletal diseases. • •. 

(d) ADVISORY BOARD.-
(1) TITLE.- Section 442(a) of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285d- 7(a)) is 
amended by inserting after "Arthritis" the 

the first place such term appears the follow
ing: "and Musculoskeletal and Skin Dis
eases". 

(2) COMPOSITION.-Section 442(b) of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285d-
7(b)) is amended-Section 442(b) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285d-7(b)) is 
amended-

(A) in the matter preceding Paragraph (1), 
by striking "eighteen" and inserting "twen
ty"; and 

(B) in paragraph (l)(B}-
(i) by striking "six" and inserting "eight"; 

and 
(ii) by striking "including" and all that 

follows and inserting the following: "includ
ing one member who is a person who has 
such a disease, one person who is the parent 
of an adult with such a disease, and two 
members who are parents of children with 
arthritis.". 

(3) ANNUAL REPORT.-Section 442(j) of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S~C. 285d-
7(j)) is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following para
graph: 

"(5) contains recommendations for expand
ing the Institute's funding of research di
rectly applicable to the cause, diagnosis, 
early detection, prevention, control, and 
treatment of, and rehabilitation of children 
with arthritis and musculoskeletal dis
eases.". 

TITLE VIII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON 
AGING 

SEC. 801. ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE REGISTRY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 12 of Public Law 

99-158(99 Stat. 885)is--
(1) transferred to subpart 5 of part C of 

title IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 285e et seq.); 

(2) redesignated as section 445G; and 
(3) inserted after section 445F of such Act. 
(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.-Section 445G of the Public Health 
Service Act, as transferred and inserted by 
subsection (a) of this section, is amended-

(!) by striking the section heading and all 
t:!lat follows through "may make a grant" in 
subsection (a) and inserting the following: 

''ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE REGISTRY 
" SEC. 445G. (a) IN GENERAL.-The Director 

of the Institute may make a grant"; and 
(2) by striking subsection (c). 

SEC. ~. AGING PROCESSES REGARDING 
WOMEN. 

Subpart 5 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 
801 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

"AGING PROCESSES REGARDING WOMEN 
" SEc. 445H. The Director of the Institute, 

in addition to other special functions speci
fied in section 444 and in cooperation with 
the Directors of the other national research 
institutes and agencies of the National Insti
tutes of Health, shall conduct research into 
the aging processes of women, with particu
lar emphasis given to the effects of meno
pause and the physiological and behavioral 
changes occurring during the transition from 
pre- to post-menopause, and into the diag
nosis, disorders, and complications related to 
aging and loss of ovarian hormones in 
women.". 
SEC. 803. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Subpart 5 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as . amended by section 
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802 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

" AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEc. 4451. For the purpose of carrying out 

this subpart, there are authorized to be ap
propriated $500,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996.". 
SEC. 804. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 445C of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 285e-5(b)) is amended-

(1) in subsection (b)(1) , in the first sen
tence, by inserting after " Council" the fol
lowing: " on Alzheimer's Disease (hereafter in 
this section referred to as the 'Council ')" ; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(d) For purposes of this section, the term 
'Council on Alzheimer's Disease' means the 
council established in section 911(a) of Public 
Law 99-660.". 

TITLE IX-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
ALLERGY AND INFECTIOUS DISEASES 

SEC. 901. TROPICAL DISEASES. 
Section 446 of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 285[) is amended by inserting 
before the period the following: ", including 
tropical diseases" . 
SEC. 902. CHRONIC FATIGUE SYNDROME. 

(a) RESEARCH CENTERS.-Subpart 6 of part 
C of title IV of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 2850 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

' 'RESEARCH CENTERS REGARDING CHRONIC 
FATIGUE SYNDROME 

" SEc. 447. (a) The Director of the Institute, 
after consultation with the advisory council 
for the Institute, may make grants to, or 
enter into contracts with, public or noh
profit private entities for the development 
and operation of centers to conduct basic 
and clinical research on chronic fatigue syn
drome. 

" (b) Each center assisted under this sec
tion shall use the facilities of a single insti
tution, or be formed from a consortium of 
cooperating institutions, meeting such re
quirements as may be prescribed by the Di
rector of the Institute." . 

(b) EXTRAMURAL STUDY SECTION.-Not later 
than 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall establish an extramural study 
section for chronic fatigue syndrome re
search. 

(C) REPRESENTATIVES.-The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, acting through 
the Director of the National Institutes of 
Health, shall ensure that appropriate indi
viduals with expertise in chronic fatigue syn
drome or neuromuscular diseases and rep
resentative of a variety of disciplines and 
fields within the research community are ap
pointed to appropriate National Institutes of 
Health advisory committees and boards. 
TITLE X-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CHILD 

HEALTH AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 

Subtitle A-Research Centers With Respect 
to Contraception and Research Centers 
With Respect to Infertility 

SEC. 1001. GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR RE· 
SEARCH CENTERS. 

Subpart 7 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 3 
of Public Law 101-613, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

"RESEARCH CENTERS WITH RESPECT TO 
CONTRACEPTION AND INFERTILITY 

" SEC. 452A. (a) The Director of the Insti
tute, after consultation with the advisory 

council for the Institute, shall make grants 
to, or enter into contracts with, public or 
nonprofit private entities for the develop
ment and operation of centers to conduct ac
tivities for the purpose of improving meth
ods of contraception and centers to conduct 
activities for the purpose of improving meth
ods of diagnosis and treatment of infertility. 

"(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the Di
rector of the Institute shall, subject to the 
extent of amounts made available in appro
priations Acts, provide for the establishment 
of three centers with respect to contracep
tion and for two centers with respect to in
fertility. 

"(c)(1) Each center assisted under this sec
tion shall, in carrying out the purpose of the 
center involved-

"(A) conduct clinical and other applied re
search, including-

"(i) for centers with respect to contracep
tion, clinical trials of new or improved drugs 
and devices for use by males and females (in
cluding barrier methods); and 

"(ii) for centers with respect to infertility, 
clinical trials of new or improved drugs and 
devices for the diagnosis and treatment of 
infertility in males and females; 

"(B) develop protocols for training physi
cians, scientists, nurses, and other health 
and allied health professionals; 

"(C) conduct training programs for such 
individuals; 

"(D) develop model continuing education 
programs for such professionals; and 

"(E) disseminate information to such pro
fessionals and the public. 

"(2) A center may use funds provided under 
subsection (a) to provide stipends for health 
and allied health professionals enrolled in 
programs described in subparagraph (C) of 
paragraph (1), and to provide fees to individ
uals serving as subjects in clinical trials con
ducted under such paragraph. 

"(d) The Director of the Institute shall, as 
appropriate, provide for the coordination of 
information among the centers assisted 
under this section. 

"(e) Each center assisted under subsection 
(a) shall use the facilities of a single institu
tion, or be formed from a consortium of co
operating institutions, meeting such require
ments as may be prescribed by the Director 
of the Institute. 

" (f) Support of a center under subsection 
(a) may be for a period not exceeding 5 years. 
Such period may be extended for one or more 
additional periods not exceeding 5 years if 
the operations of such center have been re
viewed by an appropriate technical and sci
entific peer review group established by the 
Director and if such group has recommended 
to the Director that such period should be 
extended. 

"(g) For the purpose of carrying out this 
section, there are authorized to be appro
priated $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1995 and 1996.". 
SEC. 1002. LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM FOR RE

SEARCH WITH RESPECT TO CONTRA· 
CEPTION AND INFERTILITY. 

Part G of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as redesignated by section 
141(a)(2) of this Act, is amended by inserting 
after section 487A the following section: 
"LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM FOR RESEARCH 

WITH RESPECT TO CONTRACEPTION AND INFER
TILITY 
"SEC. 487B. (a) The Secretary, in consulta

tion with the Director of the National Insti
tute of Child Health and Human Develop
ment, shall establish a program of entering 
into agreements with qualified health profes-

sionals (including graduate students) under 
which such health professionals agree to con
duct research with respect to contraception, 
or with respect to infertility, in consider
ation of the Federal Government agreeing to 
repay, for each year of such service, not 
more than $20,000 of the principal and inter
est of the educational loans of such health 
professionals. 

"(b) The provisions of sections 338B, 338C, 
and 338E shall apply to the program estab
lished in subsection (a) to the same extent 
and in the same manner as such provisions 
apply to the National Health Service Corps 
Loan Repayment Program established ·in 
subpart III of part D of title III. 

"(c) Amounts appropriated for carrying 
out this section shall remain available until 
the expiration of the second fiscal year be
ginning after the fiscal year for which the 
amounts were appropriated.". 

Subtitle B-Program Regarding Obstetrics 
and Gynecology 

SEC. 1011. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 
Subpart 7 of part C of title IV of the Public 

Health Service Act, as amended by section 
1001 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

"PROGRAM REGARDING OBSTETRICS AND 
GYNECOLOGY 

" SEC. 452B. The Director of the Institute 
shall establish and maintain within the In
stitute an intramural laboratory and clinical 
research program in obstetrics and gyne
cology. " . 

Subtitle C-Child Health Research Centers 
SEC. 1021. ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTERS. 

Subpart 7 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 
1011 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

"ClllLD HEALTH RESEARCH CENTERS 
"SEc. 452C. The Director of the Institute 

shall develop and support centers for con
ducting research with respect to child 
health. Such centers shall give priority to 
the expeditious transfer of advances from 
basic science to clinical applications and im
proving the care of infants and children.". 

Subtitle D-Study Regarding Adolescent 
Health 

SEC. 1031. PROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL STUDY. 
Subpart 7 of part C of title IV of the Public 

Health Service Act, as amended by section 
1021 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

"PROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL STUDY ON 
ADOLESCENT HEALTH 

"SEC. 452D. (a) IN GENERAL.-Not later 
than November 1, 1993, the Director of the In
stitute shall initiate a 3-year study for the 
purpose of providing information on the gen
eral health and well-being of adolescents in 
the United States, including, with respect to 
such adolescents, information on-

"(1) the behaviors that promote health and 
the behaviors that are detrimental to health; 
and 

"(2) the influence on health of factors par
ticular to the communities in which the ado
lescents reside. 

"(b) DESIGN OF STUDY.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The study required in 

subsection (a) shall be a longitudinal study 
in which a substantial number of adolescents 
participate as subjects. With respect to the 
purpose described in such subsection, the 
study shall monitor the subjects throughout 
the period of the study to determine the 
health status of the subjects and any change 
in such status over time. 
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"(2) POPULATION-SPECIFIC ANALYSES.-The 

study required in subsection (a) shall be con
ducted with respect to the population of ado
lescents who are female, the population of 
adolescents who are male, various socio
economic populations of adolescents, and 
various racial and ethnic populations of ado
lescents. The study shall be designed and 
conducted in a manner sufficient to provide 
for a valid analysis of whether there are sig
nificant differences among such populations 
in health status and whether and to what ex
tent any such differences are due to factors 
particular to the populations involved. 

"(c) COORDINATION WITH WOMEN'S HEALTH 
INITIATIVE.-With respect to the national 
study of women being conducted by the Sec
retary and known as the Women's Health 
Initiative, the Secretary shall ensure that 
such study is coordinated with the compo
nent of the study required in subsection (a) 
that concerns adolescent females, including 
coordination in the design of the 2 studies.". 

TITLE XI-NATIONAL EYE INSTITUTE 
SEC. 1101. CLINICAL AND HEALTH SERVICES RE

SEARCH ON EYE CARE AND DIABE
TES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart 9 of part C of 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 285i) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

''CLINICAL RESEARCH ON EYE CARE AND 
DIABETES 

"SEC. 456. (a) PROGRAM OF GRANTS.-The 
Director of the Institute, in consultation 
with the advisory council for the Institute, 
may award research grants to one or more 
Diabetes Eye Research Institutions for the 
support of programs in clinical or health 
services aimed at-

"(1) providing comprehensive eye care 
services for people with diabetes, including a 
full complement of preventive, diagnostic 
and treatment procedures; 

"(2) developing new and improved tech
niques of patient care through basic and 
clinical research; 

"(3) assisting in translation of the latest 
research advances into clinical practice; and 

"(4) expanding the knowledge of the eye 
and diabetes through further research. 

"(b) UsE OF FUNDS.-Amounts received 
under a grant awarded under this section 
shall be used for the following: 

" (1) Establishing the biochemical , cellular, 
and genetic mechanisms associated with dia
betic eye disease and the earlier detection of 
pending eye abnormalities. The focus of 
work under this paragraph shall require that 
ophthalmologists have training in the most 
up-to-date molecular and cell biological 
methods. 

"(2) Establishing new frontiers in tech
nology, such as video-based diagnostic and 
research resources, to--

" (A) provide improved patient care; 
" (B) provide for the evaluation of retinal 

physiology and its affect on diabetes; and 
" (C) provide for the assessment of risks for 

the development and progression of diabetic 
eye disease and a more immediate evalua
tion of various therapies aimed at preventing 
diabetic eye disease. 
Such technologies shall be designed to per
mit evaluations to be performed both in hu
mans and in animal models. 

"(3) The translation of the results of vision 
research into the improved care of patients 
with diabetic eye disease. Such translation 
shall require the application of institutional 
resources that encompass patient care, clini
cal research and basic laboratory research. 

"(4) The conduct of research concerning 
the outcomes of eye care treatments and eye 

health education programs as they relate to 
patients with diabetic eye disease, including 
the evaluation of regional approaches to 
such research. 

"(c) AUTHORIZED EXPENDITURES.-The pur
poses for which a grant under subsection (a) 
may be expended include equipment for the 
research described in such subsection and 
the construction and modernization of facili
ties for such research.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 455 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
285i) is amended in the second sentence by 
striking "The Director" and inserting "Sub
ject to section 456, the Director" . 

TITLE XII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
NEUROLOGICAL DISORDERS AND STROKE 
SEC. 1201. RESEARCH ON MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS. 

Subpart 10 of part C of title IV of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285j et seq.) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 

"RESEARCH ON MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS 
"SEc. 460. The Director of the Institute 

shall conduct and support research on mul
tiple sclerosis, especially research on effects 
of genetics and hormonal changes on the 
progress of the disease.". 

TITLE XIII-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SCIENCES 

SEC. 1301. APPLIED TOXICOLOGICAL RESEARCH 
AND TESTING PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart 12 of part C of 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 2851) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

" APPLIED TOXICOLOGICAL RESEARCH AND 
TESTING PROGRAM 

" SEC. 463A. (a) There is established within 
the Institute a program for conducting ap
plied research and testing regarding toxi
cology, which program shall be known as the 
Applied Toxicological Research and Testing 
Program. 

" (b) In carrying out the program estab
lished under subsection (a), the Director of 
the Institute shall , with respect to toxi
cology, carry out activities-

" (!) to expand knowledge of the health ef
fects of environmental agents; 

" (2) to broaden the spectrum of toxicology 
information that is obtained on selected 
chemicals; 

" (3) to develop and validate assays and pro
tocols, including alternative methods that 
can reduce or eliminate the use of animals in 
acute or chronic safety testing; 

"(4) to establish criteria for the validation 
and regulatory acceptance of alternative 
testing and to recommend a process through 
which scientifically validated alternative 
methods can be accepted for regulatory use; 

" (5) to communicate the results of re
search to government agencies, to medical , 
scientific, and regulatory communities, and 
to the public; and 

"(6) to integrate related activities of the 
Department of Health and Human Serv
ices. " . 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 463 of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 2851) 
is amended by inserting after "Sciences" the 
following: "(hereafter in this subpart re
ferred to as the 'Institute' )" . 

TITLE XIV-NATIONAL LIBRARY OF 
MEDICINE 

Subtitle A-General Provisions 
SEC. 1401. ADDmONAL AUTHORmES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 465(b) of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 286(b)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking " and" after the semicolon 
at the end of paragraph (5); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para
graph (8); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

" (6) publicize the availability from the Li
brary of the products and services described 
in any of paragraphs (1) through (5); 

"(7) promote the use of computers and tele
communications by health prMessionals (in
cluding health professionals in rural areas) 
for the plA.rpose of improving access to bio
medical information for health care delivery 
and medical research; and". 

(b) LIMITATION REGARDING GRANTS.-Sec
tion 474(b)(2) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C . 286b-S(b)(2)) is amended by 
striking "$750,000" and inserting "$1,000,000". 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

(1) REPEAL OF CERTAIN AUTHORITY.- Section 
215 of the Department of Health and Human 
Services Appropriations Act, 1988, as con
tained in section lOl(h) of Public Law 10<l-202 
(101 Stat. 1329-275), is repealed. 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN NEW AUTHOR
ITY.-With respect to the authority estab
lished for the National Library of Medicine 
in section 465(b)(6) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act, as added by subsection (a) of this 
section, such authority shall be effective as 
if the authority had been established on De
cember 22, 1987. 
SEC. 1402. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF SINGLE AUTHORIZA
TION.-Subpart 1 of part D of title IV of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S .C. 286 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing section: 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 468. (a) For the purpose of carrying 

out this part, there are authorized to be ap
propriated $150,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 

" (b) Amounts appropriated under sub
section (a) and made available for grants or 
contracts under any of sections 472 through 
476 shall remain available until the end of 
the fiscal year following the fiscal year for 
which the amounts were appropriated. " . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Part D of 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 286 et seq.) is amended by striking 
section 469 and section 478(c). 

Subtitle B-Financial Assistance 
SEC. 1411. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OF 

GRANTS FOR DEVEWPMENT OF 
EDUCATION TECHNOLOGIES. 

Section 473 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 286b-4) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(c)(1) The Secretary shall make grants to 
public or nonprofit private institutions for 
the purpose of carrying out projects of re
search on, and development and demonstra
tion of, new education technologies. 

" (2) The purposes for which a grant under 
paragraph (1) may be made include projects 
concerning-

"(A) computer-assisted teaching and test
ing of clinical competence at health profes
sions and research institutions; 

" (B) the effective transfer of new informa
tion from research laboratories to appro
priate clinical applications; 

"(C) the expansion of the laboratory and 
clinical uses of computer-stored research 
databases; and 

" (D) the testing of new technologies for 
training health care professionals. 

"(3) The Secretary may not make a grant 
under paragraph (1) unless the applicant for 
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the grant agrees to make the projects avail
able with respect to--

"(A) assisting in the training of health pro
fessions students; and 

"(B) enhancing and improving the capabili
ties of health professionals regarding re
search and teaching.". 
Subtitle C-National Information Center on 

Health Services Research and Health Care 
Technology 

SEC. 1421. ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTER. 
Part D of title IV of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 286 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
part: 
"Subpart 4-National Information Center on 

Health Services Research and Health Care 
Technology 

"NATIONAL INFORMATION CENTER 
" SEC. 478A. (a) There is established within 

the Library an entity to be known as the Na.; 
tional Information Center on Health Serv
ices Research and Health Care Technology 
(in this section referred to as the 'Center'). 

"(b) The purpose of the Center is the col
lection, storage, analysis, retrieval, and dis
semination of information on health services 
research, clinical practice guidelines, and on 
health care technology, including the assess
ment of such technology. Such purpose in
cludes developing and maintaining data 
bases and developing and implementing 
methods of carrying out such purpose. 

"(c) The Director of the Center shall en
sure that information under subsection (b) 
concerning clinical practice guidelines is col
lected and maintained electronically and in 
a convenient format. Such Director shall de
velop and publish criteria for the inclusion of 
practice guidelines and technology assess
ments in the information center database . 

"(d) The Secretary, acting through the 
Center, shall coordinate the activities car
ried out under this section through the Cen
ter with related activities of the Adminis
trator for Health Care Policy and Re
search.''. 
SEC. 1422. CONFORMING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 903 of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 3 
of Public Law 102-410 (106 Stat. 2094), is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e) REQUIRED INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT.
The Administrator and the Director of the 
National Library of Medicine shall enter into 
an agreement providing for the implementa
tion of section 478A.". 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-The amend
ments made by section 3 of Public Law 102--
410 (106 Stat. 2094), by section 1421 of this 
Act, and by subsection (a) of this section 
may not be construed as terminating the in
formation center on health care technologies 
and health care technology assessment es
tablished under section 904 of the Public 
Health Service Act, as in effect on the day 
before the date of the enactment of Public 
Law 102-410. Such center shall be considered 
to be the center established in section 478A 
of the Public Health Service Act, as added by 
section 1421 of this Act, and shall be subject 
to the provisions of such section 478A. 

TITLE XV-OTHER AGENCIES OF 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

Subtitle A-Division of Research Resources 
SEC. 1501. REDESIGNATION OF DIVISION AS NA· 

TIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH RE
SOURCES. 

Title IV of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 281 et seq.) is amended-

(!) in section 40l(b)(2)(B), by amending 
such subparagraph to read as follows: 

"(B) The National Center for Research Re
sources."; and 

(2) in part E-
(A) in the heading for subpart 1, by strik

ing "Division of" and inserting "National 
Center for"; 

(B) in section 479. by striking "the Division 
of Research Resources" and inserting the fol
lowing: "the National Center for Research 
Resources (hereafter in this subpart referred 
to as the 'Center')"; 

(C) in sections 480 and 481, by striking "the 
Division of Research Resources" each place 
such term appears and inserting "the Cen
ter"; and 

(D) in sections 480 and 481, as amended by 
subparagraph (C), by striking "the Division" 
each place such term appears and inserting 
"the Center". 
SEC. 1502. BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RE· 

SEARCH FACILITIES. 

Subpart 1 of partE of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 287 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

''BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH 
FACILITIES 

"SEC. 481A. (a) MODERNIZATION AND CON
STRUCTION OF FACILITIES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Director of NIH, act
ing through the Director of the Center, may 
make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities to expand, remodel, renovate, or 
alter existing research facilities or construct 
new research facilities, subject to the provi
sions of this section. 

"(2) CONSTRUCTION AND COST OF CONSTRUC
TION.-For purposes of this section, the 
terms 'construction' and 'cost of construc
tion' include the construction of new build
ings and the expansion, renovation, remodel
ing, and alteration of existing buildings, in
cluding architects' fees, but do not include 
the cost of acquisition of land or off-site im
provements. 

"(b) SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL REVIEW 
BOARDS FOR MERIT-BASED REVIEW OF PRO
POSALS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL; APPROVAL AS PRE
CONDITION TO GRANTS.-

"(A) There is established within the Center 
a Scientific und Technical Review Board on 
Biomedical and Behavioral Research Facili
ties (hereafter referred to in this section as 
the 'Board'). 

"(B) The Director of the Center may ap
prove an application for a grant under sub
section (a) only if-

"(i) the Board has under paragraph (2) rec
ommended the application for approval; or 

"(ii) the Director makes a written deter
mination (setting forth in detail the Direc
tor's reasons for rejecting the recommenda
tions of the Board) to approve a grant de
spite the adverse recommendation of the 
Board. 

"(2) DUTIES.-
"(A) The Board shall provide advice to the 

Director of the Center and the advisory 
council established under section 480 (here
after in this section referred to as the 'Advi
sory Council') on carrying out this section. 

"(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Board shall make a determination of the 
merit of each application submitted for a 
grant under subsection (a), after consider
ation of the requirements established in sub
section (c), and shall report the results of the 
determination to the Director of the Center 
and the Advisory Council. Such determina
tions shall be conducted in a manner consist
ent with procedures established under sec
tion 492. 

" (C) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Board shall, in the case of applications rec
ommended for approval, make recommenda
tions to the Director and the Advisory Coun
cil on the amount that should be provided in 
the grant. 

"(D) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Board shall prepare an annual report for the 
Director of the Center and the Advisory 
Council describing the activities of the 
Board in the fiscal year for which the report 
is made. Each such report shall be available 
to the public, and shall-

"(i) summarize and analyze expenditures 
made under this section; 

"(ii) provide a summary of the types, num
bers, and amounts of applications that were 
recommended for grants under subsection (a) 
but that were not approved by the Director 
of the Center; and 

"(iii) contain the recommendations of the 
Board for any changes in the administration 
of this section. 

"(3) MEMBERSHIP.-
"(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the 

Board shall be composed of not more than 9 
members appointed by the Secretary, acting 
through the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, and ex officio members as 
the Director of the Center may determine. 

"(B) Not more than 2 individuals who are 
officers or employees of the Federal Govern
ment may serve as members of the Board. 

"(4) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS REGARDING 
MEMBERSHIP.-In selecting individuals for 
membership on the Board, the Secretary 
shall ensure that the members are individ
uals who, by the virtue of their training or 
experience, are eminently qualified to per
form peer review functions. In selecting such 
individuals for such membership, the Sec
retary shall ensure that the members of the 
Board collectively-

"(A) are experienced in the planning, con
struction, financing, and administration of 
entities that conduct biomedical or behav
ioral research sciences; 

"(B) are knowledgeable in making deter
minations of the need of entities for bio
medical or behavioral research facilities, in
cluding such facilities for the dentistry, 
nursing, pharmacy, and allied health profes
sions; 

"(C) are knowledgeable in evaluating the 
relative priorities for applications for grants 
under subsection (a) in view of the overall re
search needs of the United States; and 

"(D) are experienced with emerging cen
ters of excellence, as described in subsection 
(c)(3). 

"(5) CERTAIN AUTHORITIES.-
"(A) In carrying out paragraph (2), the 

Board may establish subcommittees, con
vene workshops and conferences, and collect 
data as the Board considers appropriate. 

"(B) In carrying out paragraph (2), the 
Board may establish subcommittees within 
the Board. Such subcommittees may hold 
meetings as determined necessary to enable 
the subcommittee to carry out its duties. 

"(6) TERMS.-
"(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 

(B), each appointed member of the Board 
shall hold office for a term of 4 years. Any 
member appointed to fill a vacancy occur
ring prior to the expiration of the term for 
which such member's predecessor was ap
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder 
of the term of the predecessor. 

"(B) Of the initial members appointed to 
the Board (as specified by the Secretary 
when making the appointments)-

"(i) 3 shall hold office for a term of 3 years; 
"(ii) 3 shall hold office for a term of 2 

years; and 
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"(iii) 3 shall hold office for a term of 

year. 
"(C) No member is eligible for reappoint

ment to the Board until 1 year has elapsed 
after the end of the most recent term of the 
member. 

"(7) COMPENSATION.-Members of board 
who are not officers or employees of the 
United States shall receive compensation for 
each day engaged in carrying out the duties 
of the board, including time engaged in trav
eling for purposes of such duties. Such com
pensation may not be provided in an amount 
in excess of the maximum rate of basic pay 
payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

"(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Cen

ter may make a grant under subsection (a) 
only if the applicant for the grant meets the 
following conditions: 

"(A) The applicant is determined by such 
Director to be competent to engage in the 
type of research for which the proposed facil
ity is to be constructed. 

"(B) The applicant provides assurances sat
isfactory to the Director that-

"(i) for not less than 20 years after comple
tion of the construction, the facility will be 
used for the purposes of research for which it 
is to be constructed; 

"(ii) sufficient funds will be available to 
meet the non-Federal share of the cost of 
constructing the facility; 
- "(iii) sufficient funds will be available, 
when construction is completed, for the ef
fective use of the facility for the research for 
which it is being constructed; and 

"(iv) the proposed construction will expand 
the applicant's capacity for research, or is 
necessary to improve or maintain the qual
ity of the applicant's research. 

"(C) The applicant meets reasonable quali
fications established by the Director with re
spect to-

" (i) the relative scientific and technical 
merit of the applications, and the relative ef
fectiveness of the proposed facilities, in ex
panding the capacity for biomedical or be
havioral research and in improving the qual
ity of such research; 

" (ii) the quality of the research or train
ing, or both, to be carried out in the facili
ties involved; 

" (iii) the need of the applicant for such fa
cilities in order to maintain or expand the 
applicant's research and training mission; 

" (iv) the congruence of the research activi
ties to be carried out within the facility with 
the research and investigator manpower 
needs of the United States; and 

" (v) the age and condition of existing re
search facilities and equipment. 

" (D) The applicant has demonstrated a 
commitment to enhancing and expanding the 
research productivity of the applicant. 

"(2) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN FACTORS.
In making grants under subsection (a), the 
Director of the Center may, in addition to 
the requirements established in paragraph 
(1), consider the following factors: 

" (A) To what extent the applicant has the 
capacity to broaden the scope of research 
and research training programs of the appli
cant by promoting-

" (i) interdisciplinary research; 
"(ii) research on emerging technologies, 

including those involving novel analytical 
techniques or computational methods; or 

" (iii) other novel research mechanisms or 
programs. 

" (B) To what extent the applicant has 
broadened the scope of research and research 
training programs of qualified institutions 
by promoting genomic research with an em-

phasis on interdisciplinary research, inc-lud
ing research related to pediatric investiga
tions. 

"(3) INSTITUTIONS OF EMERGING EXCEL
LENCE.-Of the amounts appropriated under 
subsection (i) for a fiscal year, the Director 
of the Center shall make available 25 percent 
for grants under subsection (a) to applicants 
that, in addition to meeting the require
ments established in paragraph (1), have 
demonstrated emerging excellence in bio
medical or behavioral research, as follows: 

"(A) The applicant has a plan for research 
or training advancement and possesses the 
ability to carry out the plan. 

"(B) The applicant carries out research and 
research training programs that have a spe
cial relevance to a problem, concern, or 
unmet health need of the United States. 

" (C) The applicant has been productive in 
research or research development and train
ing. 

" (D) The applicant-
" (i) has been designated as a center of ex

cellence under section 739; 
"(ii) is located in a geographic area a sig

nificant percentage of whose population has 
a health-status deficit, and the applicant 
provides health services to such population; 
or 

" (iii) is located in a geographic area in 
which a deficit in health care technology, 
services, or research resources may ad
versely affect health status of the population 
of the area in the future, and the applicant 
is carrying out activities with respect to pro
tecting the health status of such population. 

"(d) REQUIREMENT OF APPLICATION . ..:.......The 
Director of the Center may make a grant 
under subsection (a) only if an application 
for the grant is submitted to the Director 
and the application is in such form , is made 
in such manner, and contains such agree
ments, assurances, and information as the 
Director determines to be necessary to carry 
out this section. 

" (e) AMOUNT OF GRANT; PAYMENTS.-
" (1) AMOUNT.- The amount of any grant 

awarded under subsection (a) shall be deter
mined by the Director of the Center, except 
that such amount shall not exceed-

" (A) 50 percent of the necessary cost of the 
construction of a proposed facility as deter
mined by the Director; or 

"(B) in the case of a multipurpose facility , 
40 percent of that part of the necessary cost 
of construction that the Director determines 
to be proportionate to the contemplated use 
of the facility. 

" (2) RESERVATION OF AMOUNTS.-On ap
proval of any application for a grant under 
subsection (a) , the Director of the Center 
shall reserve, from any appropriation avail
able therefore, the amount of such grant, 
and shall pay such amount, in advance or by 
way of reimbursement, and in such install
ments consistent with the construction 
progress, as the Director may determine ap
propriate. The reservation of the Director of 
any amount by the Director under this para
graph may be amended by the Director, ei
ther on the approval of an amendment of the 
application or on the revision of the esti
mated cost of construction of the facility. 

"(3) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN COSTS.-ln de
termining the amount of any grant under 
this subsection (a), there shall be excluded 
from the cost of construction an amount 
equal to the sum of-

" (A) the amount of any other Federal 
grant that the applicant has obtained, or is 
assured of obtaining, with respect to con
struction that is to be financed in part by a 
grant authorized under this section; and 

" (B) the amount of any non-Federal funds 
required to be expended as a condition of 
such other Federal grant. 

"(4) WAIVER OF LIMITATIONS.-The limita
tions imposed by paragraph (1) may be 
waived at the discretion of the Director for 
applicants meeting the conditions described 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (c). 

"(f) RECAPTURE OF PAYMENTS.-If, not later 
than 20 years after the completion of con
struction for which a grant has been awarded 
under subsection (a)-

"(1) the applicant or other owner of the fa
cility shall cease to be a public or nonprofit 
private entity; or 

"(2) the facility shall cease to be used for 
the research purposes for which it was con
structed (unless the Director determines, in 
accordance with regulations, that there is 
good cause for releasing the applicant or 
other owner from obligation to do so); 
the United States shall be entitled to recover 
from the applicant or other owner of the fa
cility the amount bearing the same ratio to 
the current value (as determined by an 
agreement between the parties or by action 
brought in the United States District Court 
for the district in which such facility is situ
ated) of the facility as the amount of the 
Federal participation bore to the cost of the 
construction of such facility. 

" (g) NONINTERFERENCE WITH ADMINISTRA
TION OF ENTITIES.-Except as otherwise spe
cifically provided in this section, nothing 
contained in this part shall be construed as 
authorizing any department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States to exercise 
any direction, supervision, or control over, 
or impose any requirement or condition with 
respect to the administration of any entity 
funded under this part. 

" (h) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion, the Director of the Center, after con
sultation with the Advisory Council , shall 
issue guidelines with respect to grants under 
subsection (a). 

"(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
For the purpose of carrying out this section 
and section 481B, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $150,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1995 and 1996.". 
SEC. 1503. CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR NA

TIONAL PRIMATE RESEARCH CEN
TER. 

Subpart 1 of partE of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by section 
1502 of this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 

" CONSTRUCTION OF REGIONAL CENTERS FOR 
RESEARCH ON PRIMATES 

" SEc. 481B. (a) The Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, acting through 
the Director of the National Center for Re
search Resources, may award grants and 
contracts to public or nonprofit private enti
ties to construct, renovate, or otherwise im
prove such regional centers. 

" (b) The Director of NIH may not make a 
grant or enter into a contract under sub
section (a) unless the applicant for such as
sistance agrees, with respect to the costs to 
be incurred by the applicant in carrying out 
the purpose described in such subsection, to 
make available (directly or through dona
tions from public or private entities) non
Federal contributions in cash toward such 
costs in an amount equal to not less than $1 
for each $4 of Federal funds provided in such 
assistance. 

" (c) The Secretary may reserve not more 
than $7,000,000 of the amounts appropriated 
under section 481A(i) for each fiscal year to 
carry out this section.". 
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Subtitle B-National Center for Nursing 

Research 

SEC. 1511. REDESIGNATION OF NATIONAL CEN
TER FOR NURSING RESEARCH AS 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF NURSING 
RESEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subpart 3 of part E of 
title IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 287c et seq.) is amended-

(!) in section 483-
(A) in the heading for the section, by strik

ing " CENTER" and inserting "INSTITUTE"; 
and 

(B) by striking "The general purpose" and 
all that follows through "is" and inserting 
the following: "The general purpose of the 
National Institute of Nursing Research 
(hereafter in this subpart referred to as the 
'Institute') is"; 

(2) in section 484, by striking "Center" 
each place such term appears and inserting 
" Institute"; 

(3) in section 485-
(A) in subsection (a), in each of paragraphs 

(1) t}1rough (3), by striking "Center" each 
place such term appears and inserting "Insti
tute"; 

(B) in subsection (b)-
(i) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking " Cen

ter" and inserting " Institute"; and 
(ii) in paragraph (3)(A), in the first sen

tence, by striking " Center" and inserting 
" Institute"; and 

(C) in subsections (d) through (g), by strik
ing " Center" each place such term appears 
and inserting " Institute"; and 

(4) in section 485A (as redesignated by sec
tion 141(a)(l) of this Act), by striking " Cen
ter" each place such term appears and in
serting "Institute". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) ORGANIZATION OF NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

HEALTH.-Section 40l(b) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 281(b)) is amended

(A) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(Q) The National Institute of Nursing Re
search."; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara
graph (D). 

(2) TRANSFER ·OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS.
Sections 483 through 485A of the Public 
Health Service Act, as amended by sub
section (a) of this section-

(A) are transferred to part C of title IV of 
such Act; 

(B) are redesignated as sections 464V 
through 464Y of such part; and 

(C) are inserted, in the appropriate se
quence, at the end of such part. 

(3) HEADING FOR NEW SUBPART.-Title IV of 
the Public Health Service Act, as amended 
by the preceding provisions of this section, is 
amended-

(A) in part C, by inserting before section 
464V the following new heading: 

"Subpart 17-National Institute of Nursing 
Research"; and 

(B) by striking the heading for subpart 3 of 
part E. 

(4) CROSS-REFERENCES.-Title IV of the 
Public Health Service Act, as amended by 
the preceding provisions of this section, is 
amended in subpart 17 of part G-

(A) in section 464W, by striking "section 
483" and inserting "section 464V"; 

(B) in section 464X(g), by striking "section 
486" and inserting "section 464Y"; and 

(C) in section 464Y, in the last sentence, by 
striking "section 485(g)" and inserting "sec
tion 464X(g)". 

SEC. 1512. STUDY ON ADEQUACY OF NUMBER OF 
NURSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Di
rector of the National Institute of Nursing 
Research and in collaboration with the Divi
sion of Nursing of the Health Resources and 
Services Administration, shall enter into a 
contract with a public or nonprofit private 
entity to conduct a study for the purpose of 
determining whether and to what extent 
there is a need for an increase in the number 
of nurses in hospitals and nursing homes in 
order to promote the quality of patient care 
and reduce the incidence among nurses of 
work-related injuries and stress. 

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES.-The 
Secretary shall request the National Acad
emy of Sciences to enter into the contract 
under subsection (a) to conduct the study de
scribed in such subsection. If such Institute 
declines to conduct the study, the Secretary 
shall carry out such subsection through an
other public or nonprofit private entity. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) The term "nurse" means a registered 
nurse, a licensed practical nurse, a licensed 
vocational nurse, and a nurse assistant. 

(2) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services. 

(d) REPORTS.-The Secretary shall ensure 
that, not later than 18 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, an interim report 
describing the preliminary findings of the 
study conducted under this section will be is
sued, and not later than 3 years after such 
date of enactment, a final report shall be is
sued. Such reports shall be submitted to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, and to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of the 
Senate. 

Subtitle C-National Center for Human 
Genome Research 

SEC. 1521. PURPOSE OF CENTER. 
Title IV of the Public Health Service Act, 

as amended by sections 141(a)(l) and 
1611(b)(l)(B) of this Act, is amended-

(!) in section 401(b)(2), by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(D) The National Center for Human Ge
nome Research."; and 

(2) in part E. by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subpart: 

"Subpart 4-National Center for Human 
Genome Research 

"PURPOSE OF THE CENTER 
"SEC. 485B. (a) The general purpose of the 

National Center for Human Genome Re
search (hereafter in this subpart referred to 
as the 'Center') is to characterize the struc
ture and function of the human genome, in
cluding the mapping and sequencing of indi
vidual genes. Such purpose includes-

"(!) planning and coordinating the re
search goal of the genome project; 

"(2) reviewing and funding research propos
als; 

"(3) developing training programs; 
"(4) coordinating international genome re

search; 
"(5) communicating advances in genome 

science to the public; and 
"(6) reviewing and funding proposals to ad

dress the ethical and legal issues associated 
with the genome project. 

"(b)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
of the amounts appropriated to carry out 
subsection (a) for a fiscal year, the Director 
of the Center is authorized to make available 
not less than 5 percent for carrying out para
graph (6) of such subsection. 

"(2) With respect to providing funds under 
subsection (a)(6) for proposals to address the 
ethical and legal issues, including the issu
ing of patents, associated with the genome 
project, paragraph (1) shall not apply for a 
fiscal year if the Director of the Center cer
tifies to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce of the House of Representatives, and 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate, that the Director has 
determined that an insufficient number of 
such proposals meet the applicable require
ments of sections 491 and 492. 

"(3) In carrying out the provisions of para
graph (1), the Director of the Center shall 
consider proposals from qualified public and 
nonprofit academic or research facilities." . 

TITLE XVI-AWARDS AND TRAINING 
Subtitle A-National Research Service 

Awards 
SEC. 1601. REQUIREMENI' REGARDING WOMEN 

AND INDIVIDUA,LS FROM DISADVAN
TAGED BACKGROUNDS. 

Section 487(a) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 288(a)(4)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following paragraph: 

"(4) The Secretary shall carry out para
graph (1) in a manner that will result in the 
recruitment of women, and members from 
underrepresented minority groups, into 
fields of biomedical or behavioral research 
and in the provision of research training to 
women and such individuals.". 
SEC. 1602. SERVICE PAYBACK REQUIREMENI'S. 

Paragraph (2) of section 487(c) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 288(c)(2)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2)(A) For the initial year for which an in
dividual receives a National Research Serv
ice A ward for the conduct of postdoctoral 
training or research, such individual shall 
engage in one year of health research or 
teaching or any combination thereof which 
is in accordance with the usual patterns of 
academic employment, or complete a second 
year of training or research under such 
Award. 

"(B) Service obligations for National Re
search Service Awards that are less than 12 
months may be satisfied-

"(i) by the conduct of health research or 
teaching or any combination thereof which 
is in accordance with the usual patterns of 
academic employment for a period of time 
equal to the amount of time under the 
Award; or 

"(ii) by reimbursing the Federal Govern
ment for the amounts provided to such indi
vidual under the Award.". 

Subtitle B-Acquired Immune Deficiency 
Syndrome 

SEC. 1611. LOAN REPAYMENI' PROGRAM. 
Section 487A of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 288-1) is amended to read as 
follows: 
"LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM FOR RESEARCH 

WITH RESPECT TO ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFI
CIENCY SYNDROME 
"SEC. 487A. (a) IN GENERAL.-
"(!) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.-Subject to 

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall carry out 
a program of entering into agreements with 
appropriately qualified health professionals 
under which such health professionals agree 
to conduct, as employees of the National In
stitutes of Health, research with respect to 
acquired immune deficiency syndrome in 
consideration of the Federal Government 
agreeing to repay, for each year of such serv
ice, not more than $20,000 of the principal 
and interest of the educational loans of such 
health professionals. 
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"(2) LIMITATION.-The Secretary may not 

enter into an agreement with a health pro
fessional pursuant to paragraph (1) unless 
such professional-

"(A) has a substantial amount of edu
cational loans relative to income; and 

"(B)(i) was not employed at the National 
Institutes of Health during the 1-year period 
preceding the date of the enactment of the 
Health Professions Reauthorization Act of 
1988; or 

"(ii) agrees to serve as an employee of such 
Institutes for purposes of paragraph (1) for a 
period of not less than 3 years.". 

"(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVI
SIONS.-With respect to the National Health 
Service Corps Loan Repayment Program es
tablished in subpart Ill of part D of title Ill, 
the provisions of such subpart shall, except 
as inconsistent with subsection (a) of this 
section, apply to the program established in 
such subsection (a) in the same manner and 
to the same extent as such provisions apply 
to the National Health Service Corps Loan 
Repayment Program established in such sub
part. 

"(c) FUNDING; REIMBURSABLE TRANSFERS.
"(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For the purpose of carrying out this section, 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1994 through 1996. 

"(2) TRANSFERS FOR RELATED PROGRAM.
The Commissioner of Food and Drugs may 
carry out for the Food and Drug Administra
tion a program similar to the program estab
lished in subsection (a), which program shall 
be carried out with respect to the review of 
applications concerning acquired immune 
deficiency syndrome that are submitted to 
such Commissioner. From the amounts ap
propriated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary may transfer amounts to 
the Commissioner for the purpose of carry
ing out such program. The Commissioner 
shall provide a reimbursement to the Sec
retary for the amount so transferred, and the 
reimbursement shall be available only for 
the program established in subsection (a). 
Any transfer and reimbursement made for 
purposes of this paragraph for a fiscal year 
shall be completed by April1 of such year.". 

Subtitle C-Loan Repayment for Research 
Generally 

SEC. 1621. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 
Part G of title IV of the Public Health 

Service Act, as redesignated by section 
141(a)(2) of this Act and as amended by sec
tion 1002 of this Act, is amended by inserting 
after section 487B the following new section: 

''LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM FOR RESEARCH 
GENERALLY 

"SEC. 487C. (a) IN GENERAL.-
"(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.-Subject to 

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall carry out 
a program of entering into agreements with 
appropriately qualified health professionals 
under which such health professionals agree 
to conduct research, as employees of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, in consideration 
of the Federal Government agreeing to 
repay, for each year of such service, not 
more than $20,000 of the principal and inter
est of the educational loans of such health 
professionals. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-The Secretary may not 
enter into an agreement with a health pro
fessional pursuant to paragraph (1) unless 
such professional-

"(A) has a substantial amount of edu
cational loans relative to income; and 

"(B)(i) was not employed at the National 
Institutes of Health during the 1-year period 

preceding the date of the enactment of the 
Health Professions Reauthorization Act of 
1988; or 

"(ii) agrees to serve as an employee of such 
Institutes for purposes of paragraph (1) for a 
period of not less than 3 years.". 

"(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVI
SIONS.-With respect to the National Health 
Service Corps Loan Repayment Program es
tablished in subpart Ill of part D of title Ill, 
the provisions of such subpart shall, except 
as inconsistent with subsection (a) of this 
section, apply to the program established in 
such subsection (a) in the same manner and 
to the same extent as such provisions apply 
to the National Health Service Corps Loan 
Repayment Program established in such sub
part. 

"(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
For the purpose of carrying out this section 
other than with respect to acquired immune 
deficiency syndrome, there are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be nec
essary for each of the fiscal years 1994 
through 1996. ". 
Subtitle D-Scholarship and Loan Repay

ment Programs Regarding Professional 
Skills Needed by Certain Agencies 

SEC. 1631. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAMS FOR 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH. 

Part G of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act, as redesignated by section 
141(a)(2) of this Act and as amended by sec
tion 1621 of this Act, is amended by inserting 
after section 487C the following new sections: 
"UNDERGRADUATE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM RE

GARDING PROFESSIONS NEEDED BY NATIONAL 
RESEARCH INSTITUTES 
"SEC. 487D. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PRO

GRAM.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to section 

487(a)(1)(C), the Secretary, acting through 
the Director of NIH, may carry out a pro
gram of entering into contracts with individ
uals described in paragraph (2) under which-

"(A) the Director of NIH agrees to provide 
to the individuals scholarships for pursuing, 
as undergraduates at accredited institutions 
of higher education, academic programs ap
propriate for careers in professions needed by 
the National Institutes of Health; and 

"(B) the individuals agree to serve as em
ployees of the National Institutes of Health, 
for the period described in subsection (c), in 
positions that are needed by the National In
stitutes of Health and for which the individ
uals are qualified. 

"(2) INDIVIDUALS FROM DISADVANTAGED 
BACKGROUNDS.-The individuals referred to in 
paragraph (1) are individuals who--

"(A) are enrolled or accepted for enroll
ment as full-time undergraduates at accred
ited institutions of higher education; and 

"(B) are from minority groups that are 
underrepresented in the fields of biomedical 
or behavioral research. 

"(b) FACILITATION OF INTEREST OF STU
DENTS IN CAREERS AT NATIONAL INSTITUTES 
OF HEALTH.-In providing employment to in
dividuals pursuant to contracts under sub
section (a)(l), the Director of NIH shall carry 
out activities to facilitate the interest of the 
individuals in pursuing careers as employees 
of the National Institutes of Health. 

"(c) PERIOD OF OBLIGATED SERVICE.-
"(1) DURATION OF SERVICE.-For purposes of 

subparagraph (B) of subsection (a)(1), the pe
riod of service for which an individual is ob
ligated to serve as an employee of the Na
tional Institutes of Health is 12 months for 
each academic year for which the scholar
ship under such subsection is provided. 

"(2) SCHEDULE FOR SERVICE.-

"(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the Di
rector of NIH may not provide a scholarship 
under subsection (a) unless the individual ap
plying for the scholarship agrees that-

"(i) the individual will serve as an em
ployee of the National Institutes of Health 
full-time for not less than 10 consecutive 
weeks of each year during which the individ
ual is attending the educational institution 
involved and receiving such a scholarship; 

"(ii) the period of service as such an em
ployee that the individual is obligated to 
provide under clause (i) is in addition to the 
period of service as such an employee that 
the individual is obligated to provide under 
subsection (a)(1)(B); and 

"(iii) not later than 60 days after obtaining 
the educational degree involved, the individ
ual will begin serving full-time as such an 
employee in satisfaction of the period of 
service that the individual is obligated to 
provide under subsection (a)(1)(B). 

"(B) The Director of NIH may defer the ob
ligation of an individual to provide a period 
of service under subsection (a)(1)(B), if the 
Director determines that such a deferral is 
appropriate. 

"(3) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
RELATING TO APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSA
TION.-For any period in which an individual 
provides service as an employee of the Na
tional Institutes of Health in satisfaction of 
the obligation of the individual under sub
section (a)(1)(B) or paragraph (2)(A)(i), the 
individual may be appointed as such an em
ployee without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, relating to ap
pointment and compensation. 

"(d) PROVISIONS REGARDING SCHOLARSHIP.
"(1) APPROVAL OF ACADEMIC PROGRAM.-The 

Director of NIH may not provide a scholar
ship under subsection (a) for an academic 
year unless-

"(A) the individual applying for the schol
arship has submitted to the Director a pro
posed academic program for the year and the 
Director has approved the program; and 

"(B) the individual agrees that the pro
gram will not be altered without the ap
proval of the Director. 

"(2) ACADEMIC STANDING.-The Director of 
NIH may not provide a scholarship under 
subsection (a) for an academic year unless 
the individual applying for the scholarship 
agrees to maintain an acceptable level of 
academic standing, as determined by the 
educational institution involved in accord
ance with regulations issued by the Sec
retary. 

"(3) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT.-The Director 
of NIH may not provide a scholarship under 
subsection (a) for an academic year in an 
amount exceeding $20,000. 

"(4) AUTHORIZED USES.-A scholarship pro
vided under subsection (a) may be expended 
only for tuition expenses, other reasonable 
educational expenses, and reasonable living 
expenses incurred in attending the school in
volved. 

"(5) CONTRACT REGARDING DIRECT PAYMENTS 
TO INSTITUTION.-In the case of an institution 
of higher education with respect to which a 
scholarship under subsection (a) is provided, 
the Director of NIH may enter into a con
tract with the institution under which the 
amounts provided in the scholarship for tui
tion and other educational expenses are paid 
directly to the institution. Payments to the 
institution under the contract may be made 
without regard to section 3324 of title 31 , 
United States Code. 

"(e) PENALTIES FOR BREACH OF SCHOLAR
SHIP CONTRACT.-The provisions of section 
338E shall apply to the program established 
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in subsection (a) to the same extent and in 
the same manner as such provisions apply to 
the National Health Service Corps Loan Re
payment Program established in section 
338B. 

"(f) REQUIREMENT OF APPLICATION.-The 
Director of Nlll may not provide a scholar
ship under subsection (a) unless an applica
tion for the scholarship is submitted to the 
Director and the application is in such form, 
is made in such manner, and contains such 
agreements, assurances, and information as 
the Director determines to be necessary to 
carry out this section. 

"(g) AVAILABILITY OF AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS.-Amounts appropriated for 
a fiscal year for scholarships under this sec
tion shall remain available until the expira
tion of the second fiscal year beginning after 
the fiscal year for which the amounts were 
appropriated. 
"LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM REGARDING CLINI

CAL RESEARCHERS FROM DISADVANTAGED 
BACKGROUNDS 
"SEC. 487E. (a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PRO

GRAM.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to section 

487(a)(l)(C), the Secretary, acting through 
the Director of Nlll may, subject to para
graph (2), carry out a program of entering 
into contracts with appropriately qualified 
health professionals who are from disadvan
taged backgrounds under which such health 
professionals agree to conduct clinical re
search as employees of the National Insti
tutes of Health in consideration of the Fed
eral Government agreeing to pay, for each 
year of such service, not more than $20,000 of 
the principal and interest of the educational 
loans of the health professionals. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-The Director of NIH may 
not enter into a contract with a health pro
fessional pursuant to paragraph (1) unless 
such professional has a substantial amount 
of education loans relative to income. 

"(3) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
REGARDING OBLIGATED SERVICE.-Except to 
the extent inconsistent with this section, the 
provisions of sections 338C and 338E shall 
apply to the program established in para
graph (1) to the same extent and in the same 
manner as such provisions apply to the Na
tional Health Service Corps Loan Repayment 
Program established in section 338B. 

"(b) AVAILABILITY OF AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS.-Amounts appropriated for 
a fiscal year for contracts under subsection 
(a) shall remain available until the expira
tion of the second fiscal year beginning after 
the fiscal year for which the amounts were 
appropriated.". 
SEC. 1632. FUNDING. 

Section 487(a)(l) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 288(a)(l)) is amended-

H) in subparagraph (A), by striking "and" 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe
riod at the end and inserting"; and"; and 

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

"(C) provide contracts for scholarships and 
loan repayments in accordance with sections 
487D and 487E, subject to providing not more 
than an aggregate 50 such contracts during 
the fiscal years 1994 through 1996.". 

Subtitle E-Funding 
SEC. 1641. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 487(d) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 288(-d)) is amended-

(!) in the first sentence, by amending the 
sentence to read as follows: "For the purpose 
of carrying out this section, there are au
thorized to be appropriated $400,000,000 for 

fiscal year 1994, and such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995 
and 1996. ";and 

(2) in paragraph (3}-
(A) by striking "one-half of one percent" 

each place such term appears and inserting 
"1 percent"; and 

(B) by striking "780, 784, or 786" and insert
ing "747, 748, or 749". 
TITLE XVII-NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR 

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
SEC. 1701. NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR BIO

MEDICAL RESEARCH. 
Section 499 of the Public Health Service 

Act, as redesignated by section 12l(b), is 
amended-

(!) in subsection (a), by striking ", except 
for" and all that follows through "Transfer 
Act"; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e), 
(f), (g), (h), and (i) as subsections (d), (f), (g), 
(h), (i), (j), and (m), respectively; 

(3) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following new subsections: 

"(b) PURPOSE OF FOUNDATION.-The purpose 
of the Foundation shall be to support the Na
tional Institutes of Health in its mission, 
and to advance collaboration with bio
medical researchers from universities, indus
try, and nonprofit organizations. 

"(c) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES OF FOUNDATION.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out sub

section (b), the Foundation may solicit and 
accept gifts, grants, and other donations, es
tablish accounts, and invest and expend 
funds in support of the following activities 
with respect to the purpose described in such 
subsection: 

"(A) A program to provide and administer 
endowed positions that are associated with 
the research program of the National Insti
tutes of Health. Such endowments may be 
expended for the compensation of individuals 
holding the positions, for staff, equipment, 
quarters, travel, and other expenditures that 
are appropriate in supporting the endowed 
positions. 

"(B) A program to provide and administer 
fellowships and grants to research personnel 
in order to work and study in association 
with the National Institutes of Health. Such 
fellowships and grants may include stipends, 
travel, health insurance benefits and other 
appropriate expenses. The recipients of fel
lowships shall be selected by the donors and 
the Foundation upon the recommendation of 
the National Institutes of Health employees 
in the laboratory where the fellow would 
serve, and shall be subject to the agreement 
of the Director of the National Institutes of 
Health and the Executive Director of the 
Foundation. 

"(C) Supplementary programs to provide 
for-

"(i) scientists of other countries to serve in 
research capacities in the United States in 
association with the National Institutes of 
Health or elsewhere, or opportunities for em
ployees of the National Institutes of Health 
or other public health officials in the United 
States to serve in such capacities in other 
countries, or both; 

"(ii) the conduct and support of studies, 
projects, and research, which may include 
stipends, travel and other support for person
nel in collaboration with national and inter
national non-profit and for-profit organiza
tions; 

"(iii) the conduct and support of forums, 
meetings, conferences, courses, and training 
workshops that may include undergraduate, 
graduate, post-graduate, and post-doctoral 
accredited courses and the maintenance of 
accreditation of such courses by the Founda-

tion at the State and national level for col
lege or continuing education credits or for 
degrees; 

"(iv) programs to support and encourage 
teachers and students of science at all levels 
of education and programs for the general 
public which promote the understanding of 
science; 

"(v) programs for writing, editing, print
ing, publishing, and vending of books and 
other materials; and 

"(vi) the conduct of other activities to 
carry out and support the purpose described 
in subsection (b). 

"(2) FEES.-The Foundation may assess 
fees for the provision of professional, admin
istrative and management services by the 
Foundation in amounts determined reason
able and appropriate by the Executive Direc
tor. 

"(3) AUTHORITY OF FOUNDATION.-The Foun
dation shall be the sole entity responsible for 
carrying out the activities described in this 
subsection."; 

(4) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated)-
(A) in paragraph (1)--
(i) by striking "members of the Founda

tion" in subparagraph (A) and inserting "ap
pointed members of the Board"; 

(ii) by striking "Council" in subparagraph 
(B) and inserting "Board"; 

(iii) by striking "Council" in subparagraph 
(C) and inserting "Board"; and 

(iv) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraphs: 

"(D)(i) Not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of the National Institutes 
of Health Revitalization Act of 1993, the Di
rector of the National Institutes of Health 
shall convene a meeting of the ex officio 
members of the Board to-

"(1) incorporate the Foundation and estab
lish the general policies of the Foundation 
for carrying out the purposes of subsection 
(b), including the establishment of the by
laws of the Foundation; and 

"(II) appoint the members of the Board in 
accordance with subparagraph (C). 

"(ii) Upon the appointment of the members 
of the Board under clause (i)(II), the terms of 
service of the ex officio members of the 
Board as members of the Board shall termi
nate. 

"(E) The agreement of not less than three
fifths of the members of the ex officio mem
bers of the Board shall be required for the 
appointment of each member to the initial 
Board. 

"(F) No employee of the National Insti
tutes of Health shall be appointed as a mem
ber of the Board. 

"(G) The Board may, through amendments 
to the bylaws of the Foundation, provide 
that the number of members of the Board 
shall be greater than the number specified in 
subparagraph (C)."; 

(B) in paragraph (2}-
(i) by inserting "(A)" before "The ex"; 
(ii) by striking "an appointed member of 

the Board to serve as the Chair" and insert
ing "an individual to serve as the initial 
Chairperson"; and 

(iii) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

. "(B) Upon the termination of the term of 
service of the initial Chairperson of the 
Board, the appointed members of the Board 
shall elect a member of the Board to serve as 
the Chairperson of the Board."; 

(C) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking "(2)(C)" 
and inserting "(l)(C)"; and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraphs: 

"(5) MEETINGS AND QUORUM.-A majority Of 
the members of the Board shall constitute a 
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quorum for purposes of conducting the busi
ness of the Board. 

"(6) CERTAIN BYLAWS.-
"(A) In establishing bylaws under this sub

section, the Board shall ensure that the fol
lowing are provided for: 

"(i) Policies for the selection of the offi
cers, employees, agents, and contractors of 
the Foundation. 

"(ii) Policies, including ethical standards, 
for the acceptance, solicitation, and disposi
tion of donations and grants to the Founda
tion and for the disposition of the assets of 
the Foundation. Policies with respect to eth
ical standards shall ensure that officers, em
ployees and agents of the Foundation (in
cluding members of the Board) avoid encum
brances that would result in a conflict of in
terest, including a financial conflict of inter
est or a divided allegiance. Such policies 
shall include requirements for the provision 
of information concerning any ownership or 
controlling interest in entities related to the 
activities of the Foundation by such officers, 
employees and agents and their spouses and 
relatives. 

"(iii) Policies for the conduct of the gen
eral operations of the Foundation. 

"(iv) Policies for writing, editing, printing, 
publishing, and vending of books and other 
materi,als. 

"(B) In establishing bylaws under this sub
section, the Board shall ensure that such by
laws (and activities carried out under the by
laws) do not-

"(i) reflect unfavorably upon the ability of 
the Foundation or the National Institutes of 
Health to carry out its responsibilities or of
ficial duties in a fair and objective manner; 
or 

"(ii) compromise, or appear to com
promise, the integrity of any governmental 
agency or program, or any officer or em
ployee involved in such program."; 

(5) in subsection (i) (as so redesignated)
(A) by inserting ", and define the duties of 

the officers and employees" before the semi
colon in paragraph (4); 

(B) by striking paragraph (5); 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6) 

through (14), as paragraphs (5) through (13), 
respectively; 

(D) by striking paragraph (8) (as so redesig
nated), and inserting the following new para
graph: 

"(8) establish a process for the selection of 
candidates for positions under subsection 
(c);" 

(E) by inserting "solicit" after the para
graph designation in paragraph (11) (as so re
designated); 

(F) by striking "Executive" in paragraph 
(12) (as so redesignated); 

(G) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (13) (as so redesignate); and 

(H) by inserting after paragraph (13) (as so 
redesignated), the following new paragraph: 

"(14) enter into such other contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, and other 
transactions as the Director considers appro
priate to conduct the activities of the Foun
dation; and"; 

(6) by inserting after subsection (j) (as so 
redesignated), the following new subsections: 

"(k) GENERAL PROVISIONS.-
"(1) FOUNDATION INTEGRITY.-The members 

of the Board shall be accountable for the in
tegrity of the operations of the Foundation 
and shall ensure such integrity through the 
development and enforcement of criteria and 
procedures relating to standards of conduct 
(including those developed under subsection 
(d)(2)(B)(i)(ll)), financial disclosure state
ments, conflict of interest rules, recusal and 

waiver rules, audits and other matter deter
mined appropriate by the Board. 

"(2) FINANCIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.
Any individual who is an officer, employee, 
or member of the Board of the Foundation 
may not (in accordance with policies and re
quirements developed under subsection 
(d)(2)(B)(i)(ll)) personally or substantially 
participate in the consideration or deter
mination by the Foundation of any matter 
that would directly or predictably affect any 
financial interest of the individual or a rel
ative (as such term is defined in section 
109(16) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978) of the individual, of any business orga
nization or other entity, or of which the in
dividual is an officer or employee, or is nego
tiating for employment, or in which the indi
vidual has any other financial interest. 

"(3) AUDITS; AVAILABILITY OF RECORDS.
The Foundation shall-

"(A) provide for annual audits of the finan
cial condition of the Foundation; and 

"(B) make such audits, and all other 
records, documents, and other papers of the 
Foundation, available to the Secretary and 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
for examination or audit. 

"(4) REPORTS.-
"(A) Not later than 5 months following the 

end of each fiscal year, the Foundation shall 
publish a report describing the activities of 
the Foundation during the preceding fiscal 
year. Each such report shall include for the 
fiscal year involved a comprehensive state
ment of the operations, activities, financial 
condition, and accomplishments of the Foun
dation. 

"(B) With respect to the financial condi
tion of the Foundation, each report under 
subparagraph (A) shall include the source, 
and a description of, all gifts or grants to the 
Foundation of real or personal property, and 
the source and amount of all gifts or grants 
to the Foundation of money. Each such re
port shall include a specification of any re
strictions on the purposes for which gifts or 
grants to the Foundation may be used. 

"(C) The Foundation shall make copies of 
each report submitted under subparagraph 
(A) available for public inspection, and shall 
upon request provide a copy of the report to 
any individual for a charge not exceeding the 
cost of providing the copy. 

''(D) The Board shall annually hold a pub
lic meeting to summarize the activities of 
the Foundation and distribute written re
ports concerning such activities and the sci
entific results derived from such activities. 

"(5) SERVICE OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-Fed
eral employees may serve on committees ad
visory to the Foundation and otherwise co
operate with and assist the Foundation in 
carrying out its function; so long as the em
ployees do not direct or control Foundation 
activities. 

"(6) RELATIONSHIP WITH EXISTING ENTI
TIES.-The Foundation may, pursuant to ap
propriate agreements, merge with, acquire, 
or use the resources of existing nonprofit pri
vate corporations with missions similar to 
the purposes of the Foundation, such as the 
Foundation for Advanced Education in the 
Sciences. 

"(7) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS.-The 
Board shall adopt written standards with re
spect to the ownership of any intellectual 
property rights derived from the collabo
rative efforts of the Foundation prior to the 
commencement of such efforts. 

"(8) NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
AMENDMENTS OF 1990.-The activities con
ducted in support of the National Institutes 
of Health Amendments of 1990 (Public Law 

101-613) and the amendments made by such 
Act, shall not be nullified by the enactment 
of this section. 

"(9) LIMITATION OF ACTIVITIES.-The Foun
dation shall exist solely as an entity to work 
in collaboration with the research programs 
of the National Institutes of Health. The 
Foundation may not undertake activities 
(such as the operation of independent labora
tories or competing for Federal research 
funds) that are independent of those of the 
National Institutes of Health research pro
grams. 

"(1) DUTIES OF THE DIRECTOR.-
"(1) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN STANDARDS 

TO NON-FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-In the case of 
any individual who is not an employee of the 
Federal Government and who serves in asso
ciation with the National Institutes of 
Health, with respect to financial assistance 
received from the Foundation, the Founda
tion may not provide the assistance of, or 
otherwise permit the work at the National 
Institutes of Health to begin until a memo
randum of understanding between the indi
vidual and the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, or the designee of such Di
rector, has been executed specifying that the 
individual shall be subject to such ethical 
and procedural standards of conduct relating 
to duties performed at the National Insti
tutes of Health, as the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health determines is ap
propriate. 

"(2) SUPPORT SERVICES.-The Director of 
the National Institutes of Health may pro
vide facilities, utilities and support services 
to the Foundation if it is determined by the 
Director to be advantageous to the research 
programs of the National Institutes of 
Health."; 

(7) in subsection (m) (as so redesignated)-
(A) by striking "$200,000" each place that 

such appears and inserting "$500,000"; and 
(B) by striking "1995" in paragraph (1) and 

inserting "1996"; and 
(8) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new subsections: 

"(n) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall en
sure that no extramural funds made avail
able by the National Institutes of Health are 
provided to the Foundation or for activities 
provided for under subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of subsection (c)(1). 

"(0) REPORT ON ADEQUACY OF COMPLI
ANCE.-

"(1) lN GENERAL.-With respect to the mis
sion and function of the Foundation, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall conduct an audit to determine-

"(A) whether the Foundation is in compli
ance with the guidelines established under 
this section; and 

"(B) whether the procedures utilized under 
this section are adequate to prevent conflicts 
of interest involving the Foundation, the 
employees of the Foundation or members of 
the Board of the Foundation. 

"(2) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date on which the Foundation is in
corporated, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall complete the audit re
quired under paragraph (1) and prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate, a report describing the 
findings made with respect to such audit.". 
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TITLE XVIII-RESEARCH WITH RESPECT 

TO ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY 
SYNDROME 

SEC. 1801. REVISION AND EXTENSION OF VAR
IOUS PROGRAMS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.-Title XXIII of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300cc et 
seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 2304(c)(1)-
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by inserting after "Director of such In
stitute" the following: "(and may provide 
advice to the Directors of other agencies of 
the National Institutes of Health, as appro
priate)"; and 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting be
fore the semicolon the following: ", includ
ing recommendations on the projects of re
search with respect to diagnosing immune 
deficiency and with respect to predicting, di
agnosing, preventing, and treating cancers, 
opportunistic infections, and infectious dis
eases"; 

(2) in section 231l(a)(1), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ", including 
evaluations of methods of diagnosing im
mune deficiency and evaluations of methods 
of predicting, diagnosing, preventing, and 
treating cancers, opportunistic infections, 
and infectious diseases"; 

(3) in section 2315(a)(2), by striking "inter
national research" and all that follows and 
inserting "international research and train
ing concerning the natural history and 
pathogenesis of the human 
immunodeficiency virus and the develop
ment and evaluation of vaccines and treat
ments for acquired immune deficiency syn
drome and opportunistic infections."; 

(4) in section 2318-
(A) in subsection (a)(1)-
(i) by inserting after "The Secretary" the 

following: ", acting through the Director of 
the National Institutes of Health and after 
consultation with the Administrator for 
Health Care Policy and Research,"; and 

(ii) by striking "syndrome" and inserting 
"syndrome, including treatment and preven
tion of HIV infection and related conditions 
among women"; and 

(B) in subsection (e), by striking "1991." 
and inserting the following: "1991, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1994 through 1996."; 

(5) in section 2320(b)(1)(A), by striking 
"syndrome" and inserting "syndrome and 
the natural history of such infection"; 

(6) in the part heading for part D, by strik
ing "DffiECTOR OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES 
OF HEALTH" and inserting "OFFICE OF AIDS 
RESEARCH''; 

(7) in section 2351-
(A) by redesignating subsections (a), (b) 

and (c) as subsections (c), (d) and (e), respec
tively; 

(B) by inserting after the section heading 
the following new subsections: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out research 
with respect to acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome, the Secretary, acting through the 
Director of the National Institutes of 
Health-

"(1) shall establish an office to be known 
as the Office of AIDS Research, which Office 
shall be headed by a Director who shall

"(A) be appointed by the Secretary; 
"(B) be determined by the Secretary to be 

an individual who is an outstanding scientist 
and a highly skilled administrator; 

"(C) report directly to the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health; and 

"(D) be the primary Federal official re
sponsible for the conduct of AIDS-related re
search at the National Institutes of Health; 
and 

"(2) shall provide administrative support 
and support services to the Director of such 
Office and shall ensure that such support 
takes maximum advantage of existing ad
ministrative structures at the institutes, 
centers and divisions of the National Insti
tutes of Health to the fullest extent prac
ticable. 

"(b) ACTIVITIES OF THE OFFICE OF AIDS RE
SEARCH.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, acting 
through the director of the Office of AIDS 
Research, shall ensure that AIDS research 
activities are coordinated across and 
throughout the institutes, centers, and divi
sions of the National Institutes of Health. 

"(2) GENERAL DUTIES.-The Director of the 
Office of AIDS Research shall, based upon a 
strategic plan as defined in paragraph (3), de
velop and oversee the implementation of a 
scientifically justified budget for AIDS-re
lated research at the National Institutes of 
Health and coordinate all AIDS-related re
search activities conducted at the institutes, 
centers, and divisions of the National Insti
tutes of Health, and conduct evaluations on 
all such programs. 

"(3) STRATEGIC PLAN.-
"(A) DEVELOPMENT.-The Director of the 

Office of AIDS Research shall, based on the 
advice of the directors of the institutes, cen
ters, and divisions of the National Institutes 
of Health, and in consultation with the advi
sory council established in paragraph (5) and 
the coordinating groups established in sub
paragraph (B), develop and oversee the im
plementation of a comprehensive, long-range 
plan for the conduct and support of such re
search by the institutes, centers and divi
sions of the National Institutes of Health. 
Such plan shall be updated annually, and 
shall-

"(i) determine the appropriate overall bal
ance between basic and applied research and 
between intramural and extramural re
search; 

"(ii) determine and prioritize among criti
cal scientific AIDS-related questions; 

"(iii) based upon such determinations, 
specify the broad short and long range objec
tives to be achieved, and provide an estimate 
of the resources needed to achieve such ob
jectives; 

"(iv) evaluate the sufficiency of existing 
AIDS research programs to meet such objec
tives, and establish evaluation criteria, 
timelines and objectives for future program 
evaluation activities; and 

"(v) make recommendations for changes 
and necessary resource allocation in and 
among such programs. 

"(B) COORDINATING GROUPS.-The Director 
of the Office of AIDS Research shall estab
lish AIDS coordinating groups for each re
search discipline within the AIDS research 
program, composed of representatives of rel
evant agencies of the National Institutes of 
Health and qualified extramural scientists, 
to evaluate and assess the efforts of the 
AIDS Research Program at the National In
stitutes of Health, to advise on the develop
ment of the strategic plan described in sub
paragraph (A), and to determine the extent 
to which such efforts are in accordance with 
such strategic plan. 

"(4) COORDINATION.-The Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research shall act as the pri
mary Federal official with responsibility for 
overseeing all AIDS-related research efforts 
undertaken by the National Institutes of 
Health, and 

"(A) shall serve to represent the National 
Institutes of Health AIDS Research Program 
at all relevant Executive branch task forces 
and committees; and 

"(B) shall maintain communications with 
all relevant Public Health Service agencies 
and with various other departments of the 
Federal Government, to ensure the timely 
transmission of information concerning ad
vances in AIDS-related research and the 
clinical treatment of AIDS and its related 
conditions, between these various agencies 
for dissemination to affected communities 
and health care providers. 

"(5) ADVISORY COUNCIL.-
"(A) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall, 

consistent with section 406, establish an ad
visory council to be known as the Office of 
AIDS Research Advisory Council (hereafter 
referred to as the 'Council'), which shall 
serve to replace the AIDS Program Advisory 
Committee which is operating on the date of 
enactment of this subsection. 

"(B) COMPOSITION.-The Council shall be 
composed of biomedical, behavioral, and so
cial scientists, and representatives of diverse 
HIV affected communities, and shall be ap
pointed by the Secretary. 

"(C) AUTHORITY.-The Council shall-
"(i) advise the Director of the Office of 

AIDS Research and make recommendations 
concerning the development of the AIDS-re
lated research budget, and the development 
and implementation of the strategic plan for 
AIDS-related research at the National Insti
tutes of Health; 

"(ii) provide the second level of peer review 
for awards made directly from the Office of 
AIDS Research from the discretionary fund 
described in paragraph (7); and 

"(iii) carry out such other activities deter
mined appropriate by the Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research. 

"(6) BUDGETARY AUTHORITY.-The Director 
of the Office of AIDS Research shall-

"(A) in accordance with the strategic plan 
established under paragraph (3), in consulta
tion with the Council, and based on budget 
requests and additional advice from the di
rectors of the institutes, centers and divi
sions of the National Institutes of Health, 
prepare and submit directly to the President 
for review and transmittal to Congress, an 
annual, scientifically justified budget esti
mate for AIDS-related research conducted 
within the agencies of the National Insti
tutes of Health, after reasonable opportunity 
for comment (but without change) by the 
Secretary and the Director of the National 
Institutes of Health, which shall include the 
amount of funds required (as requested by 
the directors of such institutes, centers and 
divisions) for-

"(i) the continued funding of the commit
ment base (ongoing program initiatives) at 
the sole discretion of the directors of such 
institutes, centers and divisions; and 

"(ii) the funding of new and competing pro
gram initiatives through such institutes, 
centers and divisions, at the discretion of the 
Director of the Office of AIDS Research; 

"(B) receive from the President and the Of
fice of Management and Budget directly all 
AIDS-related research funds appropriated by 
Congress for transfer to, and obligation and 
expenditure by, the institutes, centers and 
divisions of the National Institutes of Health 
in accordance with the budget delineated 
under clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A); 
and 

"(C) distribute AIDS research funding to 
the various institutes, centers, and divisions 
of the National Institutes of Health in ac
cordance with the budget delineated under 
clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A). 
The provisions of this paragraph shall be
come effective in the fiscal year following 
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the submission of the consolidated AIDS 
budget. 

"(7) DISCRETIONARY FUND.-
"(A) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-The Sec

retary shall ensure that not to exceed 25 per
cent of the funds available in excess of the 
amount of baseline AIDS research spending 
during the previous fiscal year, be made 
available to the Director of the Office of 
AIDS Research for the establishment of an 
AIDS research discretionary fund. 

"(B) USE.-The Director of the Office of 
AIDS Research. in consultation with the ad
visory council established under paragraph 
(5). shall use amounts in the AIDS research 
discretionary fund. either through the insti
tutes, centers and divisions of the National 
Institutes of Health or grants made directly 
by the Office of AIDS Research. to-

"(i) fund emergency AIDS research pro
grams; 

"(ii) fund programs for the conduct of re
search aimed at filling gaps that exist in ex
isting research programs; 

"(iii) conduct conferences. convene com
mittees, hold meetings or carry out other ac
tivities determined appropriate by the Direc
tor. 

"(C) REDUCTION IN ADMINISTRATIVE IMPEDI
MENTS.-Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law relating to the number of individ
uals who may be employed as full-time 
equivalent individuals. with respect to the 
number of full-time equivalent individuals so 
employed, the Director of the Office of AIDS 
Research shall be permitted to authorize the 
employment of such full-time equivalent in
dividuals to perform AIDS-related research 
through the institutes, centers and divisions 
of the National Institutes of Health as de
scribed in clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph 
(B) and subject to appropriations."; 

(C) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated}
(!) by striking the subsection designation 

and all that follows through paragraph (1) 
and inserting the following: 

"(c) OTHER DuTIEs.-The director of the of
fice-"; 

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 
through (8) as paragraphs (1) through (7), re
spectively; 

(iii) by striking "for the appropriate na
tional research institute of the National In
stitutes of Health" in paragraph (4) (as so re
designated); and 

(iv) by inserting "cannot reasonably be ac
complished within the United States and" 
after "if such research" in paragraph (4)(A) 
(as so redesignated); and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(f) EVALUATION AND REPORT.-
"(1) EVALUATION.-Not later than 5 years 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall conduct an evaluation to-

"(A) determine the effect of this section on 
the planning and coordination of the AIDS 
research programs at the institutes, centers 
and divisions of the National Institutes of 
Health; 

"(B) evaluate the extent to which this sec
tion has eliminated the duplication of ad
ministrative resources among such insti
tutes, centers and divisions; and 

"(C) provide recommendations concerning 
future alterations with respect to this sec
tion. 

"(2) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which the evaluation is com
menced under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall prepare and submit to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources of the Sen
ate and the Committee on Energy and Com
merce of the House of Representatives. a re-

port concerning the results of such evalua
tion."; 

(8) in section 2361, by striking "For pur
poses" and all that follows and inserting the 
following: 

"For purposes of this title: 
"(1) The term 'infection'. with respect to 

the etiologic agent for acquired immune de
ficiency syndrome. includes cancers. oppor
tunistic infections, and infectious diseases 
and any other conditions arising from infec
tion with such etiologic agent. 

"(2) The term 'treatment'. with respect to 
the etiologic agent for acquired immune de
ficiency syndrome. includes primary and sec
ondary prophylaxis."; 

(9) in section 2315(f), by striking "there are 
authorized" and all that follows and insert
ing "there are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary for each fis
cal year."; 

(10) in section 2320(e)(l), by striking "there 
are authorized" and all that follows and in
serting "there are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary for 
each fiscal year."; and 

(11) in section 2341(d). by striking "there 
are authorized" and all that follows and in
serting "there are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary for 
each fiscal year.". 

TITLE XIX-STUDIES 
SEC. 1901. ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY SYN

DROME. 
(a) CERTAIN DRUG-RELEASE MECHANISMS.
(!) The Secretary of Health and Human 

Services shall, subject to paragraph (2), enter 
into a contract with a public or nonprofit 
private entity to conduct a study for the 
purpose of determining. with respect to ac
quired immune deficiency syndrome. the im
pact of parallel-track drug-release mecha
nisms on public and private clinical re
search, and on the activities of the Commis
sioner of Food and Drugs regarding the ap
proval of drugs. 

(2) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall request the Institute of Medi
cine of the National Academy of Sciences to 
enter into the contract under paragraph (1) 
to conduct the study described in such para
graph. If such Institute declines to conduct 
the study, the Secretary shall carry out 
paragraph (1) through another public or non
profit private entity. 

(b) THIRD-PARTY PAYMENTS REGARDING 
CERTAIN CLINICAL TRIALS.-The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall conduct a 
study for the purpose of-

(1) determining the policies of third-party 
payors regarding the payment of the costs of 
appropriate health services that are provided 
incident to the participation of individuals 
as subjects in clinical trials conducted in the 
development of drugs with respect to ac
quired immune deficiency syndrome; and 

(2) developing recommendations regarding 
such policies. 

(c) ADVISORY COMMITTEES.-The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, acting 
through the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, shall conduct a study for the 
purpose of determining-

(!) whether the activities of the various ad
visory committees established in the Na
tional Institutes of Health regarding ac
quired immune deficiency syndrome are 
being coordinated sufficiently; and 

(2) whether the functions of any of such ad
visory committees should be modified in 
order to achieve greater efficiency. 

(d) VACCINES FOR HUMAN IMMUNODEFICIENCY 
VIRUS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Na-

tional Institutes of Health, shall develop a 
plan for the appropriate inclusion of HIV-in
fected women, including pregnant women. 
HIV-infected infants, and HIV-infected chil
dren in studies conducted by or through the 
National Institutes of Health concerning the 
safety and efficacy of HIV vaccines for the 
treatment and prevention of HIV infection. 
Such plan shall ensure the full participation 
of other Federal agencies currently conduct
ing HIV vaccine studies and require that 
such studies conform fully to the require
ments of part 46 of title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall prepare and submit to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives. and the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, a 
report concerning the plan developed under 
paragraph (1). 

(3) lMPLEMENTATION.-Not later than 12 
months after the date of the enaotment of 
this Act. the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall implement the plan developed 
under paragraph (1), including measures for 
the full participation of other Federal agen
cies currently conducting HIV vaccine stud
ies. 

(4) For the purpose of carrying out this 
subsection, there are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the fiscal years 1994 through 1996. 
SEC. 1902. MALNUTRITION IN THE ELDERLY. 

(a) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (referred to in this sec
tion as the " Secretary"). acting through the 
National Institute on Aging, coordinating 
with the Agency for Health Care Policy and 
Research and, to the degree possible, in con
sultation with the head of the National Nu
trition Monitoring System established under 
section 1428 of the Food and Agriculture Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3178). shall conduct a 3-year 
nutrition screening and intervention activi
ties study of the elderly. 

(2) EFFICACY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF 
NUTRITION SCREENING AND INTERVENTION AC
TIVITIES.-ln conducting the study, the Sec
retary shall determine the efficacy and cost
effectiveness of nutrition screening and 
intervention activities conducted in the el
derly health and long-term care continuum, 
and of a program that would institutionalize 
nutrition screening and intervention activi
ties. In evaluating such a program. the Sec
retary shall determine-

(A) if health or quality of life is measur
ably improved for elderly individuals who re
ceive routine nutritional screening and 
treatment; 

(B) if federally subsidized home or institu
tional care is reduced because of increased 
independence of elderly individuals resulting 
from improved nutritional status; 

(C) if a multidisciplinary approach to nu
tritional care is effective in addressing the 
nutritional needs of elderly individuals; and 

(D) if reimbursement for nutrition screen
ing and intervention activities is a cost-ef
fective approach to improving the health 
status of elderly individuals. 

(3) POPULATIONS.-The populations of el
derly individuals in which the study will be 
conducted shall include populations of elder
ly individuals who are-

(A) living independently, including-
(i) individuals who receive home and com

munity-based services or family support; 
(ii) individuals who do not receive addi

tional services and support; 



3078 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 18, 1993 
(iii) individuals with low incomes; and 
(iv) individuals who are minorities; 
(B) hospitalized, including individuals ad

mitted from home and from institutions; and 
(C) institutionalized in residential facili

ties such as nursing homes and adult homes. 
(b) MALNUTRITION STUDY.-The Secretary, 

acting through the National Institute on 
Aging, shall conduct a 3-year study to deter
mine the extent of malnutrition in elderly 
individuals in hospitals and long-term care 
facilities and in elderly individuals who are 
living independently. 

(c) REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives containing the 
findings resulting from the studies described 
in subsections (a) and (b), including a deter
mination regarding whether a program that 
would institutionalize nutrition screening 
and intervention activities should be adopt
ed, and the rationale for the determination. 

(d) ADVISORY PANEL.-
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary, acting 

through the Director of the National Insti
tute on Aging, shall establish an advisory 
panel that shall oversee the design, imple
mentation, and evaluation of the studies de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b). 

(2) COMPOSITION.- The advisory panel shall 
include representatives appointed for the life 
of the panel by the Secretary from the 
Health Care Financing Administration, the 
Social Security Administration, the Na
tional Center for Health Statistics, the Ad
ministration on Aging, the National Council 
on the Aging, the American Dietetic Asso
ciation, the American Academy of Family 
Physicians, and such other agencies or orga
nizations as the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate. 

(3) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.-
(A) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the 

advisory panel who is not an employee of the 
Federal Government shall receive compensa
tion for each day engaged in carrying out the 
duties of the panel , including time engaged 
in traveling for purposes of such duties. Such 
compensation may not be provided in an 
amount in excess of the maximum rate of 
basic pay payable for GS-18 of the General 
Schedule. 

(B) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of 
the advisory panel shall receive travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist
ence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, for each day the 
member is engaged in the performance of du
ties away from the home or regular place of 
business of the member. 

(4) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-On the 
request of the advisory panel, the head of 
any Federal agency shall detail, without re
imbursement, any of the personnel of the 
agency to the advisory panel to assist the 
advisory panel in carrying out its duties. 
Any detail shall not interrupt or otherwise 
affect the civil service status or privileges of 
the Federal employee. 

(5) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-On the request 
of the advisory panel, the head of a Federal 
agency shall provide such technical assist
ance to the advisory panel as the advisory 
panel determines to be necessary to carry 
out its duties. 

(6) TERMINATION.- Notwithstanding section 
15 of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App.), the advisory panel shall termi
nate 3 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 1903. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES ON CHRONIC 
FATIGUE SYNDROME. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices shall, not later than May 1, 1993, and an
nually thereafter for the next 3 years, pre
pare and submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate, a report 
that summarizes the research activities con
ducted or supported by the National Insti
tutes of Health concerning chronic fatigue 
syndrome. Such report should include infor
mation concerning grants made, cooperative 
agreements or contracts entered into, intra
mural activities, research priorities and 
needs, and a plan to address such priorities 
and needs. 
SEC. 1904. REPORT ON MEDICAL USES OF BIQ. 

LOGICAL AGENTS IN DEVELOPMENT 
OF DEFENSES AGAINST BIOLOGICAL 
WARFARE. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, in consultation with other appropriate 
executive agencies, shall report to the House 
Energy and Commerce Committee and the 
Senate Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee on the appropriateness and impact of 
the National Institutes of Health assuming 
responsibility for the conduct of all Federal 
research, development, testing, and evalua
tion functions relating to medical counter
measures against biowarfare threat agents. 
In preparing the report, the Secretary shall 
identify- the extent to which such activities 
are carried out by agencies other than the 
National Institutes of Health, and assess the 
impact (positive and negative) of the Na
tional Institutes of Health assuming respon
sibility for such activities, including the im
pact under the Budget Enforcement Act and 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990 on existing National Institutes of Health 
research programs as well as other programs 
within the category of domestic discre
tionary spending. The Secretary shall sub
mit the report not later than 12 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1905. PERSONNEL STUDY OF RECRUITMENT, 

RETENTION AND TURNOVER. 
(a) STUDY OF PERSONNEL SYSTEM.-Not 

later than 1 year after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the Di
rector of the National Institutes of Health, 
shall conduct a study to review the reten
tion, recruitment, vacancy and turnover 
rates of support staff, including firefighters, 
law enforcement, procurement officers, tech
nicians, nurses and clerical employees, to en
sure that the National Institutes of Health is 
adequately supporting the conduct of effi
cient, effective and high quality research for 
the American public. The Director of NIH 
shall work in conjunction with appropriate 
employee organizations and representatives 
in developing such a study_ 

(b) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall prepare and submit to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives, and to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate, a report containing the study 
conducted under subsection (a) together with 
the recommendations of the Secretary con
cerning the enactment of legislation to im
plement the results of such study. 
SEC. 1906. PROCUREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health and the Adminis
trator of the General Services Administra
tion shall jointly conduct a study to develop 

a streamlined procurement system for the 
National Institutes of Health that complies 
with the requirements of Federal law. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than March 1, 1994, 
the officials specified in subsection (a) shall 
complete the study required in such sub
section and shall submit to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, a 
report describing the findings made as a re
sult of the study. 
SEC. 1907. REPORT CONCERNING LEADING 

CAUSES OF DEATH. 
(a) REPORT.-The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services shall, not later than Octo
ber 1, 1993, prepare a report that lists-

(1) the 20 illnesses that, in terms of mortal
ity, number of years of expected life lost, and 
of number of preventable years of life lost, 
are the leading causes of death in the United 
States and the number of deaths from each 
such cause, the age-specific and age-adjusted 
death rates for each such cause, the death 
rate per 100,000 population for each such 
cause, the percentage of change in cause spe
cific death rates for each age group, and the 
percentage of total deaths for each such 
cause; 

(2) the amount expended by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services for re
search, prevention, and education with re
spect to each of the 20 illnesses described in 
paragraph (1) for the most recent year for 
which the actual expenditures are known; 

(3) an estimate by the Secretary of the 
amount to be expended on research, preven
tion, and education with respect to each of 
the 20 illnesses described in paragraph (1) for 
the year for which the report is prepared; 
and 

(4) with respect to the years specified in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), the percentage of the 
total of the annual expenditures for re
search. prevention, and education on the 20 
illnesses described in paragraph (1) that are 
attributable to each illness. 

(b) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-The Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
submit the report required under subsection 
(a), together with relevant budget informa
tion, to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate. 
SEC. 1908. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE CON· 

SUMPTION OF LEGAL AND ILLEGAL 
DRUGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, acting through the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, shall re
view and consider all existing relevant data 
and research concerning whether there is a 
relationship between an individual 's recep
tivity to use or consume legal drugs and the 
consumption or abuse by the individual of il
legal drugs. On the basis of such review, the 
Secretary shall determine whether addi
tional research is necessary. If the Secretary 
determines additional research is required, 
the Secretary shall conduct a study of those 
subjects where the Secretary's review indi
cates additional research is needed, includ
ing, if necessary, a review of-

(1) the effect of advertising and marketing 
campaigns that promote the use of legal 
drugs on the public; 

(2) the correlation of legal drug abuse with 
illegal drug abuse; and 

(3) other matters that the Secretary deter
mines appropriate. 

(b) ·REPORT.-Not later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
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Secretary shall prepare and submit, to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, a 
report containing the results of the review 
conducted under subsection (b). If the Sec
retary determines additional research is re
quired, no later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
prepare and submit, to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep
resentatives and Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate, a report 
containing the results of the additional re
search conducted under subsection (b). 
SEC. 1909. COST OF CARE IN LAST 6 MONTHS OF 

LIFE. 
(a) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (referred to in this sec
tion as the "Secretary"), acting through the 
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research 
and, to the degree possible, in consultation 
with the Health Care Financing Administra
tion, shall conduct a study, using the most 
recent National Medical Expenditure Survey 
database, to estimate the average amount of 
health care expenditures incurred during the 
last 6 months of life and during the last 3 
months of life by-

(A) the population of individuals who are 
65 years of age and older; and 

(B) the total population, broken down 
based on noninstitutionalized and institu
tionalized populations. 

(2) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.-The study con
ducted under paragraph (1) shall-

(A) be designed in a manner that will 
produce estimates of health care costs ex
pended for health care provided to individ
uals during the last 3 and 6 months of life; 

(B) be designed to produce estimates of 
such costs for the populations identified in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1); 

(C) include a calculation of the estimated 
amount of total health care expenditures 
during such periods of time; and 

(D) include a calculation of the estimate 
described in subparagraph (C)---

(i) as a percentage of the total national 
health care expenditures; and 

(ii) for those age 65 years and over, as a 
percentage of the total Medicare expendi
tures for those age 65 years and over. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall prepare and submit to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
of the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa
tives, a report containing the findings result
ing fro:m the study described in subsection 
(a). 

(c) 1996 NATIONAL MEDICAL EXPENDITURE 
SURVEY.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, acting 
through the Agency for Health Care Policy 
and Research, shall ensure that the 1996 Na
tional Medical Expenditure Survey is de
signed in a manner that will produce an esti
mate of the amount expended for health care 
provided to individuals during the last 3 and 
6 months of life. 

(2) POPULATIONS.-In designing the Survey 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall en
sure that such Survey produces the data re
quired under such paragraph for the popu
lation of individuals who are 65 years of age 
or older, broken down based on noninstitu
tionalized and institutionalized populations. 

(d) EXPENDITURE STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 6 months 

after that date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary, acting through the Agency for 

Health Care Policy and Research, shall de
sign a study to produce estimates of expendi
tures for health care provided to children 
who are less than 1 year of age during the 
last 3 and 6 months of life, and prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives, a report concern
ing such design. The Secretary shall ensure 
that such study is carried out not later than 
2 years after the date on which such study is 
designed. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 30 months 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary shall prepare and submit to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources of the Senate and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep
resentatives, a report concerning the study 
described in paragraph (1). 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
subsection. 
SEC. 1910. REDUCING ADMINISTRATIVE HEALTH 

CARE COSTS. 
The Secretary of Health and Human Serv

ices, acting through the Agency for Health 
Care Policy and Research and, to the extent 
possible, in consultation with the Health 
Care Financing Administration, may fund 
research to develop a text-based standardized 
billing process, through the utilization of 
text-based information retrieval and natural 
language processing techniques applied to 
automatic coding and analysis of textual pa
tient discharge summaries and other text
based electronic medical records, within a 
parallel general purpose (shared memory) 
high performance computing environment. 
The Secretary shall determine whether such 
a standardized approach to medical billing, 
through the utilization of the text-based hos
pital discharge summary as well as elec
tronic patient records can reduce the admin
istrative billing costs of health care deliv
ery. 
SEC. 1911. STUDY CONCERNING RADIOISOTOPES. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, in collaboration with the 
Secretary of Energy, shall, subject to the 
availability of funds, conduct a study con
cerning the use and availability of 
radioisotopes in the United States for medi
cal (both diagnostic and therapeutic) uses in 
relationship to other uses. 

(b) SUBJECT OF STUDY.-In carrying out the 
study under subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall-

(1) analyze the domestic isotope availabil
ity and production in the United States as it 
relates to medical (both diagnostic and 
therapeutic) needs; 

(2) make recommendations concerning
(A) isotope availability and production to 

meet domestic demand; and 
(B) the need for additional production ca

pacity. 
(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the results of the study con
ducted under this section together with the 
recommendations developed in such study. 
SEC. 1912. MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES PRODUCTIV· 

ITYSTUDY. 
(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that--
(1)(A) the Congressional Budget Office, the 

General Accounting Office, and the Office of 

Technology Assessment have cited health 
care technology as a primary source of medi
cal inflation; and 

(B) data from the Office of Technology As
sessment suggest that no more than one 
quarter of the 12 to 13 percent annual in
crease in health care expenditures, or an es
timated 3 percent increase in such expendi
tures, is attributable to health care tech
nology; 

(2)(A) the 3 percent increase represents the 
maximum increase in such expenditures, be
cause the Office of Technology Assessment 
arrives at the estimate by exclusion; and 

(B) the increase attributable to health care 
technology may nevertheless amount to a di
rect increase of as much as $27,000,000,000 in 
health care costs in 1993 and an even greater 
indirect increase in such health care costs; 

(3) one reason for the high increase in 
health care costs attributable to health care 
technology is that few incentives exist in the 
national research institutes of the National 
Institutes of Health to encourage the devel
opment of technology that improves the pro
ductivity of health care delivery; and 

(4) since the National Institutes of Health 
is a major engine determining the direction 
of medical technology as well as basic bio
medical research, it is appropriate, in the 
process of directing the medical research and 
development resources of the National Insti
tutes of Health, to provide incentives that 
encourage the development of technology to 
improve the productivity of health care de
livery. 

(b) STUDY.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study con
cerning-

(1) methods by which to encourage the de
velopment of medical technologies that im
prove the productivity, and thereby reduce 
the cost, of health care delivery through 
changes in the scientific peer review process; 
and 

(2) methods by which to reduce the costs of 
the production of new medical technologies 
and increase the availability of such tech
nologies through changes in the scientific 
peer review process. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on 
L:l.bor and Human Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the study conducted under sub
section (b). Such report shall contain the 
findings of the Secretary with respect to the 
study and the recommendations of the Sec
retary for the implementation of measures 
to encourage enhanced productivity of medi
cal technologies and increase the availabil
ity of such technologies through changes in 
the scientific peer review process. Such re
port shall also contain the steps that the 
Secretary proposes to implement the rec
ommendations. 
SEC. 1913. SENTINEL DISEASE CONCEPI' STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, in cooperation 
with the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, may design and im
plement a pilot sentinel disease surveillance 
and follow-up system. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the study 
conducted under subsection (a) shall be to 
determine the applicability of and the dif
ficulties associated with the implementation 
of the sentinel disease concept for identify
ing the relationship between the occupation 
of household members and the incidence of 
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subsequent conditions or diseases in other 
members of the household. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc
tor of the National Institutes of Health shall 
prepare and submit to the appropriate com
mittees of Congress, a report concerning the 
results of the study conducted under sub
section (a). 
SEC. 1914. CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATION OF 

FEDERALLY SUPPORTED DISEASE 
RESEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) it is in the public interest to support 

necessary and valuable biomedical research 
on diseases and conditions that harm or kill 
individuals and that threaten public health; 

(2) it is in the public interest to allocate 
scarce Federal taxpayer money for research 
that is based on scientific merit and cost-ef
fectiveness; and 

(3) it is in the public interest for Members 
of Congress to have a criteria or methodolo
gies to inform and assist them in the deci
sion making process when allocating Federal 
taxpayer money for specific biomedical re
search. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) CONTRACT.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall, subject to the 
availability of appropriations and subject to 
paragraph (2), enter into a contract with a 
public or nonprofit private entity to develop 
criteria or methodologies which Members of 
Congress may use to assist and inform them 
during consideration of allocations for bio
medical research. 

(2) INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE.-The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall request 
the Institute of Medicine of the National 
Academy of Sciences to enter into the con
tract under paragraph (1) to conduct the 
study described in such paragraph. If such 
Institute declines to conduct the study, the 
Secretary shall carry out paragraph (1) 
through another public or nonprofit private 
entity. 

(3) ITEMS.-Items that may be considered 
in the development of the criteria of meth
odologies may include, but are not limited 
to, the following-

(A) the populations affected by, or poten
tially affected by diseases and conditions 
that are targets for research; 

(B) the incidence and prevalence rates of 
disease and conditions; 

(C) mortality rates of the diseases and con
ditions; 

(D) rates of morbidity, impairment disabil
ity, and health status and functional out
comes of the diseases and conditions; 

(E) the economic burden of the diseases 
and conditions including past and projected 
expenditures on diagnosis and treatment; 

(F) other economic and social burdens; and 
(G) potential for medical research on spe

cific diseases to assist basic research efforts. 
(c) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 

than 1 year after the date on which the con
tract under subsection (b)(l) is signed, the 
Institutes of Medicine of the National Acad
emy of Sciences shall prepare and submit to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
and the appropriate committees of Congress, 
a report that includes the recommendations 
developed under subsection (b). Not later 
than 90 days after the receipt of such report, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall submit comments on the recommenda
tions to the appropriate committees of Con
gress. 

(d) COSTS.-For the purpose of carrying out 
this section, there are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1994 and 1995. 

TITLE :XX-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 2001. DESIGNATION OF SENIOR BIOMEDICAL 

RESEARCH SERVICE IN HONOR OF 
SU...VIO 0. CONTE, AND LIMITATION 
ON NUMBER OF MEMBERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 228(a) of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 237(a)), as 
added by section 304 of Public Law 101-509, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a)(l) There shall be in the Public Health 
Service a Silvio 0. Conte Senior Biomedical 
Research Service. not to exceed 350 members. 

"(2) The authority established in para
graph (1) regarding the number of members 
in the Silvio 0. Conte Senior Biomedical Re
search Service is in addition to any author
ity established regarding the number of 
members in the commissioned Regular 
Corps, in the Reserve Corps, and in the Sen
ior Executive Service. Such paragraph may 
not be construed to require that the number 
of members in the commissioned Regular 
Corps, in the Reserve Corps, or in the Senior 
Executive Service be reduced to offset the 
number of members serving in the Silvio 0. 
Conte Senior Biomedical Research Service 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
'Service').". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 228 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
237), as added by section 304 of Public Law 
101-509, is amended in the heading for the 
section by amending the heading to read as 
follows: 

"SILVIO 0. CONTE SENIOR BIOMEDICAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE". 

SEC. 2002. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 
(a) TITLE !!I.-Subsection (c) of section 316 

of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
247a(c)) is repealed. 

(b) TITLE IV.-Title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 281 et seq.) is amend
ed-

(1) in section 406--
(A) in subsection (b)(2)(A), by striking 

"Veterans' Administration" each place such 
term appears and inserting "Department of 
Veterans Affairs"; and 

(B) in subsection (h)(2)(A)(v), by striking 
"Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs" ; 

(2) in section 408, in subsection (b) (as re
designated by section 501(c)(l)(C) of this 
Act), by striking "Veterans' Administra
tion" and inserting " Department of Veterans 
Affairs"; 

(3) in section 421(b)(l), by inserting a 
comma after "may"; 

(4) in section 428(b), in the matter preced
ing paragraph (1), by striking "the the" and 
inserting "the"; 

(5) in section 430(b)(2)(A)(i), by striking 
"Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs"; 

(6) in section 439(b), by striking "Veterans' 
Administration" and inserting "Department 
of Veterans Affairs"; 

(7) in section 442(b)(2)(A), by striking "Vet
erans' Administration" and inserting "De
partment of Veterans Affairs"; 

(8) in section 464D(b)(2)(A), by striking 
" Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs"; 

(9) in section 464E-
(A) in subsection (d), in the first sentence, 

by inserting "Coordinating" before "Com
mittee"; and 

(B) in subsection (e), by inserting "Coordi
nating" before "Committee" the first place 
such term appears; 

(10) in section 464P(b)(6) (as added by sec
tion 123 of Public Law 102-321 (106 Stat. 362)), 
by striking "Administration" and inserting 
"Institute"; 

(11) in section 466(a)(l)(B), by striking 
"Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs"; 

(12) in section 480(b)(2)(A), by striking 
"Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs"; 

(13) in section 485(b)(2)(A), by striking 
" Veterans' Administration" and inserting 
"Department of Veterans Affairs"; 

(14) in section 487(d)(3), by striking "sec
tion 304(a)(3)" and inserting "section 304(a)"; 
and 

(15) in section 496(a), by striking "Such ap
propriations," and inserting the following: 
"Appropriations to carry out the purposes of 
this title," . 

(c) TITLE XV.-Title XV of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended-

( I) in section 1501(b) (42 U.S.C. 300k(b)), by 
striking "nonprofit"; and 

(2) in section 1505(3) (42 U.S.C. 300n-1(3)), by 
striking "nonprivate" and inserting "pri
vate". 

(d) TITLE XXIII.-Part A of title XXIII of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
300cc et seq.) is amended-

(!) in section 2304--
(A) in the heading for the section, by strik

ing ''CUNICAL RESEARCH REVIEW COM
MITTEE" and inserting "RESEARCH ADVI
SORY COMMITTEE''; and 

(B) in subsection (a), by striking "AIDS 
Clinical Research Review Committee" and 
inserting "AIDS Research Advisory Commit
tee"; 

(2) in section 2312(a)(2)(A), by striking 
"AIDS Clinical Research Review Commit
tee" and inserting "AIDS Research Advisory 
Committee"; 

(3) in section 2314(a)(l), in the matter pre
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking "Clini
cal Research Review Committee" and insert
ing "AIDS Research Advisory Committee"; 

(4) in section 2317(d)(l), by striking "Clini
cal Research Review Committee" and insert
ing "AIDS Research Advisory Committee es
tablished under section 2304"; and 

(5) in section 2318(b)(3), by striking "Clini
cal Research Review Committee" and insert
ing " AIDS Research Advisory Committee". 

(e) SECRETARY.-Section 2(c) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201(c)) is 
amended by striking "Health, Education, 
and Welfare" and inserting "Health and 
Human Services". 

(f) DEPARTMENT.-Section 201 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 202) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "Health, Education, and 
Welfare" and inserting "Health and Human 
Services"; and 

(2) by striking "Surgeon General" and in
serting "Assistant Secretary for Health". 

(g) DEPARTMENT.-Section 202 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 203) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "Surgeon General" the sec
ond and subsequent times that such term ap
pears and inserting "Secretary"; and 

(2) by inserting ", and the Agency for 
Health Care Policy and Research" before the 
first period. 

(h) VOLUNTEER SERVICES.-Section 223 of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
217b) is amended by striking "Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare" and inserting "Health 
and Human Services". 
SEC. 2003. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS WITH RE· 

SPECT TO THE AGENCY FOR HEALTH 
CARE POLICY AND RESEARCH. 

Title IX of the Public Health Service Act is 
amended-

(!) in section 904(d) (42 U.S.C. 299a-2(d))-
(A) by striking "IN GENERAL" in paragraph 

(1) and inserting "ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENTS"; 
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(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 

as paragraphs (3) and (4) , respectively; 
(C) by inserting after the subsection des

ignation the following new paragraphs: 
"(1) RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO 

HEALTH CARE TECHNOLOGY.- The Adminis
trator shall make recommendations to the 
Secretary with respect to whether specific 
health care technologies should be reimburs
able under federally financed health pro
grams, including recommendations with re
spect to any conditions and requirements 
under which any such reimbursements 
should be made. 

"(2) CONSIDERATIONS OF CERTAIN FACTORS.
ln making recommendations respecting 
health care technologies, the Administrator 
shall consider the safety, efficacy, and effec
tiveness, and, as appropriate, the appropriate 
uses of such technologies. The Adminis
trator shall also consider the cost effective
ness of such technologies where cost infor
mation is available and reliable. " ; and 

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

" (5) CONSULTATIONS.-ln carrying out this 
subsection, the Administrator shall cooper
ate and consult with the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, the Commis
sioner of Food and Drugs, and the heads of 
any other interested Federal department or 
agency." ; and 

(2) in section 914(a)(2)(C), by striking 
"904(c)(2)" and inserting "904(d)(2)". 
SEC. 2004. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS WITH RE

SPECT TO THE HEALTH PROFES
SIONS EDUCATION EXTENSION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1992. 

(a) ASSISTANCE IN COLLECTION OF LOANS.
Subpart I of part A of title VII of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended-

(!) in section 705(a)(2)-
(A) by inserting "and" after the semicolon 

at the end of subparagraph (G); 
(B) by striking subparagraph (H); and 
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (I) as 

subparagraph (H); and 
(2) by adding at the end of section 707 the 

following new subsection: 
" (j ) SCHOOL COLLECTION ASSISTANCE.-An 

institution or postgraduate training program 
attended by a borrower may assist in the col
lection of any loan of that borrower made 
under this subpart which becomes delin
quent. The institution or postgraduate train
ing program will not be subject to section 809 
of the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act for 
purposes of assisting in the collection of any 
such loan.". 

(b) FINANCIAL NEED REQUIREMENT.-Sub
section (b) of section 722 is amended-

(1) by inserting " and" after the semicolon 
at the end of paragraph (1) ; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
(C) CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE.-Section 

739(i)(2)(C) is amended by adding after the 
period the following new sentence: "Health 
professional schools described in paragraph 
(2) of subsection (c) are eligible for funding 
under this subsection.". 

(d) TRAINEESHIPS FOR ADVANCED NURSE 
EDUCATION.-Subsection (a) of section 830 of 
the Public Health Service Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may 
make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities to meet the cost of-

" (1) traineeships for individuals in ad
vanced-degree programs in order to educate 
the individuals to serve as nurse practition
ers, nurse midwives, nurse educators, or pub
lic health nurses, or in other clinical nursing 
specialities determined by the Secretary to 
require advanced education; and 

" (2) traineeships for nurses in certificate 
nurse midwifery programs which conform to 
guidelines established by the Secretary 
under section 822(b), to educate the nurses to 
serve as nurse midwives.". 

(e) CERTAIN GENERALLY APPLICABLE PROVI
SIONS.-Subsection (d) of section 860 of the 
Public Health Service Act is amended by 
striking "821, 822, 830, and 831" and inserting 
in lieu thereof " 821, 822, and 827" . 

SEC. 2005. BIENNIAL REPORT ON CARCINOGENS. 

Section 301(b)(4) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S .C. 241(b)(4)) is amended by 
striking " an annual" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "a biennial" . 

SEC. 2006. MASTER PLAN FOR PHYSICAL INFRA· 
STRUCTURE FOR RESEARCH. 

Not later than June 1, 1994, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, acting 
through the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, shall present to the Congress 
a master plan to provide for the replacement 
or refurbishment of less than adequate build
ings, utility equipment and distribution sys
tems (including the resources that provide 
electrical and other utilities, chilled water, 
air handling, and other services that the Sec
retary, acting through the Director, deems 
necessary), roads, walkways, parking areas, 
and grounds that underpin the laboratory 
and clinical facilities of the National Insti
tutes of Health. Such plan may make rec
ommendations for the undertaking of new 
projects that are consistent with the objec
tives of this section, such as encircling the 
National Institutes of Health Federal en
clave with an adequate chilled water con
duit . 
SEC. 2007. TRANSFER OF PROVISIONS OF TITLE 

XXVII. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), as amended by 
section 101 of Public Law 101-381 and section 
304 of Public Law 101-509, is amended-

(1) by transferring sections 2701 through 
2714 to title II; 

(2) by redesignating such sections as sec
tions 231 through 244, respectively; 

(3) by inserting such sections, in the appro
priate sequence, after section 228; 

(4) by inserting before section 201 the fol
lowing new heading: 

" PART A-ADMINISTRATION"; and 
(5) by inserting before section 231 (as redes

ignated by paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
the following new heading: 

"PART B-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.) is 
amended-

(1) in the heading for title II, by inserting 
" AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS" 
after "ADMINISTRATION"; 

(2) in section 406(a)(2), by striking "2701" 
and inserting " 231"; 

(3) in section 465(f), by striking " 2701" and 
inserting "231 "; 

(4) in section 480(a)(2), by striking "2701" 
and inserting "231" ; 

(5) in section 485(a)(2), by striking "2701" 
and inserting " 231" ; 

(6) in section 497, by striking "2701" and in
serting " 231" ; 

(7) in section 505(a)(2), by striking "2701" 
and inserting "231" ; 

(8) in section 926(b), by striking "2711" 
each place such term appears and inserting 
"241" ; and 

(9) in ti tie XXVII, by striking the heading 
for such title . 

SEC. 2008. CERTAIN AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO
PRIATIONS. 

Section 399L(a) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 280e-4(a)), as added by Pub
lic Law 102-515 (106 Stat. 3376), is amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking "the 
Secretary" and all that follows and inserting 
the following: " there are authorized to be ap
propriated $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1995 through 1997."; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
"Out of any amounts used" and inserting "Of 
the amounts appropriated under the preced
ing sentence". 
SEC. 2009. PROHIBmON AGAINST SHARP ADULT 

SEX SURVEY AND THE AMERICAN 
TEENAGE SEX SURVEY. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices may not during fiscal year 1993 or any 
subsequent fiscal year conduct or support 
the SHARP survey of adult sexual behavior 
or the American Teenage Study of adoles
cent sexual behavior. This section becomes 
effective on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 2010. SUPPORT FOR BIOENGINEERING RE· 

SEARCH. 
(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services, acting through the Director 
of the National Institutes of Health, shall 
conduct a study for the purpose of-

(1) determining the sources and amounts of 
public and private funding devoted to basic 
research in bioengineering, including bio
materials sciences, cellular bioprocessing, 
tissue and rehabilitation engineering; 

(2) evaluating whether that commitment is 
sufficient to maintain the innovative edge 
that the United States has in these tech
nologies; 

(3) evaluating the role of the National In
stitutes of Health or any other Federal agen
cy to achieve a greater commitment to inno
vation in bioengineering; and 

(4) evaluating the need for better coordina
tion and collaboration among Federal agen
cies and between the public and private sec
tors. 
In conducting such study, the Director shall 
work in conjunction with appropriate orga
nizations and representatives including aca
demics, industry leaders, bioengineering so
cieties, and public agencies. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate, 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
containing the findings of the study con
ducted under subsection (a) together with 
recommendations concerning the enactment 
of legislation to implement the results of 
such study. 
SEC. 20ll. ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES OF 

ALIENS INFECTED WITH THE AIDS 
VIRUS. 

(a) ADMISSION.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, regulations or directives 
concerning the exclusion of aliens on health 
related grounds, infection with HIV, the 
human immunodeficiency virus, shall con
stitute a communicable disease of public 
health significance for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-The President shall 
submit a report by September 1, 1993, con
taining-

(1) an assessment of the anticipated costs 
of the admission to the United States of per
sons with HIV to public health care pro-
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grams, including such costs as will be borne 
by States and municipalities, and private in
surers and health care providers; 

(2) an estimate of the number and origins 
of persons infected with HIV likely to seek 
entry into the United States before Decem
ber 31, 2003; 

(3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act in pre
venting persons entering the United States 
likely to become a public charge, as well as 
the ability to enforce this Act with regard to 
persons infected with potentially costly 
health conditions including, but not limited 
to HIV; 

(4) the cost implications of refugees enter
ing or likely to enter the United States, who 
carry the HIV virus; 

(5) a comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions. 

(c) HIV TESTING.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in subsection (d) the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, shall provide for the 
testing of aliens for infection with HIV in ac
cordance with the policy in effect on Janu
ary 1, 1993. 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-Subsection (c) 
may be waived by the Attorney General, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services for non-immigrants 
who, except for the provisions of this Act, 
would be admissible to the United States, 
and who seek admission for 30 days or less 
for the purpose of-

(1) attending educational or medical con-
ferences; 

(2) receiving medical treatment; 
(3) visiting close family members; 
(4) conducting temporary business activi

ties; or 
(5) visiting for pleasure (tourism); 

and in addition such non-immigrants may be 
admitted without questions as to whether 
they are carriers of the HIV virus, at the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the Secretary of HHS to pre
scribe regulations concerning communicable 
diseases of public health significance, other 
than infection with the human 
immunodeficiency virus in accordance with 
section 212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(1)(A)(i)). 
SEC. 2012. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR CER
TAIN WAIVERS UNDER THE MEDIC· 
AID PROGRAM. 

It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services should be commended for her com
mitment to either approve or deny the appli
cation for waivers to conduct a demonstra
tion project under section 1115(a) of the So
cial Security Act submitted by the Oregon 
Department of Human Services on November 
13, 1992, (hereafter referred to in this section 
as the "application") by March 19, 1993, and 

(2) because the application for waivers has 
been pending for one and a half years and the 
Oregon State legislature faces a biennium 
budget currently under consideration, a deci
sion must be reached by March 19, 1993, in 
order for the legislature to appropriate the 
funds necessary to implement the Oregon 
plan. 
SEC. 2013. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 2602 of the Low-Income Home En
ergy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621) is 
amended-

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking "1993 and 1994" and inserting 
"1993, 1994, and 1995"; and 

(2) in subsection (d) , by striking "in each 
of the fiscal years 1993 and 1994'' and insert
ing "for each of the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 
and 1995". 
SEC. 2014. VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION 

PROGRAM. 
Section 2111(a) of the Public Health Serv

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300aa-11(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(10) The Clerk of the United States 
Claims Court is authorized to continue tore
ceive, and forward, petitions for compensa
tion for a vaccine-related injury or death as
sociated with the administration of a vac
cine on or after October 1, 1992.". 

TITLE XXI-EFFECTIVE DATES 
SEC. 2101. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

Subject to section 155, this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act take effect 
upon the date of the enactment of this Act. 

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

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that material per
taining to AIDS research be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

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

AMFAR, 
Washington, DC, February 16, 1993. 

DEAR SENATOR: As AIDS researchers, we 
are writing to strongly support the AIDS re
search reforms included in S.1, the NIH Revi
talization Act of 1993. These reforms were de
veloped by Senators Kennedy, Kassebaum 
and Hatch, and received the unanimous ap
proval of the Senate Committee on Labor & 
Human Resources. 

HHS Secretary Shalala testified before the 
House of Representatives that these reforms 
"provide an important framework for the 
improved planning and coordination of AIDS 
research." We hope that the Senate will 
swiftly enact S. 1 legislation that will sig
nificantly strengthen our national AIDS re
search effort. Specifically, we enthusiasti
cally endorse the Title XVIII provisions 
which will: 

Strengthen the NIH Office of AIDS Re
search . (OAR) by providing it with the re
sources, staff and authority to develop and 
implement, in conjunction with the NIH in
stitutes, a long-term strategic plan for AIDS 
research throughout the NIH. 

Consolidate the NIH AIDS research budget 
into a single line item, to be appropriated to 
OAR and distributed by OAR to the insti
tutes in accordance with the strategic plan' 
and give the OAR Director authority to sub
mit a bypass (professional judgment) budget, 
similar to that of the National Cancer Insti
tute, directly to the President; and the au
thority to distribute the NIH AIDS research 
budget in accordance with the strategic plan. 

Strengthen the Office of AIDS Research by 
making its Director a full-time Presidential 
appointee who is an outstanding scientist 
and an experienced administrator, and give 
OAR an expert, diverse advisory committee, 
the OAR Advisory Committee (OARAC). 

Create a discretionary fund for the Office 
of AIDS Research to be used for emergency 
research projects, fast-track research initia-

tives, or programs targeting gaps in current 
research. 

We stand in bipartisan majority in Con
gress, and with the new Administration, in 
supporting this worthwhile legislation. 

We all have a truly precious opportunity to 
accelerate AIDS research-and the quest for 
effective treatments and a vaccine. 

This research has the potential to improve 
and lengthen the lives of over 1.5 million 
Americans. In addition, according to the 
OTA, because so much of AIDS research is 
basic science, this research has far-reaching 
implications for all Americans. 

We are writing in the name of the many 
prominent AIDS researchers from around the 
country who join in this appeaL 

The NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 with its 
AIDS research reforms is an essential step 
forward. We urge you to support its imme
diate passage without amendment. 

Yours truly, 
MATHILDE KRIM, PH.D, 

Founding Co.-Chair, American Foundation 
[or AIDS Research (AmFAR), Adjunct 
Professor of Public Health, Columbia Uni
versity. 

ARTimR J . AMMANN, M.D., 
PH.D, 

Chairman, Health Advisory Board, Pedi
atric AIDS Foundation (PAP), Director, 
the Ariel Project for Prevention of HIV 
Transmission from Mother to Infant. 

SCIENTISTS SUPPORTING AIDS PROVISIONS IN 
s. 1/H.R. 4 

[Affiliations for Identification Purposes 
Only] 

[List in Formation] 
Donald I. Abrams, M.D., Assistant Direc

tor, AIDS Activities, S.F. General Hospital 
Professor of Clinical Medicine, UC San Fran
cisco. 

Naffees Ahmand, Ph.D., Assistant Member, 
Virology Division, James N. Gamble Insti
tute of Medical Research. 

Lisa Al-Hashimi, M.S.M., R.N., Director, 
Wisconsin Community Based Research Con
sortium. 

David Amato, Ph.D., Director, Statistics & 
Data Analysis Center, Harvard School of 
Public Health. 

Arthur J. Ammann, M.D., Ph.D., Chair
man, Health Advisory Board, Pediatric AIDS 
Foundation (P AF), Member, 10M AIDS 
Roundtable. 

Rajiv Anand, M.D., Assistant Professor, U. 
Texas Southwest Medical Center. 

Michael T . Anderson, Ph.D., Department of 
Genetics, Stanford University School of 
Medicine. 

John G. Bartlett, M.D., Professor of Micro
biology & Infectious Diseases, Johns Hopkins 
University School of Medicine. 

Debajit K. Biswas, Ph.D., Dana-Farber 
Cancer Institute. 

Benjamin Bonavida, Ph.D., Professor of 
Microbiology & Immunology, UCLA School 
of Medicine. 

William Borkowsky, M.D., Associate Pro
fessor of Pediatrics, NYU Medical Center. 

Carole A. Brosgart, M.D., Chairman, Sci
entific Advisory Committee, Community 
Consortium, San Francisco, CA. 

Yvonne J. Bryson, M.D., Professor of Pedi
atrics, UCLA AIDS Clinical Trials Unit. 

Susan Buchbinder, M.D., Chief, Clinical 
Studies Research Branch, S.F. AIDS Office. 

Bruce C. Byrne, Ph.D., Adjunct Professor 
of Medicine, Cooper Hospital University 
Medical Center. 

Carol A. Carter, Ph.D., Associate Professor 
of Microbiology, SUNY Stonybrook, NY. 

David D. Cenantano, Sc.D., Professor of 
Behavioral Sciences, Johns Hopkins Univer
sity. 
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Terrence G. Chew, M.D., Medical Director, 

HIV Care, St. Francis Memorial Hospital. 
James Chin, M.D., M.P.H., Professor of Ep

idemiology, UC Berkeley School of Public 
Health. 

Francis Paine Conant, Ph.D., Professor, 
Hunter College AIDS Task Force. 

Ellen C. Cooper, M.D., M.P.H., Director of 
Infectious Diseases, Syntex Research. 

Victor DeGruttola, Ph.D., Associate Pro
fessor of Biostatistics, Harvard School of 
Public Health. 

Roger Detels, M.D., M.S., Professor of Epi
demiology, UCLA School of Public Health. 

Gail Dinter-Gottlieb, Ph.D., Department of 
Bioscience & Biotechnology, Drexel Univer
sity. 

Donald T. Dubin, M.D., Professor of Molec
ular Genetics & Microbiology, UMDNJ /Rob
ert Wood Johnson Medical School. 

Lorna S. Ehrlich, Ph.D., Department of 
Microbiology, SUNY Stonybrook, NY. 

Leon Epstein, M.D., Professor of Pediatric 
Neurology, U. Rochester Medical Center. 

Judith Feinberg, M.D., Assistant Professor 
of Medicine and Infectious Diseases, Johns 
Hopkins University. 

Harvey V. Fineberg, M.D., M.P.H., Dean, 
Harvard School of Public Health, Harvard 
University. 

Jeffrey D. Fisher, Ph.D., Professor of Psy
chology, AIDS Risk Reduction Project, Uni
versity of Connecticut. 

Gerald H. Friedland, M.D., Director, AIDS 
Program; Professor of Medicine, Epidemiol
ogy & Public Health, Yale University School 
of Medicine. 

Beatrice Hahn, Ph.D., Human 
Retrovirology Laboratory, U. Alabama at 
Birmingham. 

Matthias von Herrath, Ph.D., Division of 
Virology, Scripps Research Institute, La 
Jolla, CA. 

Leonard A. Herzenberg, Ph.D., Professor of 
Genetics, Stanford University School of 
Medicine. 

Leonore A. Herzenberg, Ph.D., Professor, 
Stanford University School of Medicine. 

David D. Ho, M.D., Director, Aaron Dia
mond AIDS Research Center, Center for 
AIDS Research, New York University. 

Sandra R. Hernandez, M.D., County Health 
Officer/Deputy Director, S.F. Dept. Public 
Health. 

Gary N. Holland, M.D., Associate Professor 
of Ophthalmology, UC Los Angeles. 

S.A. Houff, M.D., Associate Professor of 
Neurology, Georgetown U. Sch. Med. 

Robert S . Klein, M.D., Professor of Medi
cine, Epidemiology & Social Medicine, 
Montefiore Medical Center. 

Robert Klitzman, M.D. , HIV Center for 
Clinical & Behavioral Studies, New York 
State Psychiatric Institute. 

Richard A. Koup, M.D., Aaron Diamond 
AIDS Research Center, Assistant Professor, 
New York University Medical School. 

Richard S. Kornbluth, M.D. , Ph.D., Assist
ant Adjunct Professor of Medicine, UC San 
Diego. 

Mathilde Krim, Ph.D., Founding Co-Chair, 
American Foundation for AIDS Research 
(AmF AR), Adjunct Professor of Public 
Health, Columbia University. 

Belle L. Lee, Pharm.D., Assistant Profes
sor of Medicine & Pharmacy, UC San Fran
cisco. 

Robert J. Levine , M.D. , Professor of Medi
cine, Yale University School of Medicine. 

Sarah S. Martin-Munley, Ph.D. , Associate 
Director for Clinical Research, Astra Phar
maceuticals. 

Kenneth H. Mayer, M.D. , Assistant Profes
sor of Medicine and Community Health, 
Brown U. 

Justin C. McArthur, M.B., B.S., M.P.H., As
sociate Professor of Neurology; Associate 
Professor of Epidemiology, Johns Hopkins 
University. 

J. Michael McCune, M.D., Ph.D., Vice 
President, New Research, SySteMix Inc. 

Thomas C. Merigan, Jr., M.D., Professor of 
Medicine; Director, Center for AIDS Re
search, Stanford University School of Medi
cine. 

Charles D. Mitchell, M.D., Associate Pro
fessor, Dept. of Pediatrics, University of 
Miami. 

John P. Moore, Ph.D., Aaron Diamond 
AIDS Research Center; Associate Professor 
of Microbiology, New York University 
School of Medicine. 

David Ostrow, M.D., Ph.D., Associate Pro
fessor of Psychiatry, AIDS Psychobiology 
Program, University of Michigan School of 
Medicine. 

Robert G. Newman, M.D., President, Beth 
Israel Medical Center, New York, NY. 

Robert K. Patterson, M.D., Iowa State U. 
of Science & Technology. 

William G. Powderly, M.D., Assistant Pro
fessor of Medicine; Director. AIDS Clinical 
Trials Unit, Washington University School 
of Medicine. 

Ronald A. Rabin, M.D., Department .of Ge
netics, Stanford University School of Medi
cine. 

Douglas D. Richman, M.D., Professor of 
Pathology and Medicine, UC San Diego. 

Mario Roederer, Ph.D., Department of Ge
netics, Stanford University School of Medi
cine. 

John J. Rossi, Ph.D., Chairman, Div. Biol
ogy, City of Hope Beckman Research Insti
tute. 

Michael S. Saag, M.D., Associate Professor 
of Medicine, U. Alabama at Birmingham. 

Peter A. Selwyn, M.D., Associate Professor 
of Medicine, Epidemiology & Public Health, 
Yale University School of Medicine . 

George Meade Shaw, M.D., Ph.D., Human 
Retrovirology Laboratory, U. Alabama at 
Birmingham. 

Evan B. Siegal, Ph.D., Senior Director, 
Regulatory Affairs, Astra Pharmaceuticals. 

Frederick P . Siegal, M.D. , F.A.C.P., Profes
sor of Medicine, Albert Einstein College of 
Medicine. 

Mervyn F. Silverman, M.D., M.P.H., Presi
dent, AmFAR; Adjunct Professor, UC San 
Francisco. 

Leonard Simpson, M.D., Chairman, Social 
Policy Committee, Community Consortium, 
San Francisco, CA. 

Edward E. Telzak, M.D. , Chief, Division of 
Infectious Diseases, Bronx-Lebanon Hospital. 

Fred Valentine, M.D. , Professor of Immu
nology, New York University Medical Cen
ter. 

Gwen vanServellen, R.N., Ph.D., F.A.A.N., 
Professor and Vice Chair, Psychiatric-Men
tal Health & Nursing Administration, UCLA 
School of Nursing. 

Bruce Voeller, Ph.D., President, Mariposa 
Education & Research Foundation. 

Steven S. Witkin, Ph.D., Associate Profes
sor; Director, Immunology Division, The 
New York Hospital-Cornell Medical Center. 

Richard Young, Ph.D. , Associate Professor, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
Whitehead Institute for Biomedical Re
search. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington , DC, January 28, 1993. 
Hon. ALBERT GORE, Jr., 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We wish to offer our 
views on S. 1, the National Institutes of 

Health Revitalization Act of 1993, as reported 
by the Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee. It is our understanding that this bill is 
scheduled for a floor vote on Tuesday, Feb
ruary 2. 

In summary. we support the bill. 
We fully support extending specific au

thorities for selected NIH activities. NIH's 
important functions are vital to the health 
of Americans and help enhance the competi
tiveness of this Nation through strengthen
ing our science and biomedical research 
base. 

We have some reservations about the de
tailed research and administrative directives 
and other overly specific requirements in the 
bill. However, we understand Congress's deci
sion to move in this direction given the his
tory of this bill and the disagreements over 
it between Congress and the past Adminis
tration. 

We are particularly supportive of provi
sions in S. 1 which are aimed at improving 
the health of women. It is important that we 
all ensure that resources are devoted to con
ditions which uniquely affect worrten and ex
pand efforts to include women in clinical 
trials. 

Finally, the Clinton Administration sup
ports strengthening AIDS research pro
grams. We believe the bill provides a frame
work for directing AIDS research in an effec
tive manner. 

We are advised by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget that there is no objection 
to the presentation of this report and that 
enactment of S. 1 would be in accord with 
the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
DONNA E. SHALALA. 

[From the National Commission on Acquired 
Immune Deficiency Syndrome, Jan. 28, 1993] 

STATEMENT ON NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 
AIDS 

Congress should strengthen the NIH Office 
of AIDS Research in the upcoming reauthor
ization of the National Institutes of Health 
legislation. 

The role of the NIH Office of AIDS Re
search (OAR) should be to promote, develop, 
coordinate, prioritize, and integrate research 
on HIV/AIDS throughout all relevant Insti
tutes at the NIH. It should have responsibil
ity for articulating an NIH-wide cross-Insti
tute AIDS research plan, and the budget au
thority to set priorities. Additionally, the 
Director should have the authority to make 
awards rapidly throughout the Institutes 
from a discretionary fund (initially at a min
imum of $100 million) for projects responding 
to emerging opportunities of high priority. 
The OAR and its director should be inde
pendent of the individual Institutes, yet 
have coordinating responsibility over their 
AIDS-related activities. The workload of 
such an office , particularly in light of the ad
ditional responsibility to monitor and guide 
NIAAA, NIDA, and NIMH HIV/AIDS related 
research is now such that a full-time direc
tor is needed. The director should coordinate 
closely with the Institute Directors, the Di
rector of NIH, the Secretary of HHS, and the 
Presidentially-appointed AIDS coordinator. 
The director of this office should serve as the 
government's leading authority on matters 
pertaining to HIV/AIDS biomedical, basic, 
clinical and behavioral research. Staffing the 
Office should be increased so that coordina
tion across all Institutes in the various sub
ject areas of concern can be adequately un
dertaken. 

The Office should immediately develop a 
coordinated NIH-wide plan for research on 
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behavioral IITV/STD risk reduction and the 
behavioral aspects of drug and vaccine use, 
as a component of the overall NIH IITV/AIDS 
research plan. The NIH AIDS Program Advi
sory Committee should also be strengthened 
through the addition of at least two mem
bers with experience in behavioral research. 

PEDIATRIC AIDS FOUNDATION, 
Santa Monica, CA. February 15, 1993. 

DEAR SENATOR: I have AIDS, I have lost 
my daughter to AIDS, my eight year old son 
is infected with IITV. I want you to know 
that this amendment is our hope for the fu
ture. 

I have known for a long time that the gov
ernment can do better, not just with money 
but with better and coordinated organiza
tion. However, there seemed little hope of 
anything really changing. Now there is a 
chance, a window of opportunity for so 
many. By strengthening the office of AIDS 
research we will speed up, not slow down re
search. As a country we will be able to 
strategize prioritize and move quickly to ac
tion. How can we settle for less? 

My family, myself and millions of others 
need this chance. Those uninfected need a 
vaccine. We are in a fight for our life, I am 
fighting hard, meet me half way and pass 
this bill. 

Most seriously, 
ELIZABETH GLASER. 

P.S. As chair of PAF we have funded over 
10 million dollars in basic research. I feel 
qualified to evaluate this as a professional as 
well as a mother. 

THE ARIEL PROJECT, 
Novato, CA, January 15, 1993. 

To: Mike Iskowitz, U.S. Senate 
From: Art Ammann 

I received your comments on NIH reform, 
attached are comments reviewed by Eliza
beth Glaser, Susan DeLauratnis and myself. 

COMMENTS ON THE NIH AIDS PROGRAMS 
The NIH plays a critical and essential role 

in supporting and directing research for life 
threatening illnesses. It needs to be recog
nized however that the NIH is not an inte
grated institution necessarily capable of re
sponding rapidly (or correctly) to new ores
tablished research directions, as was evi
denced in its delayed response to AIDS. Now 
that mv infection has been thoroughly inte
grated into the to extramural and intra
mural programs of the NIH for over a decade, 
there is a significant risk that this "institu
tionalization of IITV" will result in priority 
issues not being addressed. The basic mecha
nism of NIH is to view research as being gen
erated by individual investigators. Both the 
extramural and intramural programs are in 
reality composed of individual researchers 
with emphases that fall under specific insti
tutes. Communication is not necessarily 
present between institutes or investigators 
and individuals or institutes are not required 
to avoid duplication or to meet research 
deadlines. However, since the present NIH 
mechanism has been partially successful in 
making major discoveries, the question is 
how to preserve critical individual research 
and still meet national priorities. 

Fture effective NIH sponsored research in 
HIV infection will only be successful to its 
fullest extent if (1) evaluation of the current 
program occurs, (2) critical areas of research 
are identified, (3) priorities are established, 
(4) integration of research occurs, (5) mecha
nisms are defined as to how the research can 
best be accomplished and, (6) greater individ
ual and institute accountability is required. 

The Office of AIDS Research should be pre
served. The head of the OAR should be an in-

dividual who is knowledgeable in basic and 
clinical research (does not have to be in 
AIDS directly) and who will be empowered to 
make decisions across institutes and in both 
intramural and extramural programs. The 
director of OAR must not have any conflict 
of interest. That is, there should be no direct 
or indirect gain to the individual. Of neces
sity, it should not be a person directly or in
directly involved in AIDS research. The 
basic task of OAR is to address the questions 
of what research needs to be done in the in
terest of national health, who should do it, 
and what are the priorities? At the same 
time OAR should review current research for 
duplication and productivity. In matters of 
national health, grants should not be award
ed without a mechanism to evaluate output. 
The current peer review system lends itself 
to abuse a perpetuation of "like minded 
thinking". Investigators should be required 
to answer to a stricter level of accountabil
ity. 

OAR should determine whether research is 
best accomplished for a specific area by ex
tramural research, intramural research, con
tracts, RF As, industry or a combination of 
these. In this regard, the question is, how 
can the work be accomplished most rapidly? 

The director of OAR should have an advi
sory group which represents the major re
search area&-biomedical research, treat
ment and care and behavioral research. In 
each of these areas there should be a rep
resentative of each NIH institution and an 
outside representative from the community 
industry, ACT-Up, academics. Although di
verse representation is essential, the group 
should not be larger than 20 since this would 
impede rapid decisions. This group, along 
with the OAR director would establish prior
ities. They should determine what work is 
being done and whether there is duplication 
of effort or, no work at all. The director 
would then report to the Interdepartmental 
Task Force on AIDS headed by the special 
assistant to the president. 

Tough questions must be asked. For exam
ple. Why is this work being duplicated? Why 
is it taking so long? Why is this work being 
done by both NIH and the CDC or by two dif
ferent NIH institutes? Who could do it fast
er? Why has this question been giving such a 
low priority? And, one of the more difficult 
question-should this program be discon
tinu_ed? 

Attention needs to be given to programs 
which might need to be strengthened. Be
cause the budget will not have enough 
money to support all the research, some re
distribution will be required. In spite of the 
new administrations support of AIDS there 
will be increasing competition for research 
dollars. The AIDS community should insist 
that the current AIDS research agenda be 
evaluated thoroughly if it wishes to remain 
credible when asking for more research 
money. This should be done carefully with 
the message being, "We will evaluate ongo
ing research to be certain that priori ties are 
correct while we seek additional funding to 
perform the research of critical national 
health importance". 

JOHNS HOPKINS MEDICINE, 
DIVISION OF INFECTIOUS DISEASES, 

Baltimore, MD, January 20, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, Chair, 
Senator NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM, Ranking 

Member, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND KASSEBAUM: 

From my perspective as a former key staff 

member in the National Institute of Allergy 
and Infectious Disease AIDS effort and more 
recently as a university-based AIDS re
searcher, I am writing to strongly support 
provisions in the NIH Reauthorization Bill 
(S.1) that would strengthen efforts to coordi
nate AID Research at the National Institutes 
of Health. These provisions are necessary to 
provide NIH with the ability to carry out 
much-needed strategic planning and coordi
nation of AIDS research. Currently this im
portant work is being done piecemeal by 
myriad institutes without truly effective 
long-range planning, integration and coordi
nation. 

Specifically, I strongly urge the inclusion 
of the following provisions: 

Provide the NIH Office of AIDS Research 
(OAR) with the resources, staff and author
ity to develop and implement a long-term 
strategic plan for AIDS research throughout 
the NIH, including budgetary authority to 
move resources among institutes to ensure 
that the strategic plan is carried out. Fiscal 
authority is the key to ensuring effective use 
of research resources. 

Give the OAR Director authority to submit 
a bypass (professional judgment) budget 
similar to that of the National Cancer Insti
tute, directly to the President, and author
ity to distribute the NIH AIDS research 
budget to the Institutes in accordance with 
the annually-revised strategic plan. 

Enhance the position of Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research to become a full-time, 
presidential appointee who will; (1) report di
rectly to the Director of the NIH, (2) sit on 
relevant executive branch AIDS task forces, 
and (3) coordinate research efforts within 
NIH, other research institutions and indus
try. 

Establish the Office of AIDS Research Ad
visory Council (OARAC) to advise the OAR 
director. 

Create a discretionary fund within the Of
fice of AIDS Research, exempt from routine 
procurement rules and civil service restric
tions, to be used for (1) emergency research 
projects, (2) fast track research initiatives, 
or (3) directed programs to address gaps in 
current research. 

Together Congress, the new Administra
tion, and researchers around the country 
have a truly precious opportunity to acceler
ate the search for effective treatments and 
vaccines for AIDS and HIV infection. 

Yours truly, 
JUDITH FEINBERG, 

Assistant Professor of Medicine 
and Infectious Diseases. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chair, 

January 20, 1993. 

Senator NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM, 
Ranking Member, 
Senate Committee on t-abor & Human Re

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND KASSEBAUM: 

I urge you to support new provisions in the 
NIH Reauthorization Bill (S.1) that are in
tended to increase the authority of the Office 
of AIDS Research at NIH. As the founding di
rector of the Division of Antiviral Drug 
Products at the FDA, which is responsible 
for regulating and approving new AIDS 
drugs, I had the opportunity to observe first
hand the inefficiencies that result from an 
uncoordinated and inadequately managed 
national AIDS research effort. After leaving 
government a little over a year ago, I have 
also had the opportunity to experience it 
from the other side, as a director of clinical 
research at a mid-sized pharmaceutical com-
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pany seeking to work with the government 
in the development of new therapies for 
AIDS and other life-threatening diseases. 

Although many important new discoveries 
have been made during the last decade as a 
result of government funding for AIDS re
search, it remains a lethal disease, with no 
near term prospect of a cure or preventive 
vaccine. In addition to the heart rending per
sonal tragedies for the infected individuals 
and their families, our society is losing too 
many of its most talented citizens, and it 
has already begun to experience the unprece
dented impact this epidemic will have on the 
health care system and drug development es
tablishment in this country. As the epidemic 
continues to grow, we must be cognizant of 
the tremendous political and social upheaval 
that this disease is likely to cause world
wide. For all of these reasons, it is critical 
that the preeminent medical research entity 
in the world, the NIH, provide a model for in
spired leadership and broad-based strategic 
planning in the ongoing war on this dev
astating disease. 

Thus, a redoubling of support for the AIDS 
research effort in this country is as vital to 
our national interest as it is to our collec
tive well-being. A substantial part of this ef
fort must come from public funds, where bot
tom line business factors are not a driving 
consideration, and the potential for broadly
based, strategic planning exists. It is impor
tant that one office be given the responsibil
ity and authority to guide and coordinate 
the complex, interdisciplinary research that 
this disease demands, and to hold account
able the various institutes at NIH that play 
a critical role in carrying out and overseeing 
various pieces of the research effort. To be 
effective, this office must be relatively inde
pendent of entrenched interests, reporting to 
the Director of the NIH. It must be ade
quately staffed with competent scientist 
managers, and headed by a full-time director 
who has the experience and clout to provide 
the scientific and social leadership that this 
challenge requires. It must also be given the 
authority to control and disperse the funds 
that NIH receives for AIDS research, both 
through existing institutes and through a 
discretionary research fund. Finally, this of
fice and its director must be advised, both 
formally and informally, by broadly rep
resentative groups of experts from all impor
tant areas impacted by AIDS research ef
forts, for it is as important that the work of 
this office be influenced and supported by 
those outside government as by those with
in. 

As leaders of a powerful Senate committee, 
your support for these changes is crucial. As 
a result, I look forward, from both a profes
sional and personal perspective, to a new era 
in AIDS research, where government funds 
are prudently invested in accordance with a 
carefully constructed, broadly vetted strate
gic plan that is revised periodically as new 
information and research needs come to 
light. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELLEN C. COOPER, M.D., M.P.H. 

THE ARIEL PROJECT, 
Novato, CA, January 18, 1993. 

To MIKE ISKOWITZ. 
DEAR MIKE: I previously faxed to you some 

recommendations from the Pediatric AIDS 
Foundation concerning NIH AIDS Program 
reorganization. It is important for members 
of congress to understand that the majority 
of the recommendations submitted by us and 
by TAG reflect the opinion of the AIDS com
munity as a whole. Although I cannot speak 

for each person at the Institute of Medicine 
meeting on Friday, January 15th (to which 
your office had faxed the TAG recommenda
tions for that committee's response) there 
was consensus that the recommendations 
were appropriate and would result in a more 
appropriate priority driven AIDS program, 
which would result in more rapid solutions. 
Attached is a list of the members attending 
the Institute of Medicine meeting. 

Sincerely, 
ART AMMANN, M.D. 

AMFAR. 
Washington, DC, January 15, 1993. 

SENATOR EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Dirksen Senate Office Bldg., Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Pub
lic Policy Committee of the American Foun
dation for AIDS Research (AmF AR), we 
write to formally endorse the document "Re
forming the NIH AIDS Research Program" , 
dated December 16, 1992, that has become 
known as the Treatment Action Group 
(TAG) proposal. 

This proposal concerns the AIDS research 
program of the National Institutes of Health. 
We, like many others in the public health 
and AIDS communities, believe that coordi
nation of AIDS efforts across all agencies of 
the federal government is critical to manag
ing and ultimately controlling the human 
immunodeficiency virus (HIV) epidemic. 
Strong coordination within the agencies is 
equally important, particularly at the NIH, 
which is entrusted with the bulk of federal 
funds available for laboratory and clinical 
research on AIDS. We believe that the prin
ciples listed in the TAG document should be 
included in the upcoming NIH reauthoriza
tion legislation. 

We urge you to review this proposal care
fully and encourage you to seek its inclusion 
in the NIH reauthorization legislation. 

Sincerely, 
MATHILDE KRIM, Ph.D. , 

Founding Co-chair and Chairman of the 
Board, American Foundation tor AIDS 
Research, Adjunct Professor of Public 
Health, Columbia University.* 

MER'IYN F . SILVERMAN, 
M.D. , M.P.H. 

President, American Foundation for AIDS 
Research; Adjunct Professor, University 
of California San Francisco .* 

HARVEY V. FINEBERG, 
M.D. , Ph.D., 

Chair, Public Policy Committee, American 
Foundation for AIDS Research, Dean, 
Harvard School of Public Health.* 

*Affiliation for identification purposes 
only. 

[From the Treatment Action Group, New 
York, NY, Dec. 16, 1992.] 

REFORMING THE NIH AIDS RESEARCH 
PROGRAM 

["I have called tor increases in funding for 
both AIDS-specific and general biomedical re
search, and have pledged to reinvest every dol
lar cut from defense R&D into civilian research 
... "-Bill Clinton, Science, 10.16.92, p. 492] 

Current AIDS research efforts supported 
by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
have enormous productive potential locked 
inside an inefficient structure. The AIDS 
caseload climbs to over 50,000 new cases per 
year, yet the research budget is falling. 1 Con-

1 NIH AIDS spending for FY 1993 is rising by 2.65%, 
non-AIDS spending by 3.05% [NIH]; the biomedical 
research and development price index (BRDP!) infla
tion rate is 5.1% [Commerce Department]. 

gress appropriated $1.077 billion for AIDS in 
FY 1993, yet the funds are to be spent by 21 
separate institutes with little central coordi
nation. The distribution of AIDS research 
among many institutes has its benefits, 
since AIDS demands a multidisciplinary re
sponse, but the current NIH structure fails 
to provide AIDS research with the coordinat
ing and planning functions carried out for 
other major diseases at their own disease
specific institutes. Consolidating all AIDS 
research into a single institute would cause 
yet more disruption and delay. How, then, 
can the strengths of the current AIDS re
search program be preserved while increas
ing its efficiency? What new efforts are need
ed? 

These recommendations are distilled from 
reports by the Institute of Medicine in 1991 
and the Treatment Action Group (TAG) in 
1992.2 

Revitalizing the NIH AIDS research effort 
requires: (1) Restructuring: strengthening 
the NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR); and 
(II) Resources: increasing the NIH AIDS re
search budget. 

I. RESTRUCTURING 
The following changes [#1- 7] should be au

thorized in the NIH Reauthorization Bill (S. 
1 and its House counterpart). The NIH Office 
of AIDS Research (OAR) was authorized by 
Congress in 1988 (P.L. 100--607). This author
ization ran out in 1991 and should be re
newed. OAR currently serves in an advisory 
capacity only. It cannot fulfill its mission 
without additional resources, staff and au
thority. 

1. Strengthening the OAR. When it is reau
thorized, the OAR should be directed to de
velop a meaningful long-range strategic plan 
for AIDS research at NIH. OAR should also 
be given the budgetary authority to imple
ment the plan by distributing the NIH AIDS 
research budget among the 21 institutes now 
carrying out AIDS-related programs. 

2. OAR Director. The OAR Director should 
be a Presidential appointee [as the NCI Di
rector has been since 1972]. The OAR Direc
tor, in consultation with the new OAR Advi
sory Council (OARAC; see #3) should be the 
lead executive overseeing the entire NIH 
AIDS research effort, and should sit on rel
evant Executive Branch AIDS task forces. 
The OAR Director should be an outstanding 
scientist and a highly skilled administrator. 
The OAR Director should report directly to 
the NIH Director. The OAR Director, in con
sultation with OARAC, should develop the 
NIH AIDS budget, implement the strategic 
plan, and distribute resources among the in
stitutes. Directing the OAR should be a full
time job. Institutes should continue to de
velop and administer AIDS research pro
grams under their jurisdiction. 

3. Advisory Committees. OAR's new role 
necessitates an expanded advisory commit
tee. The current AIDS Program Advisory 
Committee (APAC) should be replaced with 
an OAR Advisory Council (OARAC) of bio
medical , behavioral and social scientists 
along with representatives of the diverse 
HIV affected communities. OARAC will over
see the NIH AIDS budget, the strategic plan, 
periodic program evaluations [#5]. and 
awards made from the OAR discretionary 
fund [#6] . OAR will continue to chair the 

2Tbe AIDS Research Program of the National In
stitute of Health. Report of a Study by a Committee 
of the Institute of Medicine (10M), National Acad
emy Press, Washington, D.C., 1991; Gregg Gonsalves 
+ Mark Harrington for TAG, New York, NY USA. 
AIDS Research at the NIH: A Critical Review. VIII 
International Conference on AIDS, July 1992. 
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NIH AIDS Executive Committee (NAEC: in
stitute directors and AIDS coordinators), 
and should convene a community advisory 
committee. 

4. Strategic Planning. The OAR should pre
pare an NIH Strategic Plan for AIDS Re
search which must prioritize among critical 
scientific issues, evaluate current AIDS pro
grams, suggest changes, and recommend nec
essary resource reallocation or new pro
grams. The Strategic Plan should include 
critical questions, goals, timelines, obsta
cles, resource needs, and evaluation criteria. 
Annual budget priorities should reflect the 
strategic plan. 

5. Program Evaluation. The OAR should 
conduct program evaluation of AIDS re
search across institute lines. OAR should es
tablish and staff NIH AIDS coordinating 
groups (representative of relevant institutes) 
to cover pathogenesis, natural history and 
epidemiology, drug development and clinical 
trials, vaccine development, and behavioral 
research. OAR should assess existing efforts, 
target gaps and redundancies, and identify 
new opportunities for collaboration. 

6. Discretionary Fund. At least S150 million 
should be made available to the OAR, acting 
in consultation with OARAC, as a discre
tionary fund. This fund should be used to 
fund a) emergency projects (such as tuber
culosis), b) fast track research initiatives, or 
c) programs to fill the gaps in current re
search. OAR could distribute the funds 
through institutes or directly as OARAC-ap
proved awards. The discretionary fund 
should be exempt from routine procurement 
rules on use of equipment, facilities and civil 
service restrictions on personnel. The discre
tionary fund could be used to pilot directed 
research projects, such as immune recon
stitution. 

7. Streamlining Bureaucracy. The acceler
ated review cycle for AIDS awards should be 
renewed. Travel-related restrictions on NIH 
employees should be removed. Arbitrary caps 
or ceilings on the number of research-related 
full-time equivalents (FTEs) should be abol
ished. The OAR Director should be able to 
authorize the hiring of necessary AIDS-relat
ed FTEs at the institutes, the Division of Re
search Grants (DRG), and OAR itself. Re
strictions imposed by the NIH Office of Pro
tection from Research Risks (OPRR) on 
basic research materials should be scaled 
back. 

II. RESOURCES 
While new resources for AIDS research are 

desperately needed, they will be most useful 
if they are secured in the context of the 
structural reforms listed above, enabling 
them to be spent most efficiently on the 
highest priority research questions. Consoli
dating budgetary authority at OAR is the 
key to assuring that existing and new AIDS 
research monies are well spent. 

President Bush and Congress cut over $350 
million from the NIH's original AIDS re
search request for FY 1993. The cuts im
pacted on every program area, from basic re
search to drug discovery, vaccine develop
ment and prevention-oriented behavioral re
search. [At the same time, an artificial boost 
was injected into the apparent NIH AIDS 
budget due to the addition of NIMH, NIDA 
and NIAAA, which brought $250 million in 
ongoing AIDS programs to the new FY 1993 
NIH total.] 

8. AIDS Research Budget Consolidation. 
All NIH AIDS research programs should be 
consolidated into a single, separate line item 
in the federal budget, which shall be appro
priated to the OAR. This budget should be a 
bypass budget, like that of the NCI. OAR 

should distribute the NIH AIDS research 
budget in accordance with the strategic plan, 
which will be binding on institute AIDS re
search programs. 

9. Supplemental FY 1993 Budget/Revised 
FY 1994 Budget. OAR should develop a new 
supplemental budget for FY 1993 and a re
vised budget for FY 1994. New scientific op
portunities justify an increase of 60% in sup
port for AIDS research. This would add $600 
million to the current $1.077 billion AIDS re
search budget; $350 million cut from the 
original NIH request, $100 million for new be
havioral research, and $150 million for the 
OAR discretionary fund. 

10. NIH-Wide Growth. We support an even
tual doubling of overall NIH support, with 
the lion's share going to life-threatening dis
eases. Many problems afflicting AIDS re
search affect other areas too. Decaying re
search facilities, inadequate training pro
grams, and the lack of long-range strategic 
planning characterize biomedical research in 
general, though their effects are most appar
ent in acute crises such as AIDS. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
La Jolla, CA , January 22, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chair, 
Senator NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM, 
Ranking Member, 
Senate Committee on Labor & Human Re

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND KASSEBAUM: 

As an investigator in the chemotherapy and 
pathogenesis of AIDS, I am distressed that 
budgetary support for quality and peer re
viewed research has significantly diminished 
and that governmental interference and lack 
of support have undermined constructive ef
forts to address the important problems fac
ing us in AIDS. Administrative changes need 
to be made and additional well directed fund
ing needs to be identified. 

As an AIDS researcher. I am writing also 
to support provisions in the NIH Reauthor
ization Bill (S. 1) which would strengthen ef
forts to coordinate AIDS research at the Na
tional Institutes of Health. These provisions 
will provide NIH with the critical ability to 
carry out strategic planning and coordina
tion to AIDS research throughout NIH. 

Specifically, I strongly urge the inclusion 
of the following provisions: 

Provide the NIH Office of AIDS Research 
(OAR) with the resources, staff and author
ity to develop and implement a long-term 
strategic plan for AIDS research throughout 
the NIH, including budgetary authority to 
move resources among Institutes to ensure 
that the strategic plan is carried out. 

Give the OAR Director authority to submit 
a bypass (professional judgment) budget 
similar to that of the National Cancer Insti
tute, directly to the President, and author
ity to distribute the NIH AIDS research 
budget to the Institutes in accordance with 
the annually-revised strategic plan. 

Enhance the position of Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research to become a full-time, 
presidential appointee who will: (1) report di
rectly to the Director of the NIH, (2) sit on 
relevant executive branch AIDS task forces, 
and (3) coordinate research efforts between 
NIH Institutes, other research institutes and 
industry. 

Establish the Office of AIDS Research Ad
visory Council (OARAC) to advise the OAR 
Director. 

Create a discretionary fund within the Of
fice of AIDS Research, exempt from routine 
procurement rules and civil service restric
tions, to be sued for (1) emergency research 

projects, (2) fast track research initiatives, 
or (3) directed programs to address gaps in 
current research. 

Together the Congress, the new Adminis
tration, and researchers around the country 
have a truly precious opportunity to acceler
ate the search for effective treatments and 
vaccines for AIDS and HIV infection. 

Yours sincerely. 
DOUGLAS D. RICHMAN, M.D., 

Professor of Pathology and Medicine. 

MEMORIAL HOSPITAL, OF RHODE Is
LAND, DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE, 
BROWN UNIVERSITY, SCHOOL OF 
MEDICINE, 

January 21 , 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington , DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As as active 

AIDS/HIV clinical researcher, I am writing 
to offer my strong support for the NIH Reau
thorization Bill (S. 1), including the provi
sions to reform the NIH AIDS research pro
gram. These provisions will at last provide 
AIDS research with the leadership, strategic 
planning and coordination that are so essen
tial to research into other life-threatening 
diseases. Specifically, I support the provi
sions to: 

Authorize the Office of AIDS Research to 
develop and implement a strategic plan and 
bypass (professional judgment) budget for 
AIDS research at the NIH, including plan
ning and budget authority across institute 
lines; 

Enhance the position of Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research to become a full-time , 
presidential appointee who will: (1) report di
rectly to the Director of the NIH, (2) sit on 
relevant executive branch AIDS task forces, 
and (3) hold no other government posts. 

Establish the Office of AIDS Research Ad
visory Council (OARAC) to advise the Direc
tor. 

Create a discretionary fund within the Of
fice of AIDS Research, exempt from routine 
procurement rules and civil service restric
tions, to be used for (1) emergency research 
projects, (2) fast track research initiatives, 
or (3) programs to address gaps in current re
search. 

With these provisions. Senator Kennedy, 
you hold the opportunity to put AIDS re
search on track at last. I strongly support 
their inclusion in the NIH Reauthorization 
bill, and urge its swift passage. Thank you 
for your leadership. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH H. MAYER, M.D. 

Chief, Infectious Disease Division, Memorial 
Hospital of Rhode Island. 

UAB SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, DEPART
MENT OF MEDICINE, DIVISION OF 
INFECTIOUS DISEASES, 

January 20, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 

endorse the recommendations prepared by 
the Treatment Action Group (TAG) regard
ing the NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR). 
As an AIDS researcher and a member of the 
American Foundation for AIDS Research 
Scientific Advisory Board, I feel it is critical 
that we consolidate our research efforts in a 
more structured fashion, especially with re
gard to long-range planning. The change in 
administration of the Executive Branch 
should help dramatically in creating a com
prehensive, logical, and pro-active approach 

-- . --
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to dealing with HIV prevention and treat
ment. At the core of this approach is a co
ordinated research plan in basic, clinical , 
and social science. I certainly encourage you 
to carefully review the recommendations as 
put forth by the Treatment Action Group. 
We have a wonderful opportunity to get the 
AIDS research effort back onto an efficient 
track. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have 
any specific questions or comments. 

With best regards, 
MICHAEL S. SAAG, M.D., 

Associate Professor of Medicine, Director, 
UAB AIDS Outpatient Clinic, Associate 
Director tor Clinical Care and Thera
peutics, UAB AIDS Center. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, 

San Francisco, January 20, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, Chair, 
Senator NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM, Ranking 

Member, 
Senate Committee on Labor & Human Re

sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND KASSEBAUM: 

I am writing you on this first day of a new 
era to strongly support provisions in the NIH 
Reauthorization Bill (S.1) which would 
strengthen efforts to coordinate AIDS re
search at the National Institutes of Health. 
I have been involved in AIDS care and re
search since the beginning of the epidemic in 
1981. I have a close affiliation with the NIH 
through their Division of AIDS in the Na
tional Institute of Allergy and Infectious 
Disease. I believe that the provisions in this 
bill will provide the NIH with the critical 
ability to conduct strategic planning and co
ordination of AIDS research throughout the 
Institute. 

I believe to be most effective that the fol
lowing provisions should be included in the 
bill: 

The NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR) 
should be provided with the resources, staff 
and authority to develop and implement a 
long-term strategic plan for AIDS research 
throughout the NIH, including budgetary au
thority to move resources among Institutes 
to ensure that the strategic plan can be car
ried out. 

The Office of AIDS Research Director 
should be given the authority to submit a 
bypass budget similar to that of the National 
Cancer Institute, directly to the President, 
as well authority to distribute NIH AIDS re
search budget to the Institutes in accordance 
with the annually revised strategic plan. 

The position of Director of the Office of 
AIDS Research should become a full-time 
presidential appointee who will report di
rectly to the Director of the NIH, sit on rel
evant Executive Branch AIDS task forces, 
and coordinate research efforts between the 
NIH Institutes, other research institutions 
and industry. 

An Office of AIDS Research Advisory 
Council should be established to advise the 
Office of AIDS Research Director. 

Finally, a discretionary fund should be cre
ated within the Office of AIDS Research, ex
empt from routine procurement rules and 
civil service restrictions to be used for (1) 
emergency research projects, (2) fast track 
research initiatives, and (3) directed pro
grams to address gaps in current research. 

As we stand at the brink of a new era, the 
new administration, the Congress, and AIDS 
researchers around the country have a truly 
unique opportunity to accelerate the search 
for effective therapies and vaccines for AIDS 
and HIV infection. I urge you to strongly 

support the-provisions in the NIH Reauthor
ization Bill. 

Thanking you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 

DONALD I. ABRAMS, 
Assistant Director, AIDS Activities, 

San Francisco General Hospital . 

LONG ISLAND JEWISH MEDICAL CENTER, 
New Hyde Park, NY, January 15, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I want you to 
know that I support the statement of the 
AIDS Treatment Action Group entitled " Re
forming the NIH AIDS Research Program," 
dated 16 December 1992. I am a clinical im
munologist who has worked in the area of 
immunodeficiency diseases since 1970 and on 
AIDS since 1979. I care for a large group of 
people with HIV related problems on subur
ban Long Island, and conduct research on 
basic immunology and clinical issues relat
ing to HIV vaccines and drug therapy. I am 
a member of an NIH Study Section and of 
the Scientific Advisory Committee of 
AmFAR. 

To me, the set of recommendations put 
forth by TAG are reasonable and would bet
ter serve both those affected by this plague 
and the AIDS research community than the 
morass that currently exists. 

Perhaps most important to our entire soci
ety is the last paragraph of the TAG rec
ommendations. General support for bio
medical research, and for trainees to con
tinue our current ability to carry out such 
research in the future, is crucial. This seems 
now to be critical especially in the area of 
infectious diseases, as I said in my testimony 
before the late Ted Weiss' subcommittee of 
the Committee on Governmental Operations 
in 1983. 

Thank you for your continued leadership 
on health issues. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK P. SIEGAL, 

Professor of Medicine, 
Albert Einstein College of Medicine. 

UNIVERSITY OF MEDICINE & DEN
TISTRY OF NEW JERSEY, ROBERT 
WOOD JOHNSON MEDICAL SCHOOL, 

Piscataway, NJ, January 15, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Washington: DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I have been en
gaged in research on AIDS for six years, pri
marily as an NIH grantee in an ACTU. Our 
work, and that of our Clinical Trials Unit as 
a whole, has been significantly hampered by 
shortages of funds. 

I write this letter in support of the docu
ment of December 16, "Reforming the NIH 
AIDS Research Program," sent to the Clin
ton Transition Team. The restructuring and 
strengthening of the NIH Office of AIDS Re
search, as proposed in the document, will 
certainly help to optimize the use of funds 
available. Even more important is the rec
ommendation to substantially increase those 
funds, so as to intensify the needed multifac
eted attack on this major threat to our na
tion and the world. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD T. DUBIN, M.D., 

Professor of Molecular Genetics 
and Microbiology. 

THE NEW YORK HOSPITAL-CORNELL 
MEDICAL CENTER, DEPARTMENT OF 
OBSTETRICS AND GYNECOLOGY, 

New York, NY, January 15, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As a member of 
the scientific community, I urge you to sup
port the recently proposed reforms for the 
NIH AIDS Research Program. Specifically, 
the NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR) must 
be restructured and strengthened. The OAR 
Director should be a Presidential appointee 
who will oversee the entire NIH AIDS re
search effort. In addition, all NIH AIDS re
search programs should be consolidated into 
a single, separate line item in the federal 
budget, and should be appropriated to the 
OAR. 

Thank you for your continued support of 
basic biomedical research. 

Sincerely, 
STEVENS. WITKIN, PH.D., 

Associate Professor , 
Director, Immunology Division. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, January 20, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am an Associate 
Professor of Ophthalmology at the UCLA 
Jules Stein Eye Institute, and am actively 
involved in AIDS research. I am writing to 
express my support for the enclosed docu
ment prepared by the Treatment Action 
Group (TAG) and hope that it will be incor
porated into the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) Reauthorization Bill which will 
be reintroduced in Congress on January 21, 
1993. I strongly support the Treatment Ac
tion Group's recommendations and feel that 
the proposed changes would be beneficial to 
AIDS research. 

Sincerely, 
GARY N. HOLLAND, M.D., 

Associate Professor of Ophthalmology, 
Jules Stein Eye Institute. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
LOS ANGELES, SCHOOL OF NURSING, 

January 20, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Dirksen Senate Office Bldg., Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
support the changes proposed in the TAG re
port entitled "Reforming the NIH AIDS Re
search Programs" dated 12/16/92. As an AIDS 
researcher I am aware of a wide variety of 
problems with respect to the care and treat
ment of those infected with HIV and those 
who have full-blown AIDS. I fully support 
those measures of reform outlined in the 
statements put forth in this report. 

Additionally, as a health care provider and 
educator I submit that any measures aimed 
at improving federal research spending is 
just one step closer to promising those in
fected, their families and communities a 
window of hope. 

Thank you for your time and attention to 
this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
GWEN VANSERVELLEN, 

R.N., Ph.D., 
Professor and Vice Chair Psychiatric-Men

tal Health and Nursing Administration. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN

CISCO, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH, 

January 19, 1993. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
urge your support of the specific rec
ommendations submitted by the Treatment 
Action Group [TAG] for incorporation into 
the National Institutes of Health [NIH] reau
thorization bill which will be reintroduced in 
Congress on January 21. 

These recommendations outline restruc
turing and allocation of resources for AIDS 
research, which, if implemented, will greatly 
enhance the quality of AIDS research. The 
Public Policy Committee of AmFAR and 
other interested organizations have also en
dorsed these recommendations. 

I urge your full support of these changes 
recommended by TAG in the NIH Reauthor
ization Bill (S.1). 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN BUCHBINDER, M.D., 

Chief, Clinical Studies, Research Branch, 
San Francisco AIDS Office. 

JOHNS HOPKINS, NEUROLOGY, 
Baltimore, MD, January 20, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY. As a neurologist 

involved both in clinical care and research 
AIDS, I , like many others, have become frus
trated by the lack of central coordination of 
AIDS funding at the National Institutes of 
Health. I would like to endorse and support 
the recommendations of the Institute of 
Medicine and the Treatment Action Group to 
renew and strengthen the NIH Office of AIDS 
Research. I fell strongly that the Office of 
AIDS Research should be given appropriate 
resources and authority to coordinate and 
direct the entire NIH AIDS research effort. I 
feel that with a strengthened central plan
ning and coordinating office, collaborations 
among the Institutes will be facilitated and 
duplication of research effort avoided. A 
central planning office would also allow for 
appropriate resources to be quickly used to 
respond to crises, such as the emergence of 
multi-drug resistent tuberculosis or to fund 
pilot studies in new areas of AIDS research. 

Sincerely, 
JUSTIN C. MCARTHUR, 

Associate Professor of Neurology, Associate 
Professor of Epidemiology . 

UAB SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, 
DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE, DIVISION OF 

INFECTIOUS DISEASES, 
Birmingham, AL, January 20, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington , D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
endorse the recommendations prepared by 
the Treatment Action Group (TAG) regard
ing the NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR). 
As an AIDS researcher and a member of the 
American Foundation for AIDS Research 
Scientific Advisory Board, I feel it is critical 
that we consolidate our research efforts in a 
more structured fashion , especially with re
gard to long range planning. The change in 
administration of the Executive Branch 
should help dramatically in creating a com-

prehensive, local, and pro-active approach to 
dealing with HIV prevention and treatment. 
At the core of this approach is a coordinated 
research plan in basic, clinical, and social 
science. I certainly encourage you to care
fully review the recommendations as put 
forth by the Treatment Action Group. We 
have a wonderful opportunity to get the 
AIDS research effort back onto an efficient 
tract. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have 
any specific questions or comments. 

With best regards, 
MICHAELS. SAAG, M.D., 

Associate Professor of Medicine, Director, 
U AB AIDS Outpatient Clinic, Associate 
Director for Clinical Care and Thera
peutics, UAB AIDS Center. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
LOS ANGELES, 

DEPARTMENT OF EPIDEMIOLOGY, 
Los Angeles, CA, January 19, 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

sources, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I would like to 
endorse the proposal put forwarded by the 
AIDS Action Treatment Group and others 
proposing the restructuring of the Office of 
AIDS Research within the NIH as an inde
pendent office responsible in association 
with an Advisory Council for administering 
the HIV/AIDS budget and reporting directly 
to the Director of NIH. I would also like to 
endorse their proposal for a supplement to 
the FY 1993 budget and Revision of the FY 
1994 budget calling for an increase of 60% in 
support for AIDS research. 

Sincerely, 
ROGER DETELS, M.D. M.S. 

Professor. 
AN AIDS AGENDA FOR THE CLINTON 

ADMINISTRATION AND THE 103D CONGRESS 
This bill should become the vehicle for 

strengthening the structure of the NIH's 
AIDS research effort. Among the key issues 
that have been identified is the need for a 
strengthened coordinating function for the 
AIDS research conducted at the various in
stitutes and centers. This need is highlighted 
by the integration into NIH of the National 
Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse, 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse, and 
the National Institute of Mental Health. 
Also of concern is a vehicle for assuring that 
the real budgetary needs of these agencies 
are properly communicated throughout the 
decision-making process and the need for 
more explicit planning of the AIDS research 
effort. The NIH Reauthorization bill can ad
dress these needs by authorizing and 
strengthening the authority of the NIH Of
fice for AIDS Research by giving it adminis
trative and budgetary authority across insti
tute and center lines. The OAR should be 
mandated to adopt and implement an AIDS 
research plan with clearly stated biomedical 
and behavioral research goals and objectives 
with resource needs attached to those objec
tives. The OAR should be given budget au
thority to identify and advocate for NIH 
AIDS funding needs based on the priori ties 
set in its plan. 

Current research activities have failed to 
include sufficient representation of minori
ties and women. The importance of address
ing women-specific research needs, including 
the natural history of HIV in women, the 
transmission of mv to women (including 
mv barrier methods that women control) 
HIV treatment needs of women (including 
but not limited to treatments of women-spe-

cific opportunistic infections), and successful 
prevention strategies for women. Research 
designed specifically to determine any dif
ferences in natural history, treatment needs, 
or drug reactions in minority populations 
should be initiated. 

There is significant concern regarding the 
appropriate balance in the NIH portfolio be
tween behavioral, social, and biomedical re
search needs. Structures must be set in place 
to address the need for equity between bio
medical and behavioral research throughout 
the budgeting, goal-setting, and administra
tive structures of the OAR. In addition, re
strictions on sexual behavior research rep
resent enormous obstacles to AIDS preven
tion and epidemiology and should be re
moved. 

The following NORA members have en
dorsed this document as of Nov. 16, 1992: 

AIDS Action Council. 
American Association for Marriage and 

Family Therapy. 
American Association of Mental Retarda-

tion. 
American Association of Public Schools. 
American Counseling Association. 
American Foundation for AIDS Research. 
American Medical Student Association. 
American Nurse's Association. 
American Psychiatric Association. 
American Psychological Association. 
American Public Health Association. 
Americans for Democratic Action. 
Association of Schools of Public Health. 
Center for Population Options. 
Coalition for the Homeless. 
Committee for Children. 
Consortium of Social Science Associations. 
Corporate Health Management Consult-

ants, Inc. 
Council of Jewish Federations. 
Federation of Parents and Friends of Les-

bians and Gays. 
Human Rights Campaign Fund. 
Legal Action Center. 
National AIDS Health Network. 
National Association of Children's Hos

pitals and Related Institutions. 
National Association of Community Health 

Centers, Inc. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Association of People with AIDS. 
National Association of Protection and Ad-

vocacy Systems. 
National Association of Public Hospitals. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
National Catholic AIDS Network. 
National Community AIDS Partnership. 
National Council of Jewish Women. 
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. 
National Health Care for the Homeless 

Council. 
National Minority AIDS Council. 
National Native American AIDS Preven-

tion Center. 
National Women's Health Network. 
Northwest AIDS Foundation. 
Rainbow Lobby. 
Synagogue Council of America. 
Therapeutic Communities of America. 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations. 

AIDS ACTION COUNCIL, 
Washington , DC, January 21 , 1993. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Re

lations, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR: We , the undersigned orga

nizations, are writing to offer our strong 
support for the NIH Reauthorization Bill 
(S.1), including the provisions to reform the 
NIH AIDS research program. These provi 
sions will at last provide for AIDS research 
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the leadership, strategic planning and co
ordination that are so essential to research 
into other life-threatening diseases. Specifi
cally, we support the provisions to: 

Authorize the Office of AIDS Research to 
develop and implement a strategic plan and 
bypass (professional judgment) budget for 
AIDS research at the NIH, including plan
ning and budget authority across institute 
lines. 

Enhance the position of Director of the Of
fice of AIDS Research to become a full-time, 
presidential appointee who will: (1) repo~t di
rectly to the Director of the NIH, (2) s1t on 
relevant executive branch AIDS task forces, 
and (3) hold no other government posts. 

Establish the Office of AIDS Research Ad
visory Council (OARAC) to advise the Direc
tor. 

Create a discretionary fund within the Of
fice of AIDS Research, exempt from routine 
procurement rules and civil service restric
tions, to be used for (1) emergency research 
projects, (2) fast track research initiatives, 
or (3) programs to address gaps in current re
search. 

With these reforms, Senator, you hold the 
opportunity to put AIDS research on track 
at last. We strongly support their inclusion 
in the NIH Reauthorization bill, and urge its 
swift passage. Thank you for your leader
ship. 

Sincerely, 
AIDS Action Baltimore. 
ATOM (AIDS Trust of Maryland), Balti

more. 
AIDS Medicine and Miracles, 303-447-8777. 
Project AIDS Lafayette, Lafayette, Indi

ana. 
AIDS Volunteers of Lexington, Lexington, 

KY. 
AIDS Commission of Greater Cleveland, 

Ohio . 
Women and AIDS Resource Center 

(WARN). 
HERO Baltimore, MD. 
Statewide Health Council , Tallahasee, FL. 
Black Hills AIDS Project, Rapid City, SD. 
Maine AIDS Alliance, Portland. 
AIDS Mental Health Project, New York. 
Gay and Lesbian Resource Center, New 

York. 
Iowa Dignity and Equality Advocates. 
PEPS, Washington, DC. 
Foundation of Children with AIDS, Boston. 
Vermont AIDS Council. 
Continuum HIV Day Services, San Fran

cisco. 
AIDS Alliance of Martha's Vineyard, Inc., 

Boston 
18th Street Services, Mike Shriver, San 

Francisco. 
National Lawyers · Guild Network, San 

Francisco. 
From All Walks of Life, Philadelphia, PA. 
So. Carolina AIDS Education Network. 
ACT UP Golden Gate, San Francisco, CA. 
Early Advocacy and Care for HIV Program, 

San Francisco, CA. 
State Representative Glen Maxey, Austin, 

TX. 
Vermont Cares, Burlington, VT. 
Homeless Health Care, Los Angeles. 
National Health Care for the Homeless 

Council, Nashville, TN. 
National Rural AIDS Network, New Mex

ico. 
A.!nerican Indian AIDS Institure, San 

Francisco, CA. 
Regional AIDS Interfaith Network, New 

Orleans, LA. 
Ground Zero, San Broomall, Colorado 

Springs, CO. 
American Association of Physicians for 

Human Rights, San Francisco. 

Dallas Tibido Community Clinic for AIDS 
Resource Center. 

Dizinger Foundation, Houston, TX. 
Women and AIDS Committee, Detroit. 
Collier AIDS Resource and Education Serv-

ices (CARES), Naples, FL. 
St. Joseph's Mercy Care, Atlanta, GA. 
Connecticut AIDS Residency Program. 
AIDS Supportive Housing Newsletter, New 

Haven, CT. 
Tampa AIDS Network. 
Palmetto AIDS Life, Columbia, SC. 
DC Prisoners Legal Services Project, Inc., 

Washington, DC. 

AIDS RESEARCH AT THE NIH: A CRITICAL 
REVIEW 
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TAG's mission statement 
The Treatment Action Group (TAG) fights 

to find a curer for AIDS and to ensure that 
all people living with HIV receive the nec
essary treatment, care, and information they 
need to save their lives. TAG focuses on the 
AIDS research effort, both private and pub
lic, the drug development process, and our 
nation's health care delivery systems. We 
meet with researchers, pharmaceutical com
panies, and government officials, and resort 
when necessary to acts of civil disobedience. 
We strive to develop the scientific and politi
cal expertise needed to transform policy. 
TAG is committed to working for and with 
all communities affected by HIV. 

"President Bush and HHS [the Department 
of Health] have failed to meet fully their re
sponsibilities in leading the national re
sponse to the monumental human sufferin_g 
and economic loss from the HIV/AIDS epl
demic."- US National Commission on AIDS, 
25 June 1992 1 

"A lot of research is like shining a flash
light on a dark street corner. We feel good 
because we're looking where the light is. But 
who knows how big the darkness is?"-Dan 
Roth, MD, Director, Division of AIDS 
(DAIDS), NIAID, NIH2 . 

"I don' t think that we have a mechamsm 
within the executive branch that looks at 
science priori ties. "-Bernadine Healy, MD. 
Director, NIH 3 

ABSTRACT 

by the US National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) in order to recommend changes to ex
pedite a cure. We reviewed the $800M N_IH 
AIDS program from fiscal year (FY) 1991, m
cluding 2,625 extramural grants and . con
tracts and hundreds of intramural proJects. 
We read abstracts of these projects generated 
by the NIH Office of AIDS Research (OAR) 
AIDS Research Information System CARIS) 
database. We reviewed the NIH "Annual Re
port to Congress" on AIDS achievements for 
FY 1991, the quarterly "Institute AIDS 
Science Reports," and the list of new pro
grams requested by NIH for AIDS in FY 1993, 
which cannot be funded due to President 
Bush's budget cuts. Finally, we compared a 
draft of ''The NIH Strategic Plan for HIV-Re
lated Research," the Institute of Medicine's 
1991 report on the AIDS program, and the 
recommendations of the National Commis
sion on AIDS to the government. 

NIH spent $800M on AIDS in FY 1991, 9.7% 
of its total budget. Each of the NIH's 18 In
stitutes, Centers, and Divisions administers 
AIDS programs, all of which remain unco
ordinated and underfunded. 73% of the pro
grams are administered by two instituted, 
NIAID (53%) and NCI (20%). Under the Presi
dent's FY93 Budget Request, AIDS programs 
will increase only 3.8%, or less than sci
entific inflation. This is a cut of $456M from 
the institute directors original requests. 
Over a hundred new initiatives and expan
sions of existing programs cannot be funded. 
When new initiatives are mandated by Con
gress or the Executive Branch, existing pro
grams are cannibalized. For instance, the 
NIAID pool of basic AIDS research grants 
shrank by half in 1992 to pay for the ACTG 
Recompetition and Congressionally-man
dated pediatrics research. 

We conclude that the entire NIH budget 
should be doubled, to $16 billion a year. The 
AIDS budget should rise to $1.6 billiqp.. The 
rate at which AIDS basic research grants are 
funded should be restored to 40%. The NIH 
Associate Director for AIDS Research should 
be given authority to allocate resources and 
programs across institute boundaries. Patho
genesis research should be emphasized. De
velopmental clinical immunology programs 
should be expanded. The six institutes con
ducting clinical trials (NIAID, NCI, ~ICHD, 
NEI, NINDS, NHLBI) should mandate col
laboration among their research networks. 
Orphan research areas such as wasting, neu
rology, and immune-based therapies should 
receive special support. NIH should develop a 
large scale screening program to search for 
cytokine inhibitors and synthetic immune 
modulators. Clinical trials should be ana
lyzed and published faster. Community ac
tivists should participate in the oversight of 
basic research programs. 

Dear Fellow Warrior in the Fight Against 
this Plague of AIDS, this is one of the most 
important documents about the AIDS plague 
and our present moment in this crisis that 
you will ever be asked to read. I not only 
urge you to read it as quickly as possible, I 
implore you to read it as thoroughly as you 
can. While it may appear, on the surface, to 
be dry and fact-filled, every figure , every 
statistic, clothes a scandal or a tragedy or 
both. Never before has there been such a 
look at all the AIDS programs at all the in
stitutes that comprise the National Insti
tutes of Health. Even the report issued by 
the Institute of Medicine only dealt with 
broad structural issues, deferring the idea of 
looking at the programs themselves in detail 

Our goal was to obtain a comprehensive to some future unspecified moment in far-off 
picture of the AIDS programs administered time. 

Footnotes at end of article . 
Why is this report so important for you to 

read? 
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Because, for the first time, eighteen insti

tutes, each with its own programs, each with 
its own goals, each with many strengths and 
many weaknesses, each completely unable to 
criticize itself, comes under a long-needed 
scrutiny. 

What does this report conclude? 
The AIDS plague is utterly and completely 

devoid of leadership. At the Nll:I, no one is at 
the center, nothing is coordinated, no one is 
asking the life-saving (and money-saving) 
questions: what is missing from our efforts, 
what is being duplicated, why are we being 
forced into competition with our own fellow 
institutes, right here on our own campus, 
when budgets are shrinking and shrinking? 

In the middle of this tragically sad situa
tion, as the figures of the newly infected and 
the newly dead mount and mount to heights 
once thought inconceivable, sits the Presi
dents' Point Man for AIDS, Dr. Anthony 
Fauci, who some of us would like to see re
moved and many of us prefer to see as help
less, rendered powerless in a quagmire
forced as he is to bow to the brainless whims 
of a heartless President, a Congress which 
claims compassion and a desire to increase 
the budget but an inability actually to do so, 
and an inept Secretary of Health and Human 
Services whose every utterance in defense of 
his boss is so lie-filled as to make it hard to 
accept that the man is a Christian much less 
a doctor. 

Is it, at this late stage of this plague, in
temperate or rude to ask what kind of coun
try (or world) is this where a plague can be 
allowed to rage out of control, where its sup
posedly premiere scientific research estab
lishment can be allowed to present such a 
second-rate face to the realities and 
sufferings it was founded and funded to alle
viate? 

Is it, at this stage of this plague, intem
perate or rude to suggest that this present 
state of AIDS affairs leads us even more to 
the fact that the only out that has not been 
tried, that still must be tried, is a 
Manhattan- or Apollo-type project, wherein 
the leading experts in all areas are gran ted 
emergency powers and sent off into the se
clusion necessary to produce the cure that 
must be there if our civilization is to sur
vive? 

I salute this incredible amount of work and 
energy and insight and perseverance and 
heartfelt need that gave birth to this report 
and sustained its creators to its completion. 
May bureaucrats learn from this report and 
gain courage to speak out at last. May activ
ists learn from this report and renew their 
commitment, now so understandably wound
ed from discouragement. With this informa
tion, may we all enter a new stage of holding 
our system-now so dreadfully and woefully 
off-course-accountable. 

Whoever you are. whatever you do in fight
ing this plague, you must know this informa
tion and respond to it. Do not, as so many 
have before us, go quiet into the night.
Larry Kramer 

INTRODUCTION 

Since 1987, the activist critique of AIDS re
search has worked its way back: from drug 
approval at the regulatory level of the US 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA), to ex
panded access for drugs still under study 
(Parallel Track), to the design and conduct 
of the controlled clinical trials themselves 
by the National Institutes of Health (NIH), 
pharmaceutical companies and, community
based clinical trial centers. While this work 
has generated some useful reforms in an inef
ficient system (and expanded access and ex
pedited approval for several useful thera-

~-----

pies), it often seems that all these accom
plishments go for naught. HIV keeps spread
ing, AIDS keeps striking people down, and 
researchers appear to have little confidence 
in the rapid development of a therapeutic 
cure or an effective vaccine. 

Against a background of deepening politi
cal reaction, declining research subsidies, 
and pervasive pessimism about the prospects 
for a scientific breakthrough, some activists 
have grown unsure of the continued value of 
engaging the scientific infrastructure. What 
is the point of streamlining access and ap
proval when the result is merely to replace 
AZT with other mediocre, toxic, expensive 
nucleoside analogues? What is the point of 
developing prophylaxis and better treatment 
for opportunistic infections when these 
measures simply allow someone to survive 
long enough to develop lymphoma, visceral 
Kaposi's sarcoma, wasting syndrome or 
neuropathology? 

If the reforms won by activists are not to 
become mere stratagems for craven pharma
ceutical companies swiftly to develop and 
market a whole series of additional 
nucleoside analogues (d4T, FLT, 3TC, etc.), 
activists must become more involved in the 
basic research process itself, forcing aca
demic and industrial researchers to turn 
their attention to novel treatment ap
proaches of HIV-induced immune suppres
sion, including immune based therapy, 
cytokine inhibition, and active 
immunotherapy, with the ultimate goals of 
elucidating the pathogenesis of AIDS, stop
ping its progression, and reversing its dam
age. 

The task requires that activists become as 
familiar with the $800 million AIDS program 
of the NIH as they have with its major clini
cal component, the AIDS Clinical Trials 
Group (ACTG). 

This report is a preliminary effort to map 
the NIH AIDS Program, evaluate it, suggest 
useful reforms, and highlight the gruesome 
cost of the Bush administration's refusal to 
adjust AIDS research funding to even the 
rate of inflation, to say nothing of the ad
justment appropriate to the opportunities 
now within reach. These opportunities are 
graphically documented in the institute di
rectors' "Wish List" for fiscal year 1993, 
which contains hundreds of urgent new pro
grams, few or none of which may be funded. 

As a consequence of Administration policy, 
new initiatives are being smothered in the 
cradle to pay for large ongoing programs. 
Prevention competes with care for limited 
funds. Basic research competes with clinical 
trials. Immunology competes with virology. 
Treatment research competes with vaccine 
research. Adult clinical trials compete with 
pediatric ones. Entire areas such as oncol
ogy, gynecology, wasting, and neurology go 
begging for funds. 

Just as the precondition for access to 
therapies for all who need it is single-payor 
national health care, so the prerequisite for 
a rational national biomedical research pol
icy is the immediate doubling of the Nll:I 
budget to $16 billion a year, with high-prior
ity, high-mortality areas like AIDS, cancer 
and Alzheimer's disease given the lion's 
share of the newly released funds. 

In order to justify such new public invest
ment, the NIH must take steps to incor
porate community views in its work across 
the board-not just in the ACTG or in 
AID8-but for all the other diseases against 
which its efforts are directed. 

If AIDS activists ever leave any legacy 
other than their own bodies, it will be, 
among other things, a movement for na-

tional health care and the democratization 
of research. 

The pattern of Federal AIDS research 
funding from 1981 through 93 is: 

NIH AIDS BUDGET BY YEAR 
[With rate of increase from previous year] 

Amount Percent 

Year: 
1982 .... .......... ............ ....... . 
1983 ........... . 
1984 ............ . 
1985 ........ ......................... ... ... . 
1986 ............. ········· ·························· 
1987 ·································· ··· ······· ········ ········ 
1988 ·········· ······································ ············ 
1989 ········ ······· ···· ·················· 
1990 ···························· ······ ·············· ············ 
1991 ···················· ··············· ··· ······················ 
1992 ············· ························· 
1993 ........... ..................... . 

$3,355,000 
21.668,000 
44,121.000 
63,737,000 

134,667,000 
260,907,000 
473,285,000 
60 I ,316,000 
743,532,000 
799,821,000 
841 ,417,000 
873,377,000 

5115 
103 
44 
Ill 
94 
81 
27 
24 

7.6 
5.2 
3.8 

After several years (in the mid 1980s) of 
program growth, the Nll:I AIDS budget is 
now falling relative to inflation (a 3.8% in
crease for AIDS research next year, while in
flation is predicted to reach 5.1 %, according 
to the Biomedical Research and Develop
ment Price Index computed by the Com
merce Department). From 1982 to 1989, Con
gress always appropriated much more for 
AIDS than the Administration requested. 
That pattern has now been reversed. In 1991, 
Congress authorized $3 million less than the 
President requested for AIDS research. For 
several years, Congress has imposed new de
mands on the Nll:I AIDS program without au
thorizing new funds with which to carry 
them out. For example, in 1990 the Congress 
earmarked $40M for research on children 
with AIDS, especially for clinical trials. 
Since there was no new money appropriated 
for this purpose, the funds came directly 
from the adult AIDS Clinical Trials Group 
(ACTG). The result is that now, in 1992, the 
US Government is spending $105.00 for re
search on every child with AIDS in America, 
compared with just $1.00 for each adult. The 
Pediatric ACTG is now as large as the adult 
ACTG, which has been cut to make ends 
meet. 

When it comes to research policy, Congress 
is often like a bull in a china shop, dropping 
in to make a mess and then storming out 
again. For example, also in 1991, Congress 
imposed new restrictions on the right of NIH 
personnel to travel for work. This was osten
sibly because some Congressmen feared that 
junketeering Nll:I employees would litter the 
streets of Florence swilling cappucino rather 
than negotiating with drug companies and 
attending seminars. The result of this mini
scandal was a $10-million reduction in the 
overall NIH AIDS budget and severe, ongoing 
restrictions on Nll:I travel. This makes it 
even more humiliating to work for the gov
ernment. For the last two years, activist 
groups have sent more members to the inter
national AIDS conferences than has the 
NIAID Division of AIDS, the lead agency 
charged with conducting Federal AIDS re
search. NIH can still spend other funds send
ing extramural experts to Bethesda for meet
ings, but its own employees are virtual pris
oner on the campus. 

While Congress is careless and capricious, 
the Administration, from the White House 
down to the Secretary of Health + Human 
Services [HHS], has adopted an AIDS strat
egy of "malign neglect," apparently hoping 
the problem will solve itself. Recently, the 
US National Commission on AIDS, a third of 
whose members were named by the Presi
dent, condemned the Administration for its 
inadequate, inconsistent, and heavily politi
cized AIDS policy.4 Barring a change in ad-
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ministration, it would be foolish to expect 
leadership from the White House or HHS on 
AIDS anytime soon. This creates a conun
drum; officials relatively low within the Ex
ecutive Branch are delegated leadership on 
AIDS policy more or less by default. 

At the NIH level, de facto AIDS policy de
cisions are made by Associate NIH Director 
for AIDS Research Anthony S. Fauci, who is 
Director of the Office of AIDS Research 
(OAR), Director of the National Institute of 
Allergy + Infectious Diseases (NIAID), and 
Chief of the Laboratory of 
Immunoregulation. Extraordinary respon
sibilities rest by default on a man who 
turned down the chance to become NIH Di
rector in order to stay more in contact with 
AIDS research, yet who wears so many hats 
which demand very different skills and deci
sions. 

In addition, there is a dizzying array of ad
visory committees which advise every level 
of NIH, from the overall AIDS effort to spe
cific Institute and Division councils. Every 
major new program initiative must be ap
proved by an external advisory council, yet 
these decisions are often simply an elabo
rately choreographed rubber stamp. 

The NIH is actually a collection of fiercely 
autonomous fiefdoms (designated Institutes, 
Centers, or Divisions, known as ICDs) loosely 
administered under an NIH Director. Each 
ICD Director develops and administers his or 
her own budget, and there is little the NIH 
Director can do to allocate resources across 
institutes (although she now has her own 
$20M "emergency fund") . Some ICDs, such as 
the National Cancer Institute (NCI), have 
worked out special privileges within the Ex
ecutive Branch-the NCI "Bypass Budget" 
skips the desks of Assistant Secretary for 
Health Mason, Health and Human Services 
Secretary Sullivan, and Office of Manage
ment and Budget Director Darman, and goes 
straight to the President's desk. (This didn 't 
stop the President from slashing the 1993 NCI 
request just as much as he slashed those of 
every other ICD.) OAR Director Fauci, who 
is supposed to coordinate AIDS research 
across ICDs, has little real say in the half he 
does not directly control as NIAID Director. 
Thus, there is no truly centralized planning 
and execution of AIDS research, and no ade
quate oversight from either Congress or the 
Administration. Neither is there enough sys
tematic, comprehensive information about 
existing NIH AIDS programs. Since 1990, ac
tivists, the Congress, and the Institute of 
Medicine (IOM) have all encouraged the NIH 
to develop a comprehensive plan for its AIDS 
efforts, and NIH has been working for the 
last year on a " Strategic Plan for HIV-Relat
ed Research. " 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This report is based on the following 
sources: 

NIH budget information from 1982-1993; 
"The NIH Strategic Plan for HIV-Related 

Research, " DRAFT of 11.8.91; 
"The NIH Five-Year Plan for HIV-Related 

Research, " a similar DRAFT of 4.29.92; 
"The AIDS Research Program of the NIH" 

by the Institute of Medicine, NAS, 1991; 
The NIH's " Annual Report to Congress" 

for 1991; 
The Office of AIDS Research's "Institute 

AIDS Science Reports", which periodically 
chronicle AIDS work done by the various 
ICDs every three (now 6) months; 

Abstracts of 2,625 extramural NIH AIDS 
awards in Fiscal Year (FY) 1991 obtained 
from the OAR AIDS Research Information 
System (ARIS) database, which obtained 
them from the DRG (Division of Research 
Grants) CRISP database; 
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Abstracts of the intramural ZOl projects 
from CRISP; 

A list by institute of all 2,624 extramural 
AIDS awards in FY 1991 obtained from ARIS 
[this list was not identical to the abstracts 
from CRISP]; 

Letters, budget information and plans 
from staff at each Institute, Center or Divi
sion; 

A list of the original AIDS budget requests 
for FY 1993 from each ICD Director, and the 
subsequent budget history. 

The uses and weaknesses of these sources 
are discussed below. 

Office of AIDS Research (OAR) 
Since OAR is supposed to coordinate NIH 

AIDS research, we began this project at 
OAR. OAR coordinates the AIDS budget re
quest for the 18 Institutes, Centers and Divi
sions. OAR also coordinates the NIH pres
ence at the twice-monthly meetings of the 
PHS AIDS Leadership Committee (a "small, 
free-wheeling, leak-free forum") composed of 
Agency Directors (or their deputies) and 
AIDS Coordinators. This is where the PHS 
agencies duked out the CDC's proposed 
health-care worker guidelines. Sometimes 
CDC Director Roper appears on closed circuit 
TV from Atlanta. There is also a PHS Execu
tive Task Force on AIDS (ETFA) coordi
nated by National AIDS Program Office 
(under the Assistant Secretary for Health), 
which chairs it. The ETFA meets monthly. 
It's a forum for information dissemination 
among agencies. 

OAR and the NIH AIDS Budget Cycle 
Every winter, NIH Building One (the Office 

of the Director) sends out guidelines for 
budget preparation. Program priorities are 
issued for "New Areas" and "Significant Ex
pansions" within existing areas. Institutes, 
Centers and Divisions (ICDs) are asked to be 
"realistic." The ICD Directors' requests 
specify the amount of new funds requested, 
the project to be funded, its mechanism 
(grant, contract, intra- or extramural, etc.), 
and how many (if any) new full-time equiva
lents (e.g., staff) are needed to administer (if 
extramural) or conduct (if intramural) the 
research. Planning starts 18 months in ad
vance. When we were at OAR in February, 
1992, the Fiscal Year 1994 (October 1, 1993 to 
September 30, 1994) budget requests were 
coming in from the Institute Directors, and 
the President's Budget for Fiscal Year 1993 
was being dismantled on Capitol Hill . 

A Sample Year: The Gutting of FY 1993's 
AIDS Budget 

For FY 1993, the institute directors re
quested $1,329,359,000 for AIDS research. In 
spring 1991 OAR Director Fauci made the 
first cut (to $1.195 billion) and sent it on to 
NIH Director Healy, who changed nothing. 
Apparently Healy wants AIDS to grow at the 
same rate as non-AIDS, though the Presi
dent apparently disagrees. The last level 
where specific programs are considered is the 
office of the A:>sistant Secretary for Health 
Mason, who coordinates the entire PHS 
budget and sends it on to superiors at the 
Department of Health & Human Services. 
For FY 1993, Mason cut the request by about 
$200M, to $1,009,561,000. By the time Sulli
van 's flunkeys finished with it, the FY 1993 
request was down another $120 million to 
$893,116,000. Sometimes Mason appeals the 
Secretary's cuts; he did so successfully with 
vaccine funds for FY 93. The Office of Man
agement & Budget gratuitously cut another 
$20M and sent it to the President, who must 
have been in a good mood- he restored $2.1M, 
bringing his NIH AIDS research budget re
quest to $873,377,000-a whopping 3.8% in-

crease over FY 1992. The result is a net loss 
for AIDS: No new programs without slashing 
old ones.s By the time the President's Budg
et Request is submitted to Congress, various 
committees receive copies of the ICD Direc
tors' " Wishlist" to determine how much was 
cut from the budget by OAR/OD, OASH 
(PHS), HHS, OMB and the President. 

An Elaborate Charade? 
OAR has no power to force the ICDs to do 

what they say they will; if they refuse to 
fund an AIDS program, OAR is helpless. 
Similarly, the putative coordinating bodies 
such as the PHS AIDS Leadership Commit
tee (ALC), the PHS Executive Task Force on 
AIDS (ETF A), or the AIDS Program Advi
sory Committee (APAC) lack information 
and power to coordinate the NIH's balkan
ized research projects. Fauci can doodle 
around by taking non-AIDS programs and 
calling them "AIDS"; the AIDS budget thus 
incorporates certain basic immunology, vi
rology and structural chemistry programs 
into "basic research," and can categorize re
search on non-HIV vaccines and certain ma
lignancies as "AIDS" also. NCI has its own 
streamlined " Budget Bypass" process. The 
NLM and the NCNR refused to follow OAR 
suggestions for AIDS allocations. The OAR 
AIDS figures are "guided targets." OAR 
guesses that when the "AIDS actuals" for 
FY 1993 come in two years hence, they'll be 
smaller than what the ICDs promised. ICDs 
didn't have that leeway when AIDS was a 
separate earmark by Congress, but for the 
last two years AIDS hasn't had its own budg
et line anymore. Every institute has its own 
budget line. 

NIH AIDS research should have its own 
line item in the Federal budget. 

OAR/OD should have the power to reallo
cate AIDS resources across institute lines. 

Congress should fund the full $1.3 billion 
requested for AIDS research projects by the 
ICD directors for FY 1993. 

Institute AIDS Science Report (IASR) 
Every half year the ICDs tell OAR what 

they've donee, but the quality and quantity 
of reporting varies between institutes. 
NIAID lists the ACTG trials (in development, 
pending, open, closed, completed, deferred, 
withdrawn) for sources of pages ad nauseam 
without signifying which ones matter, how 
much they cost, or how they contribute to 
the standard of care . Other ICDs report small 
initiatives as though they were major con
tributions to the filed. OAR lacks a clear pic
ture of NIH's intramural AIDS research. 

Mason Categories 
In 1988, Assistant Secretary for Health 

James Mason demanded that PHS set up an 
accounting system to track its AIDS dollars, 
to ensure they were only counted once, and 
to assess which program areas were being 
funded . This resulted in the "Mason Cat
egories," activity codes which define an 
award (or intramural activity) as basic, clin
ical, epidemiological, training, virology, im
munology, etc. Awards are placed arbitrarily 
in one category when others might do. For 
example, if a foreign post-doctoral student 
were being trained to assess the cytokine re
sponse of macrophages to SIV in the verti
cally-infected pigtailed macaque model, this 
could be categorized as IA2 " Immunology," 
IA4 "Animal Models," IA5 "Training", or 
IIB2e " Transmission: perinatal." The Mason 
Categories and their code abbreviations are 
listed in Section ill. They should be thought 
of as a range or approximation rather than 
as exact figures. 
AIDS Research Information System (ARIS) 
In order to track the dollars, OAR set up a 

database whose inputs include the Division 
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of Research Grants CRISP system, which 
tracks most NIH extramural awards. This 
ARIS database, unlike CRISP, must be com
plete on extramural AIDS awards by the end 
of the fiscal year, so OAR can report back to 
PHS and Congress about NIH AIDS activi
ties. Thus, while CRISP includes perhaps 
75% of the AIDS awards, ARIS must have 
them all: PI, site, title, amount, abstract. 
The ARIS system is new, and still has some 
bugs to be worked out, but it is fantastically 
useful, and its staff have been extraor
dinarily helpful to us during this project. 

Types of A wards 
There are many types of NIH research 

awards. Each has a code. Basically, grants 
(ROls and other R-codes) are investigator-ini
tiated and have few strings attached. Come 
back in five years if you find something. 
Your basic scientist working in glorious ob
scurity at his lab bench is sustained by ROl 
grants. Contracts (NOls) give the funding in
stitute more power to direct the work, and 
sometimes to revoke the contract if the re
cipient is remiss. Data analysis for large 
clinical cohorts (SDAC, EMMES, CAMACS) 
is usually funded by contracts, as is the 
CPCRA. Cooperative agreements (UOls) are 
intermediate between grants and contracts. 
They give lip service to "investigator initi
ation" and provide some control for NIH. 
The ACTU sites are funded by UOls. POls and 
P30s are program project grants, which are 
large, long-term, multidisciplinary projects. 
The NIAID-funded CFARs (Centers for AIDS 
Research) are P30s. F-awards are fellowships; 
T-awards are training grants. S-awards are 
"special" small instrumentation grants 
(SIG), small business grants, minority train
ing grants, etc. YOls are interagency agree
ments between NIH and another PHS agen
cy. Some awards are institute-specific. Only 
NCRR awards MOls, which are General Clini
cal Research Center (GCRC) grants. Five 
mechanisms account for most (>90%) of the 
NIH extramural AIDS awards: MOls, NOls, 
P01s!P30s. ROls and UOls. Another special 
category is intramural research projects. 
These are sometimes available through 
CRISP as "ZOl" projects, which do not have 
a budget dollar figure. Some institutes (e.g., 
NIAID), publish annual directories of their 
intramural research and tabulate the work 
of the various laboratories in "man [sic] 
years" rather than dollars. It's innovative, 
but they should call them "person years." 
The final category of NIH spending is on in
house staff who administer extramural 
awards. This is known as "research manage
ment and support." 

The Grant Cycle 
Grant proposals are solicited with RFPs 

(Requests for Proposal); contract bids with 
RFAs (Requests for Application). RFPs and 
RF As use the same form. Researchers file ap
plications with the NIH Division of Research 
Grants (DRG), which refers grants to the ap
propriate institute and to a suitable Study 
Section (peer review committee). The Study 
Section is chaired by a Scientific Review Ad
ministrator (SRA). Institutes submit names 
of qualified potential reviewers. The SRA as
signs a primary and secondary reviewer for 
each application from the Study Section. Re
viewers have 6 weeks to review the applica
tions. AIDS-related grants are considered in 
a separate, expedited 6-month review proc
ess. This was mandated by Congress, and NIH 
is pretty good at meeting the 6-month limit. 
Study Sections allow for 1-3 days to review 
up to 100 applications. There are 12-18 mem
bers per Study Section. lCD staff attend the 
review, looking at the primary reviewer's 

comments to that they may informally dis
cuss the result with the applicant. In addi
tion, formal responses are contained in the 
Pink Sheet, or summary statement, of the 
Study Section's decision. Study Section 
members award each application a rating of 
outstanding, average, etc. Numbers are then 
assigned to each score, with 100 being the 
best and 500 the worst. Grants are funded 
down to the line at which funds run out. Ap
plicants whose final score is close to payline 
are encouraged to rewrite and resubmit their 
application for the next grant cycle. The 
Study Section does not consider overall re
search needs, but rather reviews each pro
posal solely in terms of its scientific merit. 
Funded grantees file annual progress reports. 
While basic research on AIDS primarily uti
lizes grants, treatment research uses mainly 
contracts and cooperative agreements. Under 
the "select pay" mechanism, a grant close to 
but under the funding line may be selected 
for special review and award if it concerns a 
priority area. The select pay process is in
voked in case there are outstanding projects 
worthy of funding which didn't make the 
cut. Select pay allows discretionary funding 
of grants for program-related reasons. 

As can be seen, OAR has a heavy workload. 
Tracking the money is hard enough, track
ing the science (in its entirety) virtually im
possible. This therefore, became our task. 

Why Fiscal Year 1991? 
For our unit of analysis, we selected FY 

1991. This was the most recent year for which 
complete budgetary information and reason
ably complete award information was avail
able. Looking at programs halfway through 
an ongoing year might provide a distorted 
picture. Therefore, we had ARIS send us a 
750-page list of the 2,625 extramural awards 
by institute, and two boxes of abstracts from 
CRISP. T~e two systems did not entirely 
match, and ticking them off manually was 
tedious. We reviewed these materials and so
licited additional information from AIDS co
ordinators at the various institutes. Most; re
sponded with alacrity, though some failed to 
provide all the information requested. 

The OAR DRAFT "NIH Strategic Plan for 
HIV -Related Research." 

The Congress and the Institute of Medicine 
(!OM) s have pressured NIH to adopt a more 
coherent long-range strategy for its AIDS 
programs. Strategic plans are becoming all 
the rage in scientific circles. Healy is work
ing on one for NIH (it's controversial). Even 
the ACTG Executive Committee wants one.9 
In response to the !OM's request, OAR began 
developing a "Strategic Plan" in late 1991. A 
draft was sent to the AIDS Research Advi
sory Committee (ARAC) in November. 
Changes were incorporated, a new version 
printed (its main innovation being a new 
title: in place of "Strategic Plan," it's now 
called the "Five year Plan." That has a nice 
ring, doesn't it?). Now it's out at the various 
institutes, under review by directors, AIDS 
coordinators and senior scientists. Yet an
other draft will be reviewed over the sum
mer, and perhaps the final version will come 
out in the fall. Originally we intended to 
structure our report along the lines of the 
"Strategic Plan." Close reading, however, re
vealed the much-vaunted Plan to be simply a 
statement of ongoing programs. Some tiny 
programs--such as the NIDDK effort on 
wasting-were covered at length, while larg
er ones--such as the multi-institute oppor
tunistic infections effort-were disposed of 
in a sentence or two. There was no sense of 
limited resources, of how to prioritize among 
all the programs promised. The 40 objectives 

of the Strategic Plan are listed in Section 
III. Our analysis focused on the institute 
programs and on their wish list for FY 1993, 
which was a much more pointed and specific 
set of goals. Wish list priorities are listed by 
institute in Section II. 

Limitations of our Approach 
Our material is incomplete (yet over

whelming), our review preliminary, our con
clusions subject to change. Like the NIH it
self, we have no completely "objective" 
means by which to evaluate its programs. 
Many look good on paper (if they hadn't, 
they wouldn't have been funded), but as any
one who's ever been to an ACTG meeting (or 
tracked its accrual, or read its protocols, or 
sat on its conference calls, or marched in its 
halls to reform it) knows, the rhetoric and 
the reality are poles apart. Just as it took 
several years for activists to infiltrate, acti
vate and transform the ACTG. Therefore, 
this report abcut the entire NIH effort can 
only be regarded as a first step. Programs 
must be experienced to be known and im
proved. Scientific culture must sometimes 
be disrupted to allow research constituents 
to play a role. NIH itself must centralize and 
monitor its AIDS program with more rigor 
than it now does. In particular, the ultimate 
outcomes of funded research-whether pub
lished clinical trials, changes in standard of 
care, peer-reviewed basic research articles, 
enrollment quotas met, experiments carried 
out successfully, or, ultimately, progress 
made in keeping people alive through under
standing and then interfering with their dis
ease--should somehow be scored. 

Activist strategies which worked for clini
cal research will have to be adapted if we are 
to affect basic research. Activists' claim to 
expertise in clinical trials came out of lived 
experience. Most of us cannot claim the 
same for basic biomedical research. We can, 
however, only hope to serve as catalysts for 
better and more coordinated work within the 
research realm, and as agitators with Con
gress and the Administration for enhanced 
resources in the public realm. We hope that 
by documenting what is being done we can 
depict the threat posed by the Administra
tion's budget cuts, and that by showing what 
more needs to be done we can mobilize the 
NIH to redouble its efforts and the Congress 
to fund them. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Of the approximately $BOOM spent on AIDS 
research in 1991, $660M (82 percent) went for 
basic biomedical research, including labora
tory research (25.8 percent), neurology (3 per
cent), behavioral research (0.3 percent), drug 
development and trials (42.3 percent) and 
vaccine development (9.4 percent). $133.5M 
(16.6%) was spent on epidemiology, trans
mission and natural history studies, and 
$10.5M (1.3%) on nurse training and facilities 
construction. Laboratory virology, immu
nology and animal model studies are rel
atively underfunded at 25.8 percent ($207M) of 
the total. Drug and vaccine development 
(preclinical and clinical) make up $416M, or 
51.7% of the total budget. While substantial 
and important work is ongoing, it remains 
uncoordinated, unevaluated, and jeopardized 
by the Administration and the Congress and 
their careless posturing with the budget. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING 

Attempts at strategic planning have thus 
far been ineffective. Several steps can re
solve this: 

A. President and Congress 
Double the NIH Budget: It is time to put 

an end to pitting people with life-threaten-
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ing diseases against each other. The US 
spends but a pittance on biomedical research 
of all kinds. Sending the space shuttle to res
cue the $105M Intelsat satellite cost the US 
government more in 1991 than its entire NIH 
AIDS research program. The only stable 
long-term footing for biomedical research 
equity is a commitment to enlarging the en
tire biomedical research pie. 

Restore the Institute Directors $450 mil
lion, making the AIDS research budget $1.3 
billion for FY 1993: When the item above oc
curs, AIDS research can resume at 10% of the 
Nlli total, or about $1.6 billion. AIDS re
search is being cut to the bone in FY 1993. 
While we found many inadequate programs, 
their inadequacy was directly due to the 
funding shortage. 

AIDS research should have its own line 
item in the Federal budget for the NIH: Cur
rently, the Nlli AIDS budget is an elaborate, 
meaningless charade. A line item is the only 
way to hold institutes to their promises. 

Congress and the Executive Branch Must 
Stop Legislating Research Programs without 
Appropriating Specific Additional Funds to 
Support Them: Broad research priorities are 
legislated or advocated by Congress and the 
executive branch (e.g. pediatrics, opportun
istic infections, vaccines) or by crises that 
can no longer be ignored (e.g. tuberculosis). 
New initiatives without additional funding 
drain funds from existing programs. The 
funding rate for ROl applications should be 
restored to 40%. 

B. NIH Director and Office of AIDS Research 
[OAR] 

OAR/OD should have the power to reallo
cates AIDS resources across institute lines: 
See above. Currently, OAR has no ability to 
force the rival fiefdoms of NIH-the Insti
tutes themselves, whose budget autonomy is 
virtually complete-to collaborate, elimi
nate redundancy and cover all areas of com
plex fields like AIDS. OAR needs the power 
to fulfill its responsibilities. Although budg
et drafts pass through OAR, the institutes 
retain control over appropriations when the 
money actually is disbursed. 

If the items above are implemented, the 
OAR Director should no longer be an Insti
tute Director: The current system actually 
benefits from having the director of NIAID 
as OAR Director, because at least he con
trols half the overall AIDS budget (the 
NIAID half). If the OAR Director were to ob
tain cross-institute AIDS budget authority, 
however, this would become a problem, since 
it would be unfair for one institute director 
to be able to take resources from another. 
Therefore, when OAR achieves budget auton
omy, its directorship should be severed from 
the NIAID position. 

NIH's Draft "5 year Plan for HIV -Related 
Research" needs Priorities, Timelines, Eval
uation Criteria, and a Strategy for Imple
mentation: The current draft simply cata
logues Nlli's current efforts with no analysis 
of how the program can be improved, where 
resources need to be increased, where new 
initiatives are necessary, etc. 

Advisory committees need to stop being 
rubber stamps: They could take a more 
hands-on role in setting research priorities. 
Although OAR coordinates several advisory 
committees, none conduct detailed, ongoing 
evaluations of existing programs. In addi
tion, they need more diverse representation 
from the many communities affected by 
AIDS. 

NIH should develop performance scores for 
AIDS grantees, contractors, and intramural 
researchers, using objective criteria includ
ing peer-reviewed publications, study ac-

crual rates, program efficiency, and rel
evance to clinical care. 

OAR should put out an annual "Guide to 
NIH AIDS Programs" which includes all 
awards arranged coherently under the insti
tute, division, branch which administers 
them, and with subtopics or keywords acces
sible by an index or a computer disk. 

BASIC RESEARCH AND IMMUNOPATHOGENESIS 

Basic research on AIDS at the Nlli stresses 
the molecular biology of HIV, its structure, 
and its life cycle. This work has expanded 
our knowledge about the virus and provides 
a strong foundation for the development of 
new antiretroviral therapies and vaccines. 
However, there is not a commensurate allo
cation of resources for the study of the basic 
immunology of the disease. 

The central questions of AIDS pathogene
sis remain far from resolution after over a 
decade of research. The lack of attention to 
the immunopathogenesis of the disease, and 
the response of the host, reflect a larger 
problem in basic AIDS research: a general 
disregard for the physiological in basic re
search on the disease and a need to bridge 
the gap between basic and clinical research.10 

While this may be heresy to some, patho
genesis research should look to the body for 
its future course; it needs a physiological 
and not simply an in vitro virology-driven 
foundation. We propose the following: 

Establish an Immunopathogenesis Task 
Force: NIH needs a central office to evaluate 
and guide efforts to elucidate the pathogene
sis of AIDS. Such an ITF would evaluate the 
state of NIH research in the area; assess new 
work by U.S. and foreign scientists; deter
mine how NIH should follow up, confirm or 
extend compelling work; foster cooperation 
and collaboration between research teams 
intramurally, extramurally, and internation
ally; maintain an annual list of unanswered 
questions on the pathogenesis of the disease; 
and promote research on these topics 
through intramural research or the issuing 
of RFAs. The task force would include 
prominent immunologists, both those work
ing in AIDS and immunologists from outside 
the field, to provide a "basic" perspective. 

Increase Support for Basic Research on 
Wasting Syndrome: NIH needs to increase its 
financial support and stop giving lip service 
to basic research on wasting and other meta
bolic and GI conditions. 

Increase Support for Basic Research on 
Neurology: Increase support for studies on 
the mechanisms of HIV-associated and drug
induced neuropathology. Interactions be
tween the nervous, endocrine and immune 
systems are a virtually ignored area of re
search. 

DRUG DISCOVERY 

Coordinate Drug Discovery Efforts: Closer 
cooperation and more formal ties between 
various drug development programs at Nlli 
(NIAID's DTB and NCI's DTP, for example) is 
necessary. The drug development work at 
the smaller institutes, which focuses on spe
cific conditions such as wasting or dementia, 
needs to be connected with the bigger pro
grams run by NIAID and NCI. 

Institute a Large-Scale Off-the-Shelf 
Screen for Cytokine Inhibitors: NCI and 
NIAID should establish a program to screen 
for immune-based therapies for HIV infec
tion and other immunologically-mediated 
disorders. This program would include 
screens for cytokine inhibitors (for TNF, IL-
6, acid-labile IFN-alpha, IL-10, etc.), com
pounds and modalities that selectively boost 
the immune system (e.g. THl upregulators, 
CTL enhancing agents), compounds and mo-

dalities to depress deleterious immune re
sponses (e.g. treatments for autoimmune 
phenomena or hyperimmune activity, such 
as hypergammaglobulinemia), compounds or 
modalities that block the indirect destruc
tive effects of HIV proteins on cells of the 
immune and nervous systems. 

Expand Neuro Drug Development: Nlli 
needs a development program specifically for 
novel treatments for the neurological com
plications of HIV, including dementia, neu
ropathy, myopathy, and OI's affecting the 
nervous system, such as PML. This should 
include a screen for inhibitors of cytokines 
and neurotoxins (e.g. quinolinic acid and 
other kynurenine pathway metabolites) and 
agents to protect CNS cells from damage 
(e.g. NMDA receptor antagonists). 

CLINICAL TRIALS 

Maintain AIDS Infrastructure Adequately: 
The US clinical research infrastructure, es
pecially that for AIDS, is shrinking and 
aging (see NCRR), and needs renewal. 

Coordinate Clinical Research Networks: 
NIH supports several massive clinical re
search networks, all of which should be envi
sioned as a single entity. Clinical research 
overlaps sometimes, but more often leaves 
major gaps. The networks operate independ
ently with either token contact or none at 
all. In times of shrinking funding, they must 
develop a mechanism to divide and conquer 
the entire field of clinical complications of 
AIDS. OAR should set up a clinical trials 
network committee, forcing the program of
ficers for each network to interact and de
velop a plan. The ACTG Oncology Committee 
and the NCI AIDS Lymphoma Network to
gether should devise a plan for clinical re
search on the malignant complications of 
HIV infection. The NEI SOCA system should 
sit down with the ACTG's CMV Pathogen 
Study Group. The Neurology Committee of 
the ACTG should (and actually is going to) 
open a dialogue with NINDS. The Immunol
ogy Committee of the ACTG needs to for
mally work with the Biological Response 
Modifiers Program at NCI. Somebody at the 
ACTG should sit down with NIDDK about 
wasting. NICHD and the ACTG have to talk 
about pediatric work. DATRI could do small 
proof of concept pathogenesis studies for all 
networks. 

Study Orphan Diseases: Several complica
tions of HIV disease are traditionally ig
nored: research on wasting, dementia, neu
ropathy, enteric pathogens, PML, endo
carditis, cardiomyopathy, pelvic inflam
matory disease, and malignancies. NIAID 
should either study these through the ACTG 
or negotiate with other ICDs to ensure cov
erage. 

Develop New Clinical Trial Methodologies: 
New, more efficient methodologies could 
generate more powerful answers faster than 
current designs. The successful use of large 
simple trials in cardiovascular disease may 
make this type of trial a candidate for use in 
HIV research. 

Simplify Data Collection: Most data gath
ered in ACTG protocols is never used. Forms 
could be simplified and research nurses' time 
liberated by excising unnecessary data. 

Track Survival: After ten years of AIDS 
and five years of AZT, we still don't know 
for sure whether it, or its cousins ddl or ddC, 
actually extend survival. No mechanism is in 
place (as it is in cancer) to assess long-term 
survival rates. To capture rare toxicity and 
long-term survival data, and to register in
terested persons in cohorts for future clini
cal studies, NIAID and NCl should develop a 
simple, lean long-term follow-up mechanism 
for participants in the most important AIDS 
trials. 
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Let Industry Pay: NIH still pays through 

the nose for the privilege of letting drug 
companies develop their drugs at public ex
pense. We concur with the IOM that industry 
should pay for and conduct post-marketing 
studies and assist the NIH with site support 
for NIH-sponsored trials. especially now that 
it can generate revenue earlier due to accel
erated approval. 

Establish a Clinical Immunology Initia
tive: Immunology is poor stepsister of NIH's 
clinical trials effort. Primary infection and 
Ois have received enormous support within 
the networks (the latter after vociferous 
hounding by activists) while immunology 
languishes, running around conducting flow 
cytometry for its haughty siblings. The NIH 
must make a commitment to greater funding 
for immunological studies within its clinical 
trials programs for several reasons: first, to 
generate new and more powerful surrogate 
markers, which will allow for smaller, faster 
studies to evaluate antiretroviral agents; 
second, to increase our knowledge of the 
immunopathogenesis and progression of the 
disease; and third, to develop biological re
sponse modifiers which will complement 
antiviral therapies in the treatment of HIV 
infection. 

Design Appropriate Trials for HIV and 
Children and Their Families: HIV-infected 
children must be seen in a real-world con
text-as members of HIV-infected families. 
NICHD and the pediatric clinical trials net
works at NIH should support research stud
ies of the mothers of HIV + children and 
other seropositive members of the family. 

VACCINE DEVELOPMENT 

Appropriate New Funds for Vaccine Devel
opment: The government must allocate new 
funds for vaccine development rather than 
taking them from treatment research. Work 
on vaccines is going to cannibalize the NIH 
budget as money is drawn away from exist
ing programs to fund the mandate from Con
gress and the Executive Branch. For in
stance, the FIC and NIAID ard being asked 
to prepare the infrastructure for the vaccine 
trials in the developing world, but are get
ting no new money for this. The risk preven
tion programs which they have been develop
ing in conjunction with countries in Africa, 
Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean will 
probably have to surrender some financial 
support for the new initiatives. NIH must go 
to Capitol Hill to fight for new I.aoney. 

Address Ethical Issues in Vaccine Develop
ment: The seronegative vaccine trials raise 
unprecedented ethical issues which need to 
be dealt with early on by the NIH with ac
tive and demographically diverse community 
representation. The NIH must devise ways 
to: 

Separate the educational/prevention as
pects from scientific research. The two are 
obviously in conflict; the greater the success 
of the educational and prevention programs 
in the study, the smaller the rate of 
seroconversion and statistical power of the 
trial. 

Involve communities of color, which will 
be a target study population in the US, be
cause of their increasing rate of HIV infec
tion, in the decision-making process for the 
trials and the NIH program as a whole. 

Deal with the "false" seroconversions 
which will occur when the immunogen is ad
ministered. Seropositivity can involve all 
kinds of discrimination in insurance, em
ployment etc. 

Assure the participation of diverse commu
nities in these trials. 

EPIDEMIOLOGY AND NATURAL HISTORY 

Coordinate Epidemiological Studies: NIH 
should streamline and integrate its epide-

miological cohorts, as it should its clinical 
networks. NIAID runs the largest collection 
of studies, including the MACS, SFMHS, 
WITS, HATS etc. NCI sponsors several US 
and international cohorts through is Envi
ronmental Epidemiology Branch (EEB). 
NINDS supports a neurology cohort; NHLBI 
studies pulmonary and cardiac complica
tions of AIDS; NICHD follows children; NCI 
tracks lymphomas and Kaposi's sarcoma. 
The balkanized NIH fragments AIDS re
search. 

Diversify Epidemiology Initiatives. NIH 
epidemiology cohorts should continue to ex
pand to include the diverse communities af
fected by AIDS. NIH's epidemiology was first 
concentrated in urban, gay, white men. Re
cent efforts have only begun to reach out to 
the diverse groups now affected by AIDS, in
cluding women, people of color and IVDUs. 

Undertake Long-Term Survivor Studies: 
Intensive case-controlled studies of long
term HIV survivors should be piloted within 
the MACS/SFMHS and then expanded else
where in order to elucidate the reasons for 
delayed (or thwarted) progression. 

INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 

Accelerate Analysis and Dissemination of 
Results: NIH should establish a mechanism 
to optimize the standard of care by dissemi
nating the results of clinical trials to physi
cians and other health care professionals. In 
addition to prompt publication of trial re
sults, an educational and outreach program 
to doctors, hospitals and clinics should be 
set up. 

Develop a PCP Prophylaxis Campaign: 
NHLBI's Office of Prevention, Education and 
Control should develop a nationwide edu
cation and outreach campaign on PCP pro
phylaxis to high-risk groups who may not be 
aware that PCP is preventable. 

Evaluate the Productivity of Research: 
The NLM should track the productivity of 
NIH AIDS grantees. This could be accom
plished, for instance, by cross-referencing re
searchers with their recent publications in 
the peer-reviewed literature and the Sci
entific Citation Index. 

Expand Access to and Improve the AIDS 
Research Information System: ARIS is new 
and can be improved. Mason categories in
completely categorize NIH programs for re
search policy review. Additional criteria, 
such as keywords or programmatic subtitles, 
could help to classify work by specific topic. 
OAR should devise a more rigorous, specific 
classification system with NLM. ARIS 
should also be available on-line to computer 
systems nationwide. 

COMMUNITY ACCESS AND INVOLVEMENT 

In 1990, ACT UP/New gained access to the 
thrice-yearly meetings of the AIDS Clinical 
Trials Group (ACTG ). This access was won 
not just for ACT UP, but for all interested 
persons-people with HIV, activists, journal
ists and others. Shortly thereafter, the 
ACTG established a Community Constitu
ency Group (CCG). The CCG members are a 
diverse coalition representing gay men, 
women, African-, Hispanic-, and Asian-Amer
icans, people with hemophilia, and parents of 
infected children. CCG members have edu
cated themselves about clinical trial meth
odology and the clinical and basic science 
behind the treatment of HIV infection and 
its opportunistic sequelae, and now sit on 
every committee of the ACTG, where they 
are valuable participants in the design and 
conduct of clinical research. 

Yet the ACTG is but one eighth of the NIH 
AIDS program. A cure will never be tested 
by the ACTG unless it's discovered some-

where else first. In this report we have 
turned our critical focus on the whole of 
NIH's AIDS research effort. This is our first 
venture into a labyrinthine world. We large
ly followed a paper trail of abstracts of ex
tramural and intramural grants, budgetary 
documents and program descriptions in order 
to get a picture of what's going on and offer 
some preliminary recommendations. The 
next step for us and other AIDS treatment 
activists is to fan out and get a closer look 
at the undiscovered country of basic AIDS 
research at NIH and at NIH-funded institu
tions around the country. 

This is a new paradigm for AIDS activists. 
We have to familiarize ourselves with a wide 
range of disciplines. For the institutes at 
NIH (other than NIAID, NCI and NINDS, who 
have a working relationship with members of 
TAG and other AIDS treatment advocacy or
ganizations) the first activist to come 
knocking at their door is likely to come as 
a shock. Some pointers for both parties to 
ease the pain: For activists, be willing to 
take the time to learn about the institute 
and its research, and the scientific fields 
with which they are concerned. For the in
stitutes, the establishment of community 
constituency groups for clinical trials net
works is a necessary prerequisite to commu
nity involvement in your programs. The 
manner in which activists and advocates for 
people with AIDS can be involved in basic re
search policy is going to have to develop on 
its own. We have already made significant 
contributions to clinical research. Be willing 
to work with us and take our concerns into 
consideration. As NIAID has learned, if you 
can't beat them, bring them in. Both sides 
will learn and profit from the experience. 

Part II of this report, "The NIH: A User's 
Guide," includes full descriptions of each in
stitute's AIDS program, with additional 
commentary and recommendations. If you 
would like to receive a copy, please send 
your request and five dollars to The Treat
ment Action Group, 147 Second Avenue, 
Suite 601, NY, NY 10003 or call 212-260--n300. 
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SUMMARY 
AIDS: The research challenge 

In the 1980s the National Institutes of 
Health (NIH) faced an unprecedented chal
lenge in responding to the epidemic of 
human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) infec
tion and the acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome (AIDS), modern biology's first 
pandemic of a new, deadly infectious disease. 
Once the magnitude of the epidemic became 
clear-especially once HIV was identified as 
the causal agent-NIH was given the man
date and resources to develop a large, multi
faceted AIDS research program to under
stand the virus's pathogenesis, discover and 
test therapies, and develop prevention strat
egies and a vaccine. Research supported and 
conducted by NIH has led to rapid increases 
in basic knowledge about HIV and its rep-

lication, the molecular and behavioral as
pects of transmission, the human immune 
response to HIV infection, and the clinical 
course of AIDS. Researchers have discovered 
and developed some partially effective thera
pies, and recent advances in vaccine research 
have convinced many scientists that an ef
fective vaccine may someday be available. 
Meanwhile, however, the epidemic continues 
to grow and spread to new areas and popu
lations, trends that argue for a well-planned, 
well-organized, long-term research program 
leading to the control and eventual eradi
cation of the disease. 

The committee concludes that NIH should 
continue to give AIDS research high priority 
because HIV infection and AIDS constitute a 
major health threat and because they pro
vide substantial opportunities for greate:r 
scientific understanding of the human im
mune system and of other viral diseases. The 
size and long-term nature of the threat call 
for an institutionalized response by NIH. 

Recommendation 1.1: NIH should complete 
its building of the AIDS research program as 
a comprehensive, long-term effort. The shap
ing and implementation of such a program 
will require a series of steps that are de
scribed in the remainder of this report. 

These steps should have several positive 
results: strengthened management struc
tures and processes for planning, coordinat
ing, evaluating, and reallocating the AIDS 
research activities supported by the various 
NIH components and for ensuring their qual
ity and cost-effectiveness; fuller develop
ment of some promising research areas; an 
increased overall level of support for AIDS 
research; and increased personnel and facili
ties resources to enable NIH to conduct and 
manage an effective, efficient AIDS research 
program. 

Although the committee was not asked to 
address health care issues, it could not avoid 
the finding that NIH-sponsored research on 
HIV infection and AIDS has been hampered 
by inadequate participation in clinical trials 
of some high-incidence groups whose mem
bers are not insured for and are unable to 
pay for treatment or associated medical 
care. This lack of coverage of some high-in
cidence populations is part of the larger 
problem of health care delivery and financ
ing for persons with AIDS, a problem that 
looms ever larger as more and more individ
uals acquire the disease in the near future. 
The committee believes that NIH's mandate 
is to facilitate the discovery and clinical 
evaluation of therapeutic, diagnostic, and 
preventive agents and not to assure health 
care. This problem must be addressed at 
more appropriate levels of the federal health 
policymaking establishment. 

Recommendation 1.2: The Health Care Fi
nancing Administration (HCF A) should 
make its reimbursement policies consistent 
with NIH assessments of promising treat
ments so that when treatments have moved 
beyond phase 1 testing, their associated med
ical care costs (and the costs of the treat
ment if the sponsor is unable to provide it 
free of charge) are covered for Medicare and 
Medicaid beneficiaries. 

Changing HCF A policies to cover treat
ment and other medical care costs associ
ated with research is only part of the solu
tion to the problem of caring for HIV-in
fected persons. A more comprehensive ap
proach to financing such care will be needed 
to eliminate barriers to participation in 
AIDS/HIV clinical research and to ensure 
that the improved therapies that emerge 
from federally supported research are avail
able to those who need them. 

Recommendation 1.3: The administration 
and Congress should immediately address 
and resolve financial barriers to the receipt 
of appropriate medical care by persons with 
HIV infection. 

Managing the NIH AIDS Research Program 
HIV and AIDS are not solely challenges 

faced by physicians and scientists. The man
agement of NIH has also been presented with 
an unprecedented task in developing, imple
menting, coordinating, and evaluating a rap
idly growing, complex set of AIDS research 
activities that now involve every NIH insti
tute, center, and division. 

AIDS research at NIH is unusual in that it 
is not organized under an institute as are, for 
example, cancer research, vision research, 
and research on cardiovascular diseases. In
stead, NIH is managing the AIDS research 
program as an "institute without walls," op
erating the AIDS program from the Office of 
the NIH Director but using organizational 
elements analogous to those of the insti
tutes. These elements include a director (the 
associate director for AIDS research), a na
tional advisory council (the AIDS Program 
Advisory Committee), an executive commit
tee of senior program officials (the NIH AIDS 
Executive Committee), and an executive of
fice for staff support (the Office of AIDS Re
search, or OAR). The committee believes 
these organizational arrangements and asso
ciated administrative processes for manag
ing AIDS research should be strengthened, as 
an alternative to creation of a separate AIDS 
institute, and institutionalized as a major 
long-term program at NIH. 

Strengthening Planning and Evaluation 
Planning 

Because of the large size and organiza
tional complexity of NIH's AIDS research en
terprise, the committee believes program 
management as well as program effective
ness would be improved by the development 
of an overall long-range research plan. The 
plan should set out the program's goals and 
assign priorities. It should define the re
sources required and the mechanisms to be 
used and identify the results that are ex
pected over specific time periods. The plan 
also should be flexible to allow prompt adap
tation to unanticipated events that alter 
prior assumptions. Consequently, it should 
be subject to periodic review and should be 
revised annually through a formal decision 
process. 

Recommendation 2.1: NIH should develop a 
five-year plan to identify AIDS-related re
search needs and opportunities, set prior
ities, assess program balance, identify re
search areas that need stimulation, deter
mine the resources required to carry out the 
program, and evaluate progress. The plan 
should be developed under the auspices of the 
AIDS Program Advisory Committee (after 
the committee is expanded and oriented as 
recommended below), with the input of out
side experts as well as OAR staff, and it 
should be reviewed and updated annually. 
The annual plan review should occur in time 
to guide the preparation of the regular an
nual budget so that responsibilities and re
sources can be shifted if appropriate. 

Evaluation 
Until recently the rapid budgetary growth 

of the AIDS program has driven the planning 
process, rather than the reverse. Most of 
NIH's AIDS research activities were hur
riedly launched by limited staff in the mid-
1980s, years of substantial budget increase. 
As the program matures, however, attention 
is turning appropriately to the relevance, ef
fectiveness, and efficiency of ongoing activi-
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ties. Until now, NIH has relied on its time
honored method of evaluation and quality 
control: peer review of research applications 
by study sections of independent experts. 
Many AIDS grants, however, involve large, 
multidisciplinary projects, centers, and co
operative groups that are closely related to 
an institute's categorical mission. Scientific 
review of these projects is essential, but in
sufficient, because administratively they 
pose quite different questions of efficiency, 
effectiveness, and productivity than projects 
involving an individual investigator in a lab. 
The situation calls not only for stronger pro
gram planning but for stronger evaluation 
efforts and close linking of planning and 
evaluation results to the budget allocation 
process. 

Recommendation 2.2: AIDS program eval
uation processes should be strengthened and 
linked closely to planning and budgeting 
processes to ensure that, first, questions of 
the highest priority are addressed ade
quately at all times; second, all studies being 
supported are still relevant and are as pro
ductive and efficient as possible; and third, 
resources are redeployed, sometimes across 
institutes, in response to research advances 
and breakthroughs or as time and experience 
indicate that some programs are more and 
some less successful than others in achieving 
their goals. The Office of AIDS Research 
should work closely with the Division of 
Planning and Evaluation in the NIH Direc
tor's Office to coordinate evaluations of 
AIDS research programs in the various insti
tutes. In turn, evaluation results should be 
considered in program planning and budget
ing. 
Strengthening External Advisory Processes 

One of NIH's strengths is its ability to in
corporate external advice from scientists 
and the public in its planning and oper
ations. As in its other research programs, 
NIH has established advisory groups at every 
level of the AIDS research program; many of 
these groups include patient advocates and 
members of the general public as well as sci
entists and researchers. The associate direc
tor for AIDS research should routinely re
evaluate the need for .such committees as the 
AIDS research program is institutionalized 
as a long-term activity over the next several 
years. Not in question is the need for a high
level advisory function, and the committee 
urges NIH to strengthen its processes for ex
ternal advice on overall issues of level of ef
fort, balance among research areas and 
mechanisms, and research opportunities and 
needs in the AIDS research program. This 
high-level advisory function, which national 
advisory councils fulfill in relation to the in
stitutes, should be the role of the AIDS Pro
gram Advisory Committee (APAC). APAC 
has a critical role to play in providing broad 
advice and overall program oversight; it 
should also oversee development of the long
term AIDS research plan and ensure exten
sive external input. 

Recommendation 2.3: The AIDS Program 
Advisory Committee should take a larger 
role in providing broad policy advice and 
program oversight and should include among 
its activities the development of the five
year AIDS research plan and annual updates. 
It should also conduct an annual review of 
the programs and budgets developed to im
plement the plan. This expanded role will re
quire additional staff support and a larger 
committee to ensure that all AIDS-related 
areas of expertise are represented, including 
the behavioral and social sciences and public 
health authorities. It may also require the 
establishment of additional subsidiary com-

mittees and the recruitment of additional 
outside experts to review the various re
search areas (e.g., basic, behavioral, epide
miological) . 

Strengthening Staff Support 
The expanded roles of the associate direc

tor for AIDS research and the AIDS Program 
Advisory Committee in planning, evaluation, 
and budgeting will require some additional 
staff support by the Office of AIDS Research 
and related units in the Office of the NIH Di
rector. In most areas of the AIDS research 
program, the associate director for AIDS re
search and the OAR will coordinate activi
ties that are actually carried out by the in
stitutes, centers, and divisions; in other 
areas-planning, implementing, and evaluat
ing certain cross-cutting functions such as 
training and construction programs-they 
should play a larger role. In addition, as rec
ommended later, OAR should review and ap
prove (in accordance with assigned priorities 
in the overall plan for research) AIDS-relat
ed requests for applications (RF A) and re
quests for proposals (RFP) initiated by the 
individual institutes. 

Recommendation 2.4: The capacity of the 
Office of AIDS Research should be increased 
so that it can function adequately as the 
staff arm of the associate director for AIDS 
research in his or her role as leader and coor
dinator of the AIDS program. In particular, 
OAR will need some additional planning and 
evaluation staff, including several senior
level scientists who can assist the associate 
director for AIDS research and the AIDS 
Program Advisory Committee in monitoring 
the AIDS research agenda, assessing 
progress, identifying scientific gaps that 
need to be addressed, and coordinating the 
review of institute research initiatives. 

Strengthening Executive Authority and 
Flexibility 

The AIDS program is the first major re
search program to be managed by the Office 
of the NIH Director rather than by a single 
institute. The committee considered and re
jected the option of creating a separate Na
tional Institute of AIDS Research because it 
believes that the involvement of multiple in
stitutes in addressing the complexities of 
AIDS will speed specific progress. Most, if 
not all, of the advantages of putting the pro
gram under one institute--improved commu
nication, management, priority setting, and 
accountability-can be achieved by the adop
tion of the strengthened management sys
tem, based in the Office of the Director, that 
is recommended in this report. Thus, in addi
tion to comprehensive, long-range planning 
and evaluation of AIDS research, the capac
ity of the NIH Director's Office to implement 
and coordinate AIDS research activities 
should be augmented. 

Recommendation 2.5: The director of NIH 
should be given an adequate annually re
newed discretionary fund of at least $20 mil
lion along with additional authority to 
transfer up to l percent of each NIH appro
priation account to increase the agency's 
flexibility in responding to future emer
gencies or research opportunities. These re
sources could be used to exploit important 
scientific breakthroughs arising in AIDS or 
non-AIDS research that could not be antici
pated in the regular budget process or to ad
dress major epidemics or other public health 
problems that suddenly emerge. 

The committee is convinced that an impor
tant component of the current strength and 
success of the NIH AIDS research program is 
the unique leadership provided by Anthony 
Fauci, associate director of NIH for AIDS re-

search and director of the National Institute 
of Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID). 
Having the same person as director of 
NIAID, which receives nearly half the NIH 
AIDS budget, and associate director for 
AIDS research is administratively unortho
dox, because it poses potential conflict of in
terest problems when questions of interinsti
tute coordination, budget allocation, and 
program jurisdiction arise. Each of the posi
tions is also extremely demanding, an aspect 
that, in the case of the position of associate 
director for AIDS research, will only inten
sify if the AIDS program structure is 
strengthened and institutionalized, as rec
ommended in this report. In this instance 
the arrangement has worked well because of 
the energy, knowledge, even-handedness, and 
prestige of the incumbent. 

Recommendation 2.6: The current arrange
ment of the same person holding the posi
tions of both associate director for AIDS re
search and director of NIAID is working 
well. Nevertheless, because of the already 
substantial and still growing workload of 
each position, and the potential for bias in 
mediating conflicts among institutes, the 
committee believes that the joining of these 
positions should be reconsidered at such 
time as the current incumbent steps down. 

Elements of the NIH AIDS Research Program 
In Chapter 2, the committee's main con

cern was to review the structures and proc
esses for managing the NIH AIDS research 
program-how it is planned, implemented, 
coordinated, and evaluated-to ensure that 
all high-priority scientific questions are 
being addressed without gaps or overlaps, 
that programs are well designed and effec
tive and efficient in achieving their goals, 
and that administrative support by NIH is 
adequate. The committee believes these 
questions are especially pertinent at this 
time, as the program shifts to a long-term 
managerial mode in response to the size, 
complexity, and endurance of the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic, the large size and complexity of 
the NIH AIDS program itself, and the overall 
constraints on the federal budget. In Chapter 
3, the committee reviews the components of 
the NIH AIDS research program in light of 
the shift to an institutionalized, long-term 
research effort. Where appropriate in the fol
lowing sections, it also offers specific conclu
sions and recommendations regarding the 
mission, design, size, and management of 
each component. 

Basic Research 
The 1980s have seen several major advances 

in research on AIDS-for example , identi
fication of the causal agent, HIV; develop
ment of diagnostic tests for HIV infection; 
and progress in vaccine and drug develop
ment. Such advances have been, and will 
continue to be, based on fundamental knowl
edge and methods derived from basic, undif
ferentiated research that predates the ad
vent of the AIDS pandemic. The committee 
believes that a strong basic research pro
gram is critical in supporting such applied 
activities as drug and vaccine development. 
Basic research on HIV and the diseases it 
causes will in turn produce new knowledge 
and methods that may contribute to 
progress against other diseases. 

Recommendation 3.1: Greater investments 
should be made in basic research in such 
areas as immunology, virology, and molecu
lar biology as part of NIH's long-term re
search program on AIDS. These basic re
search advances are critical not only to 
progress against AIDS but also as a con
tribution to the base of fundamental knowl-
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edge that will be needed to deal with other 
diseases of the present and future. 

Vaccines 
Recent advances in HIV vaccine research 

give considerable cause for optimism about 
prospects for an HIV vaccine, although many 
scientific obstacles remain to be overcome. 
This progress, given the enormous benefit of 
a successful vaccine for prevention of HIV in
fection, warrants vigorous expansion of the 
HIV vaccine program. In order to pursue as 
many promising research avenues as pos
sible, including those not fully explored by 
the individual investigator-initiated mecha
nism, strong support of RF As and RFPs is 
appropriate. 

Recommendation 3.2: HIH should expand 
its vaccine research program and furnish 
strong support for agents that show promise 
of efficacy and for RFAs ad RFPs that target 
the essential unanswered immunological 
questions. 

The committee considered and rejected 
recommending a centralized approach to 
vaccine research because it is premature to 
focus on a particular approach. The many re
maining scientific obstacles to an AIDS vac
cine argue for support of diverse research ef
forts such as those currently being pursued 
by the various institutes within NIH, to
gether with a mechanism to preclude the in
efficient use of resources. 

Recommendation 3.3: NIH should create an 
agencywide vaccine research advisory panel 
of top extramural scientists to identify re
search needs, establish priori ties, and deter
mine the resources and facilities required for 
a successful program. In addition, the panel 
should perform an oversight function to en
sure that institutes supporting diverse lines 
of simian immunodeficiency virus (SIV) and 
HIV research use resources effectively and in 
a complementary manner. The committee 
further recommends that this advisory panel 
outline a mission for NIH's AIDS vaccine re
search that complements vaccine research 
being conducted by the pharmaceutical in
dustry. 

If an when attractive candidates for vac
cines emerge, the clinical trials that must be 
conducted to establish their efficacy will be 
logistically difficult, requiring considerable 
planning. Problems include liability con
cerns, developing criteria for placing an HIV 
vaccine candidate into phase 3 efficacy 
trials, and selecting trial participants. 

Recommendation 3.4: NIH should begin im
mediately to plan the trials (especially phase 
3) that eventually will be required to test a 
viable vaccine candidate. This process should 
include the development of criteria for en
tering a vaccine candidate into human effi
cacy trials. The committee further rec
ommends that NIH work with Congress to 
evaluate plans to provide liability coverage 
for the development of vaccines that phar
maceutical companies otherwise may hesi
tate to evaluate. 

Other major barriers to producing a viable 
candidate vaccine are a shortage of animal 
models (especially nonhuman primates), a 
lack of suitable containment facilities (i.e., 
facilities rated at biosafety levels 2 and 3) for 
housing animals and conducting HIV or SIV 
vaccine research, and a lack of reagents. Re
cent studies demonstrating protection 
against infection with the SIV model are 
cause for optimism regarding an HIV vaccine 
and warrant increased support for further 
animal-model studies (see recommendations 
3.28 and 3.29). The long lead time necessary 
for breeding animals highlights the urgent 
need to plan ahead for adequate resources so 
that when a candidate vaccine is ready for 

preclinical testing, scientific progress will 
not be hindered by inadequate supplies of 
animals or by substandard facilities or un
available reagents. 

Recommendation 3.5: NIH should provide 
the support needed to ensure an adequate 
supply of nonhuman primates, especially 
chimpanzees and rhesus monkeys, for pre
clinical development and testing of HIV and 
SIV vaccine candidates. NIH should also pur
sue the development of other animal models 
that might be cheaper and easier to use in 
vaccine development. Finally, through the 
associate director for AIDS research, NIH 
should coordinate the research plans of the 
various categorical NIH institutes investing 
in vaccine development with the long-term 
plans of the National Center for Research 
Resources for developing and supporting ani
mal models. 

NIH officials and extramural researchers 
were unanimous in asserting that poor ac
cess by investigators to high-quality re
agents had hindered HIV vaccine research. 
They also said that investigators do not al
ways provide other scientists with access to 
reagents developed with NIH support. 

Recommendation 3.6: NIH should strongly 
support a full-scale reagent repository and 
implement the recommendation from "Con
fronting AIDS: Update 1988" that "all inves
tigators receiving NIH funds must make 
their AIDS-related reagents available to a 
distribution center, and thereby to all quali
fied investigators, after publication of their 
research." NIH should enforce this policy by 
making further funding contingent on co
operation with a reagent pooling program. 

Epidemiology 
NIH conducts and supports a number of ep

idemiological studies that in the past have 
provided invaluable knowledge about the 
natural history, transmission, clinical mark
ers, and cofactors of HIV infection and the 
advent and course of AIDS. Information from 
these studies provided the foundation for a 
range of NIH AIDS research efforts, includ
ing the design and conduct of clinical trials 
of therapeutic agents against HIV and asso
ciated opportunistic infections (OI) and can
cers. In the future, epidemiological studies 
will be especially important in identifying 
populations suitable for large-scale vaccine 
efficacy trials. Yet as the disease changes 
(e.g., in the appearance of opportunistic in
fections, in the groups affected) and responds 
to new treatments, the additional insights to 
be gained from existing cohorts may not jus
tify the costs of data collection and analysis. 
NIH's epidemiological AIDS research compo
nent should be routinely evaluated for con
tinued relevance and adjusted to the chang
ing course of the epidemic as, for example, 
more and more members of older cohorts 
progress to AIDS, members of younger co
horts become infected, and new risk groups 
are identified. 

Recommendation 3.7: NIH should reassess 
its epidemiological research priorities; 
evaluate ongoing research, discontinuing 
less productive or redundant studies and ex
panding studies in groups experiencing high
er rates of HIV infection; and reassess the 
size of the total NIH epidemiology program 
in light of fiscal constraints and other 
emerging research needs. This reassessment 
should involve external advice. 

To maximize the use of resources and pre
vent the initiation of cohorts of insufficient 
size to enable meaningful statistical analy
sis, NIH should also identify opportunities 
for collaboration, both among institutes and 
with other Public Health Service (PHS) 
agencies involved in epidemiological re-

search (the Centers for Disease Control 
[CDC] and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Administration [ADAMHA]). 

Recommendation 3.8: NIH should pursue 
collaborative efforts among its institutes 
and with other PHS agencies sponsoring epi
demiological research to address all first-pri
ority epidemiological issues, avoid duplica
tion, and ensure adequate sample and cohort 
sizes. 

Behavioral Research 
The HIV/AIDS epidemic is both a biologi

cal and a behavioral phenomenon, and efforts 
to contain its spread must look to both bio
medical and behavioral sciences for interven
tions. The committee believes NIH has ne
glected AIDS-related behavioral research. 
Lack of knowledge regarding patterns and 
determinants of sexual and drug-using be
haviors in the general public, as well as in 
groups at particular risk for HIV infection, 
has hampered public health efforts to de
velop health education interventions for the 
prevention of AIDS. The committee consid
ers increased attention and funding to be 
warranted, given the lack of scientific data 
on behaviors related to HIV infection, these
riousness of the HIV/AIDS epidemic, avail
able research opportunities in the field, and 
the potential public health benefits such re
search could realize. 

Recommendation 3.9: The NIH AIDS pro
gram should increase its support for behav
ioral research, especially for basic behav
ioral research (e.g., research designed to un
derstand the etiology or underlying causes of 
behaviors and evaluate the effectiveness of 
interventions to modify particular health-re
lated behaviors) on behaviors relevant to the 
transmission of HIV, including but not lim
ited to human sexual development and prac
tices and (in coordination with ADAMHA) 
drug addiction and abuse. 

The AIDS epidemic has highlighted the 
need for up-to-date data that are representa
tive of the general population and that can 
provide a sound basis for designing, imple
menting, and evaluating education and 
intervention programs to stop the spread of 
HIV. In an effort to expand this data base, 
the National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development (NICHD) has proposed a 
national survey of health behaviors and 
AIDS risk prevalence, but plans for the sur
vey have not been approved by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services because 
of concerns about the survey's scope and 
content. 

Recommendation 3.10: The pretest ques
tionnaire for NICHD's National Survey of 
Health and AIDS Risk Prevalence should be 
finalized and released, and the study should 
be allowed to proceed immediately. 

Nursing Research 
The committee believes that high-quality 

care of persons with AIDS, and management 
of the side effects of AIDS therapeutics, will 
be essential to ensure a reasonable quality of 
life for persons who are living with HIV in
fection. The committee also believes that 
the knowledge base in this area must be im
proved if adequate care is to be provided to 
the thousands of HIV-infected persons who 
will be flooding the health care system by 
the mid-1990s. 

Recommendation 3.11: Support should be 
substantially increased for nursing research 
on the care of people with HIV-related ill
ness. 

Preclinical Drug Development 
Preclinical drug development of anti-HIV 

agents and agents for related opportunistic 
infections is supported by both NIH and the 
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pharmaceutical industry. The different 
groups that have shown interest in develop
ing anti-HIV drugs possess varying levels of 
resources for conducting the critical studies 
required by the Food and Drug Administra
tion (FDA) for an investigational new drug 
(IND) application to permit use of the drug 
on a broad scale. The National Cancer Insti
tute's (NCI) long experience in developing 
therapies in collaboration with drug compa
nies and academic health centers has pro
vided valuable lessons for organizing the de
velopment and clinical testing of new AIDS 
drugs. The committee believes NIH should 
focus its AIDS-related drug development re
sources on promising drugs that would not 
otherwise be developed by the pharma
ceutical industry, and on assistance for drug 
sponsors that do not possess adequate re
sources to complete the studies required for 
submission of an IND application. 

Recommendation 3.12: The optimal role for 
NIH's preclinical drug development program 
should be to facilitate drug development by 
all sectors-governmental, academic, and pri
vate-and to develop drugs whose develop
ment is not likely to be supported by the 
pharmaceutical industry. 

Both biochemical and cell-based drug 
screens are necessary to identify agents with 
differing mechanisms of action against HIV 
as well as agents active against discrete 
components of the HIV life cycle. NIH sup
port for mechanism-of-action studies is par
ticularly important because such studies are 
unlikely to be conducted by industry. 

Recommendation 3.13: NIH should develop 
and support a range of screening tests for 
anti-ffiV drugs. In addition, NIAID and its 
Division of AIDS should establish contract
based screening capabilities, and NIH should 
expand its intramural or dedicated extra
mural resources for mechanism-of-action 
studies for anti-HIV agents. 

An underdeveloped basic science knowl
edge base and lack of suitable animal models 
for many of the Ols that commonly occur in 
people with AIDS have hindered drug devel
opment efforts. Support by the pharma
ceutical industry for basic science and ani
mal model studies related to Ols is unlikely. 
The committee concludes that NIH should 
have the capacity to conduct this research 
and all critical path studies required by the 
FDA for submission of an IND application 
for drugs for opportunistic infections. 

Recommendation 3.14: NIH should increase 
its support for basic and applied research in 
the area of opportunistic infections. NIH 
should also facilitate the development of 
promising drugs for opportunistic infections 
through all the steps necessary to secure the 
IND application. 

Clinical Trials 
Once the federal government recognized 

the urgent nature of the AIDS epidemic, and 
the enormous challenge the disease pre
sented, it began to increase substantially its 
support of AIDS-related research, the NIH 
therapeutics programs, and especially the 
NIAID clinical trials program. NIH was 
charged with developing the organization for 
a new, comprehensive drug evaluation pro
gram at the same time it was enrolling thou
sands of patients in clinical trials. Despite 
these formidable tasks, the short history of 
the NIH clinical trials program records sev
eral notable accomplishments: determina
tion of the efficacy of zidovudine (AZT) in 
the treatment of children with AIDS; estab
lishment of a national clinical trials pro
gram capable of testing new anti-HIV and 
anti-OI therapeutic agents; recruitment of 
many talented investigators into AIDS clini-

----~~ ____ ,_..__.. __ ... -~--

cal research; extension of the use of AZT for 
persons with early and asymptomatic infec
tion and a better understanding of the drug's 
most effective and safe dosage ranges; and 
initiation of dozens of important clinical 
trials that promise to provide essential in
formation about treatment with a wide 
array of antiviral and anti-OI drugs. 

Mission 
The committee strongly believes that the 

rapid growth of the NIH clinical trials pro
gram, and its undertaking of a much larger 
number of trials than were originally envi
sioned, involving thousands of patients, ne
cessitate a reevaluation of the NIH clinical 
trials system to ensure that it functions 
both efficiently and cost-effectively. To 
begin with, NIH must define the AIDS Clini
cal Trials Group's (ACTG) mission more 
clearly with a realistic statement of its sci
entific goals. 

Recommendation 3.15: The ACTG should 
focus its mission more narrowly and tailor 
the number of trials it conducts to that new 
mission, to currently available staff, and to 
the capacities of the local AIDS clinical trial 
units. 

In redefining the ACTG's primary mission, 
NIH must distinguish the tasks to which it is 
best suited and the tasks that are better left 
to the pharmaceutical industry, the other 
major resource for AIDS clinical trials in 
this country. 

Recommendation 3.16: The ACTG should 
assume primary responsibility for trials that 
are important to the public health and that 
are unlikely to be conducted by the pharma
ceutical industry. These include trials of 
drugs in combination, trails that compare 
drugs made by different companies, trials of 
drugs for small patient populations such as 
those with particular opportunistic infec
tions or AIDS-related cancers, and, in rare 
instances, phase 4 or postmarketing trials 
that may not otherwise be conducted. How
ever, the pharmaceutical companies should 
be encouraged to take responsibility for 
phase 4 trials of their products, especially 
those that expand the indications for already 
approved drugs. 

Interviews with many NIH officials and 
representatives of the pharmaceutical indus
try indicated that the ACTG and the indus
try have not yet established a consistently 
constructive, complementary relationship. 
Given that the supply of trial participants 
and qualified researchers is finite, it is es
sential that the two primary vehicles for 
conducting trials (i.e., the pharmaceutical 
industry and NIH) clearly define their mis
sions and roles and meet regularly to resolve 
conflicts. The committee believes that NIH
industry collaborations are appropriate and 
can benefit the development of anti-HIV and 
anti-OI drugs. 

Recommendation 3.17: NIH should ensure 
maximum coordination of its clinical trials 
with the pharmaceutical industry by meet
ing regularly to resolve conflicts over rights 
to data ownership and access to patients and 
investigators at AIDS clinical trials unit 
(ACTU) sites. NIH should also negotiate with 
pharmaceutical companies for supplemental 
financing of NIH-conducted trials (e.g., 
postmarketing studies) that clearly benefit 
the industry sponsor. 

Efficiency Within the ACTG 
NIH's initial goals of erecting a clinical 

trials system and enrolling patients as 
quickly as possible is giving way to a new 
stage in which the ACTG evaluates its per
formance and reassesses its administrative 
procedures and clinical goals. The commit-

tee recognizes and endorses the ongoing ef
fort at the Clinical Research Management 
Branch of NIAID's Division of AIDS to de
velop a mechanism and criteria for evaluat
ing individual ACTUs as a basis for planning 
future trials and for ACTU refunding in 1991 
and 1992. 

Recommendation 3.18: NIH should conduct 
an annual, systematic evaluation of each 
ACTU. The results of these evaluations 
should be reviewed by an extramural group 
authorized to advise corrective action and 
recommend defunding of sites that do not 
meet expected performance standards. 

At present, the ACTG develops protocols 
by a multistep consensus process in which 
ACTU investigators develop a concept and 
send it through multiple ACTG committees 
and the Division of AIDS program office for 
revisions and approval. The committee be
lieves that the large number of ACTG trials 
has combined with the multiple revisions 
and steps required in its protocol develop
ment process to overload the ACTG system 
and slow the opening of important new 
trials. 

Recommendation 3.19: NIH should simplify 
the ACTG protocol development process 
while retaining incentives for individual in
vestigator contributions. Small groups of 
ACTG investigators should assume the deci
sive role in designing protocols, and NIH 
should establish a mechanism by which they 
can receive frequent informal comments and 
advice from an active, participatory FDA on 
the data needed for regulatory approval. If 
the ACTG Executive Committee rejects a 
protocol that has been so designed, a simple 
appeals process should be available to re
solve the dispute. 

To address and resolve the many problems 
involved with protocol design, the ACTG es
tablished a protocol evaluation subcommit
tee. 

Recommendation 3.20: The committee 
strongly endorses the work of the ACTG's 
protocol evaluation subcommittee and rec
ommends that its guidelines on optimal pro
tocol design be made available to all ACTG 
investigators and used as part of NIH's eval
uation of proposed protocols. 

Accrual 
The committee considers it essential that 

NIH improve its recruitment of minority 
populations, women, children, and intra
venous drug users for clinical trials. The 
committee recognizes NIH's efforts to en
gage health professionals in outreach activi
ties among populations that are currently 
underrepresented in the trials (with the goal 
of hastening trial accrual) and encourages 
further measures, such as less stringent 
entry criteria, that might speed trial accrual 
among all infected populations. 

Recommendation 3.21: The committee be
lieves NIH should increase participation of 
currently underrepresented populations (i.e., 
minorities, current and former users of in
travenous drugs, women, and children) in 
AIDS drug trials. To achieve this goal, NIH 
should (1) examine entry criteria for clinical 
trials and, where appropriate, make them 
less stringent, and (2) improve outreach and 
the provision of ancillary services to under
represented populations. 

Coordination 
Interinstitute sponsorship of clinical trials 

can bring a wide variety of expertise and re
sources to bear on difficult scientific ques
tions. However, the interinstitute conflict 
that frequently accompanies such sponsor
ship may hinder NIH's ability to maximize 
its resources. Instances of unresolved con-
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flicts surrounding the sponsorship and fund
ing of trials highlight NIH's need for a 
stronger mechanism to resolve interinstitute 
disputes and implement necessary changes, 
as recommended in Chapter 2. In the case of 
interinstitute coordination of pediatric 
AIDS clinical trials, the committee believes 
unresolved conflicts have prevented a fully 
operational merger of NIAID's and NICHD's 
pediatric trial systems. 

Recommendation 3.22: NIH should com
plete the merger of the NICHD and NIAID 
pediatric trials systems to unify their man
agement and funding and ensure maximal 
use of the two institutes' resources. The 
merger should include sufficient funding to 
allow enrollment of NICHD's large pool of 
patients. 

The committee believes that the intra
mural clinical trials programs at NCI and 
NIAID possess excellent researchers and re
sources that have allowed them to achieve 
important advances in the development of 
new AIDS therapies. Moreover, the close 
proximity of intramural laboratories to clin
ical programs at the NIH clinical center pro
motes rapid in vivo testing of in vitro re
sults. 

Recommendation 3.23: NIH should continue 
to provide strong financial support for AIDS 
research efforts of the intramural clinical 
trials programs. 

The committee is concerned, however, that 
NIH does not have a clear track for bringing 
a drug through all stages of clinical testing 
and has not sufficiently capitalized on its in
tramural program for the execution of cer
tain trials. 

Recommendation 3.24: NIH should estab
lish a mechanism for better coordination of 
extramural and intramural clinical trials 
and consider shifting more responsibility for 
phase 1 studies to the intramural program. 

Information Dissemination 
The extreme sense of urgency surrounding 

the results of AIDS clinical trials has placed 
great pressure on the agency to obtain and 
release usable trial data rapidly. The com
mittee believes NIH has an obligation to 
publish all such results, whether the trial 
has a positive, negative, or indeterminate 
conclusion, because the publication process 
is the primary means for expanding the 
knowledge base. The committee strongly en
dorses the use of expeditious peer review and 
publication as the best method of informa
tion dissemination but recognizes that alter
native, faster means may be needed for cer
tain clinically relevant trials. 

Recommendation 3.25: The ACTG should 
institute a comprehensive policy requiring 
submission of trial data to a peer-reviewed 
journal within a specified time after comple
tion of the trial or a major protocol change, 
and timely submission of results should be 
linked to ACTU evaluations. In addition, 
NIH should develop a mechanism for public 
reporting of data with clinical urgency soon 
after trial completion and prior to journal 
publication. 

Some concerns have been raised that the 
early release of trial results might lessen the 
imperative felt by investigators to publish 
full scientific papers in peer-reviewed publi
cations. An interim publication in no way 
lessens NIH's responsibility and that of its 
investigators to publish their data in full . 

Recommendation 3.26: The ACTG should 
establish a working relationship with sci
entific journals to ensure rapid interim and 
full publication of high-priority trial results. 

Research Resources 
Research resources, a public "good" for 

which federal support is especially suited, 

are investments in the infrastructure of bio
medical science that help researchers do 
their work quickly and economically. The 
importance of such resources increases as 
the AIDS research program becomes a long
term effort. 

.Training 
Research training is an integral part of 

NIH's multi-institute AIDS research pro
gram. Planning and implementation of 
training activities should be administered 
centrally by the associate director for AIDS 
research with staff assistance from the OAR. 

Recommendation 3.27: Support should be 
increased for pre- and postdoctoral train
ing-to a level (about 3 percent of the budg
et) comparable to other training programs 
within NIH-in a wide range of AIDS-relat
ed disciplines: for example, molecular biol
ogy, virology, eel biology, immunology, epi
demiology, behavioral sciences, infectious 
diseases, and clinical medicine. Increases 
should also be made in the number of 
predoctoral slots supported by the National 
Institute of General Medical Sciences 
(NIGMS) and the postdoctoral training 
grants supported by NIAID. 

Animal Models 
The lack of a single good animal model of 

HIV infection and disease progression is still 
a major impediment to research on AIDS 
pathogenesis, treatment, and prevention. 
NIH is currently underwriting development 
of several promising models including HIV in 
transgenic and severely immunodeficient 
mice, S!V in macaque monkeys, and HIV in 
chimpanzees. For example, as discussed ear
lier, recent demonstrations of prophylactic 
and post infection protection from disease in 
the SIV-macaque model hold considerable 
promise for the development of an effective 
vaccine against HIV. An expanded effort to 
exploit the SIV model, however, requires 
better understanding of the immune system 
of rhesus monkeys and a larger supply of 
them for future vaccine research. NIH should 
also support the development of other ani
mal models. 

Recommendation 3.28: NIH should develop 
a plan that addresses animal resource needs 
for future research, especially vaccine re
search. For example, the rhesus monkey pop
ulation available for research should be in
creased to the level required to support the 
expanded program of studies on SIV. This 
should include not only an expanded breed
ing program but also a larger program of re
search on the biology of rhesus monkeys and 
the construction of additional biocon
tainment facilities. 

Facilities 
Inadequate facilities will hinder scientific 

efforts and could pose unnecessary dangers 
for AIDS researchers. In the committee's 
view. support for upgraded facilities and 
equipment is an appropriate element in a 
balanced, long-term AIDS research program, 
especially during initial expansion years. 

Recommendation 3.29: The associate direc
tor of NIH for AIDS research should plan and 
oversee the implementation of a program for 
developing an adequate physical infrastruc
ture for AIDS research. The actual adminis
tration of the program could be delegated to 
the National Center for Research Resources 
or to other NIH operational units. 

Communication of Research Results 
In addition to the dissemination of trial re

sults, NIH supports an extensive AIDS com
munication program for scientists, health 
providers, patients, and the general public. 
(Research advances with implications for 

prevention, diagnosis, and treatment are 
raising new and urgent questions about early 
disseminations, which were addressed in the 
section on clinical trials [recommendations 
3.25 and 3.26].) The committee commends this 
work but encourages NIH to solicit input 
from the public and the scientific commu
nity on its efforts and periodically to review 
its programs in this area. 

Supporting the NIH AIDS Research Program 
The success of the NIH AIDS research pro

gram depends critically on adequate, high
quality resources to support the program's 
efforts. These resources include funds for the 
research itself, in the form of grants, con
tracts, and intramural projects, and for re
search infrastructure-research training pro
grams and facilities and equipment grants. 
Research resources also include NIH's appa
ratus for reviewing research grant and con
tract applications and proposals for tech
nical merit and program need, as well as the 
agency's own staffing and facilities. 

Funding of AIDS Research 
The committee reviewed carefully the size 

and composition of the NIH AIDS budget, 
aware of a general perception that the epi
demic is receding and that the current level 
of effort is adequate. The committee finds, 
however, that the epidemic of HIV infection 
and AIDS remains a severe global public 
health emergency that is causing a growing 
burden of illness and death and placing se
vere stresses on the nation's health care sys
tem. At present there is no cure for the dis
ease and no vaccine. Containment, therefore, 
must be a high national priority, and more 
effective interventions are urgently needed. 

As a comprehensive, long-term effort, the 
NIH AIDS program must respond in a bal
anced way to knowledge gaps, emerging sci
entific opportunities, changes in the epi
demic, and other, unforeseen contingencies. 
The question of program balance is thus an 
evolving one that should be addressed 
through the planning and priority-setting 
process recommended in this report. For ex
ample, promising scientific developments in 
vaccine research urge additional studies, 
which will require more funds for grants and 
research resources. In addition, a balanced, 
long-range program should invest more in 
undirected individual investigator-initiated 
research, given the lack of basic knowledge 
about HIV infection and AIDS. The benefits 
to be derived from such research often go 
well beyond those applicable strictly to HIV/ 
AIDS. Scientific advances in AIDS research 
also will continue to have important spinoffs 
that contribute to progress against other 
diseases and provide a base of knowledge 
that will be useful in dealing with epidemics 
of the future. 

The committee concluded that other areas 
of AIDS-related research are relatively un
derdeveloped and should be expanded; these 
include behavioral research, nursing re
search, development and testing of therapies 
for AIDS-related Ols and cancers, and re
search training. On the other hand, greater 
efficiency may be possible in some of the 
large-scale programs that have been running 
for several years or more, such as epidemiol
ogy and clinical trials. In the opinion of the 
committee, increased management efforts 
and program activity in a number of areas 
would not be adequately accommodated 
within the present level of effort. The net ef
fect of the committee's recommendations 
could increase costs on an order of mag
nitude of 25 percent, a rough estimate that 
might be lowered (if there were significant 
savings in existing activities) or raised (if 
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there were major breakthroughs that re
quired exploiting) . 

The committee is aware that many people 
consider the NIH budget as a whole to be in
adequate and that there is an immediate cri
sis in funding a sufficient number of compet
ing grants this fiscal year and next to main
tain the nation's biomedical research mo
mentum. The committee is also aware that 
advances in containing and controlling AIDS 
rest on the overall strength of the NIH units. 
Taking resources from other parts of the 
agency to expand the AIDS research program 
would impede overall progress in biomedical 
research and the AIDS program itself, which 
is an integral part of and dependent on a 
wide range of NIH activities. 

Recommendation 4.1: Implementing the 
long-term AIDS research program rec
ommended by this committee will require a 
larger budget to ensure that the most prom
ising basic science opportunities are sup
ported, that underdeveloped areas of re
search are expanded, and that research re
sources are adequate to support the planned 
level of research effort. These opportunities 
and needs could justify an immediate in
crease of as much as 25 percent in NIH's 
budget for AIDS research; the exact timing 
of the increase should be an integral part of 
the long-range plan recommended by the 
committee. It is essential that any such 
budget increases be new funds and that they 
not be derived at the expense of ongoing NIH 
programs. 

In the past, NIH defined AIDS research 
narrowly to encourage well-establish re
searchers to leave research in other areas for 
studies on AIDS. This goal has now been 
achieved, and the artificial distinction be
tween AIDS research and AIDS-related basic 
research has outlived its usefulness. 

Recommendation 4.2: NIH should adopt 
NIAID's recent redefinition of AIDS research 
(to include closely related basic research in 
immunology, virology, molecular biology, 
cellular biology, and other related areas) for 
use throughout its institutes. 

Grants Policy and Administration 
The committee has carefully examined 

NIH's organizational and procedural arrange
ments for reviewing and awarding AIDS-re
lated research grants and concludes that cur
rently they are adequate. AIDS research 
project grant applications and awards have 
increased in number and improved in qual
ity, as measured by peer-review scores. The 
share of the AIDS budget going to research 
project grants has increased to about 40 per
cent, and the proportion of those solicited by 
RFAs has decreased. The committee recog
nizes the need for. solicited research and di
rective mechanisms in building a. fast re
sponse to a public health emergency but be
lieves that a long-range AIDS research pro
gram warrants greater reliance on grants, 
especially individual investigator-initiated 
grants. 

Recommendation 4.3: Nlli should continue 
to increase its use of research grants, espe
cially traditional individual investigator-ini
tiated and related grant mechanisms, to 
carry out the expanded research effort rec
ommended by the committee, in particular, 
the increased effort in basic research. 

RFAs and RFPs at NIH are usually initi
ated by program staff who identify gaps in 
research and propose mechanisms for solicit
ing grant applications to address those gaps. 
After approval at the institute and advisory 
council levels, proposed RF As and RFPs re
ceive an administrative review in the Office 
of the NIH Director and are circulated to the 
other institutes for comment and to mini-

mize duplication of effort. The committee 
believes that central review of RFAs and 
RFPs should be coordinated with the re
search planning effort recommended in 
Chapter 2 of the report to identify and rem
edy gaps in AIDS research. 

Recommendation 4.4: The NIH associate di
rector for AIDS research and the AIDS Pro
gram Advisory Committee should review all 
RF As and RFPs for AIDS research to ensure 
coordination and avoid duplication. They 
should also have the authority to rec
ommend RF As and RFPs in the case of gaps 
in the NIH AIDS research program that are 
not being addressed by individual institutes. 

Administrative Support 
The effectiveness and success of the NIH 

AIDS extramural and intramural research 
programs depend in part on the adequacy of 
the administrative support they receive in 
the form of staffing and facilities. 

Staffing 
Until recently, NIH operations were ham

pered by arbitrary personnel ceilings im
posed by the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB). These ceilings had a signifi
cant effect on the AIDS research program be
cause the number of scientists and science 
administrators could not increase as quickly 
as the scientific opportunities for intramural 
AIDS studies or the amount of funding for 
extramural AIDS grants and programs. 
Chronic understaffing thus has constrained 
NIH's ability to conduct AIDS research and 
adequately plan, administer, and evaluate its 
extramural AIDS programs. Now, however, 
OMB and the Department of Health and 
Human Services (DHHS) have delegated in
creased authority to PHS agencies to set 
personnel levels. NIH in turn must determine 
appropriate program staffing and develop a 
plan to achieve it. 

Recommendation 4.5: The committee 
strongly opposes arbitrary restrictions on 
NIH staffing levels that are established with
out regard to program requirements because 
they hamper effective, efficient manage
ment. Personnel ceilings should be aban
doned permanently, and future staffing deci
sions should be part of the strengthened pro
gram planning and budgeting processes rec
ommended in Chapter 2 and coordinated by 
the Office of the NIH Director. Adjustments 
in staffing levels should be made carefully 
over several years to achieve appropriate 
balances between AIDS and non-AIDS and 
non-AIDS programs, between the elimi
nation of past deficits and the needs of new 
initiatives, and between the budgets for ex
tramural grants and contracts and for staff 
to administer those grants and contracts. 

The committee also supports efforts to 
maintain NIH staff excellence by addressing 
broader personnel problems, both those re
lating to compensation and those stemming 
from inflexible or sluggish policies and pro
cedures of government personnel systems. 
The committee endorses as well special ef
forts to solve problems specific to the AIDS 
program, such as recruitment and retention 
of medical officers in the NIH AIDS treat
ment research (clinical trials) program. 

Facilities 
Nlli-wide space limitations and inadequa

cies have affected the AIDS research pro
gram disproportionately because it is a rel
atively new and fast-growing set of activi
ties. Congress's appropriations over the past 
several years for buildings and facilities 
have greatly reduced the backlog of needs of 
adequate, appropriate space and equipment 
for AIDS research, but much of this capacity 
is in off-campus sites. The committee be-

lieves that the scattered locations of AIDS 
activities hamper communication and col
laboration between AIDS basic and clinical 
researchers and between AIDS and non-AIDS 
researchers involved in related studies; they 
also impede administrative coordination of 
extramural AIDS and AIDS-related research 
programs in the different institutes, centers, 
and divisions. 

Recommendation 4.6: As part of its long
range building and facilities program, NIH 
should consolidate AIDS research and re
search administration on the NIH campus. 
This consolidation will facilitate commu
nication between the intramural and extra
mural programs and coordination of the mul
tiple institutes, centers, and divisions in
volved in AIDS research activities. The com
mittee endorses NIH's effort to take a sys
tematic , sustained approach to upgrading 
and maintaining the campus infrastructure, 
which will benefit the AIDS program as well 
as non-AIDS research. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
just take a few moments. The matters 
are important. 

First of all, I want to express my 
very warm appreciation to Senator 
KASSEBAUM for her help and assistance 
and guidance during the debate on 
these issues. The vote was overwhelm
ing, but that does not mean that we 
have not faced many different issues 
during the course of the consideration 
of the legislation. We have worked 
closely together on this measure, as we 
did on the family and medical leave 
bill a little over a week ago, even 
though there were differences. I think 
all of us on the committee, no matter 
what side of the aisle, are very much 
grateful for her continued involve
ment, knowledge, and understanding of 
so many of the issues that come before 
our committee. I say that very sin
cerely. 

I want to express our appreciation to 
Senator MIKULSKI. There are others, 
but it was Senator MIKULSKI who, more 
than anyone, really brought the issue 
about the importance of women's 
health research to the attention of the 
Nation, certainly to the Senate. As a 
matter of public debate, public policy, 
and really as a result of her efforts, she 
was able to persuade the previous ad
ministration to make important steps, 
not as significant as what has been in
cluded in this legislation, but very im
portant steps in terms of ensuring that 
there is going to be attention given to 
a wide range of different illnesses and 
diseases that affect women in our soci
ety-breast cancer, ovarian cancer, 
osteoporosis, lupus, cardiovascular dis
ease. It is a rna tter of enormous impor
tance to the Nation and of enormous 
importance to women that their health 
concerns are fully addressed and they 
benefit equally from the scientific ad
vances developed with NIH funds. 

We must continue our efforts to en
sure that research on women's health 
issues remains a top priority at the 
NIH and we recruit, train, and promote 
an increasing number of women sci
entists. 
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Also, I am enormously grateful to so 

many on our committee and off our 
committee for their assistance in de
veloping a national AIDS research pro
gram. After a decade of an epidemic far 
from under control, now we have a 
comprehensive plan for AIDS research 
and long-range strategy for its imple
mentation. We create a consolidated 
AIDS budget to ensure the cooperation 
needed to maximize the resources 
spread among the 21 Institutes and 
Centers involved in the NIH AIDS ef
fort. Rather than create a new insti
tute, we brought together the various 
research programs in the different re
search Institutes to review them in to
tality and to take advantage, after re
view, of the new opportunities for fur
ther progress. These changes generated 
a great deal of discussion and debate 
with NIH, the researcher community, 
and with others on our committee in 
terms of micromanagement and di
rected research. 

We really spent a good deal of time in 
addressing those concerns. The final re
sult has been a very constructive and 
strengthened effort in the area of AIDS 
research. We are very grateful to all of 
those who have been part of this effort, 
particularly to Derek Hodel of the 
AIDS Action Council; Mike Har
rington; Greg Gonsalves; Dr. Matilde 
Krim, a long-time friend and a person 
who has given about as much focus and 
attention to the public policy issues in
volving the HIV question as any person 
alive; Elizabeth Glaser; Dr. Art 
Ammann of the Pediatric AIDS Foun
dation; Dr. June Osborn and Carlton 
Lee of the National Commission on 
AIDS; Terry Beswick, and countless 
others on their efforts in behalf of the 
AIDS provisions in this bill. 

Mr. President, the legislation takes 
steps to improve the health of our chil
dren. Preventing heart disease in chil
dren, finding a cure for juvenile arthri
tis, improving vaccine development, 
and ensuring the rapid transfer of basic 
science finding to the bedside are all 
major provisions in this bill. 

Finally, there is concern over in
creasing number of cases of scientific 
misconduct and conflicts of interests. 
We have been able to address this issue 
in a way that protects the public inter
est, insures research, integrity and pre
vent retaliation against whistle
blowers. 

I thank all those who have been in
volved in this process. I thank the lead
er for scheduling this legislation. He 
was there with us, and the Republican 
leader as well. But Senator MITCHELL 
during the course of the consideration 
of this bill in the waning hours of the 
last session, he indicated that this 
measure would be given the S. 1 des
ignation as an indication of the high 
priority that he and others gave to the 
research. I think it is a clear indication 
of the high priority that we place on 
the research issues. We would not be 

able to pass this bill if we had not had 
strong bipartisan support in our com
mittee. 

I want to give a special thanks to 
Ann Udall, Joan Samuelson, Rev. Guy 
Waldon and the members of the Coali
tion for Research Freedom for heroic 
efforts in educating the Members of 
Congress about the importance of fetal 
tissue transplantation research. In a 
very personal way, I, along with. a 
number of others in this body, consider 
Mo Udall a longstanding friend. We 
have followed his enormous personal 
courage in dealing with Parkinson's 
disease. We are enormously grateful to 
Ann Udall, Joe Samuelson and Guy 
Waldon. They have been absolutely 
tireless in taking time to visit with 
Members and educating the country 
about the potential benefits of fetal 
tissue transplantation research. 

I can say quite frankly, when we 
were considering NIH reauthorization 5 
years ago, we could not have gotten 35 
votes in the U.S. Senate. In order to 
avoid filibusters, we had to strike ref
erences to that provision. Over the pe
riod of the last 3 years, we have gained 
strong bipartisan support and it really 
is a tribute to those individuals and 
the Coalition on Research Freedom. It 
really has been an enormous, I thjnk, 
indication of the power of local, grass
roots commitment of people who really 
want to change policy. 

I think many times Americans really 
wonder whether they can change pol
icy. I will tell you, this is class No. 1, 
because they have and have done it in 
a very short period of time. They were 
speaking truth to power. They were 
bringing facts and scientific informa
tion to those in responsible positions. I 
just cannot express my appreciation to 
them enou5·h. 

I also want to thank our colleague 
Senator BROCK ADAMS who was a mem
ber of our committee. He chaired our 
hearing on fetal tissue transplantation 
research. He co-authored the research 
freedom provisions of this bill. I know 
as we look at the progress we have 
made, we also want to recognize those 
who have been ahead on this issue, and 
Senator ADAMS was a real leader. 

Finally, I want to thank the commit
tee staff for their many contributions: 
Marty Sieg-Ross, Andrew Patzman, 
Kimberly Barnes-O'Connor, and Anne 
LaBelle of the minority staff, Bill 
Baird from the legislative counsel of
fice, Robyn Lipner, and Phyllis 
Albritton. 

I also want to give thanks to my 
staff, to Ken Nussbaum, Michael Nel
son, Nick Littlefield, Michael Iskowitz, 
Van Dunn, Niall Finegan, Michael 
Myers, Deborah von Zinkernagel, and 
many others. 

I, for one, am always glad to com
pliment the members of our staffs. We 
depend on them. We are out here dis
cussing these matters and they assem
ble the material and help prepare the 

arguments. Their participation in the 
process makes this body work in a 
more informed and intelligent way and 
I personally am enormously grateful to 
each and every one of them for their 
assistance. 

I thank all of our colleagues for their 
patience during the debate and discus
sion, for their attention to these public 
policy questions. Whether they have 
agreed or differed, I think we have a 
very important bill which I look for
ward to becoming law in the very near 
future. 

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

ator from Kansas. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

agree with the comments of the chair
man of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee. Senator KENNEDY 
has provided strong leadership during 
the 2-year debate to pass the National 
Institutes of Health reauthorization 
bill into law. With this reauthoriza
tion, the National Institutes of Health 
will continue to be the preeminent re
search institution of the world. And, as 
it continues to be in the forefront of re
search, it is not only providing leader
ship to us in the United States, but 
around the world. 

I know, as Senator KENNEDY has 
noted, that there have been many hur
dles to overcome and many who have 
provided leadership to do this. Many of 
these individuals have been named by 
Senator KENNEDY, and I will not reit
erate those names. Passing this bill has 
taken bipartisan cooperation. I am 
very appreciative of the leadership that 
Senator KENNEDY has given through 
the years. Health care issues have been 
a preeminent concern of Senator KEN
NEDY, and it is with real dedication 
that he has devoted himself in a special 
way to this reauthorization. 

I also want to recognize staff of the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources who worked on this legislation. 
In Senator KENNEDY's office, I note the 
efforts of Dr. Van Dunn, Michael 
Iskowitz, Deborah Von Zinkernagel, 
and Dr. Ken Nesbaum. On my own 
staff, I appreciate the work of Dr. 
Marty Sieg-Ross, Andrew Patzman, 
Kimberly Barnes-O'Connor, Jane Wil
liams, Susan Hattan, Annie Brown, and 
Margaret Harned. I also note Senator 
HATCH'S staff, in particular Anne 
Labelle, who worked on this bill over 
the past 2 years. Finally, I wish to 
thank Betsy Tower of Senator DUREN
BERGER'S staff. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S STATE OF 
THE UNION ADDRESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
METZENBAUM). The regular order is to 
proceed in to morning business with 
time controlled by the majority leader 
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or his designee. The Chair's under
standing is that Senator DASCHLE is 
the majority leader's designee. 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is correct, Mr. 
President. 

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Rhode Island. 

THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION EDUCATION 
PROPOSALS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my strong and enthusiastic 
support for the education proposals set 
forth in the State of the Union Mes
sage. In one dramatic, challenging, and 
daring address, our President has dem
onstrated clearly that he intends to be 
the education President our Nation so 
desperately needs. I, for one, intend to 
give him the chance to make this long 
unmet dream come true. 

As one of the early proponents of na
tional service, and more particularly of 
linking service to student aid, I ap
plaud the direction in which the Clin
ton administration is moving. This 
will, of course, require major changes 
in the loan program as we know it. 
And, while we should be careful as we 
proceed, we should not duck the hard 
choices simply because they may be 
difficult to make. Change does not al
ways come easy, and we must be pre
pared to bring about change in a delib
erate manner that does not disrupt the 
availability and flow of student aid for 
students and families who rely upon 
the Federal Government to help them 
pay for a college education. 

There will be tradeoffs. I have be
lieved that accessing private capital 
and utilizing the private sector for stu
dent loans is preferable to Government 
financing. However, that should not 
stand in the way of developing and fi
nancing a strong, coherent program of 
national service. The President has 
proposed to phase in a new loan pro
gram, which to my mind is precisely 
the prudent and deliberate manner in 
which we should proceed. All aspects of 
the administration's proposal should be 
given careful and thoughtful consider
ation. That is my commitment, and I 
am sure it is the administration's, as 
well. 

I am encouraged by the President's 
commitment to the Pell Grant Pro
gram, which underpins all our Federal 
student aid efforts. Clearly, national 
service will supplement, and not 
replace, this critically important 
endeavor. 

For over a decade the Pell Grant Pro
gram has languished. The $2 billion 
shortfall is a microcosm of our na
tional debt. It is really a deficit within 
a deficit. In one dramatic step, Presi
dent Clinton seeks to erase this deficit, 
and place the Pell Grant Program on 
sound footing. His proposal deserves 
our strong support and swift enact
ment. 

In early childhood, elementary and 
secondary education, the President has 

again demonstrated his mettle. Addi
tional funding for the highly effective 
Head Start Program is more than a 
step in the right direction. It is the 
right thing to do at the right time. 

Additional funding for the chapter 1 
program of compensatory education for 
children from poor families is equally 
important. It will provide crucial help 
to States that did not benefit in the 
census, but which continue to feel the 
full weight of the recession and the on
going need to meet the needs of poor 
children in a program that, today, 
reaches only 40 percent of those who 
are eligible to participate. 

The additional $500 million in funds 
for summer chapter 1 programs will 
help secure the educational gains that 
are made in the school year. I also hope 
it will give new strength to my long
held view that we ought to be moving 
to a longer school year if we are to 
keep our Nation on the cutting edge of 
leadership in the world economy. 

The proposed changes in the Impact 
Aid Program should, in reality, involve 
a shift of responsibility. Yesterday, I 
proposed that responsibility for paying 
for the education of military children 
come from the Defense Department, 
which is where the responsibility be
longs. I intend to pursue this objective 
and to work with the Clinton adminis
tration in attempting to bring it about. 

The President's commitment to edu
cation reform is most heartening. 
Clearly, he intends to bring his com
mitment of action and results from the 
Governor's chair to the Oval Office. I 
look forward to working with him and 
Secretary Riley in bringing about 
needed reforms, in reaching the na
tional goals then-Governor Clinton 
helped to set, and in establishing a set 
of standards that will make excellence 
the by-word of American education. 

To use an old defense term, this is an 
impressive first strike to improve edu
cation in our country. It contains bold 
and imaginative elements. We may dif
fer on some specifics, but we will work 
with the administration to make 
changes and adjustments where we be
lieve they are necessary. Our goal is a 
common one: to make our educational 
system second to none. 

How refreshing it is to have a Presi
dent who is not afraid to sail with the 
winds of change, and to chart a course 
that will bring new vitality and 
strength to American education. I rel
ish the opportunity to be a part of the 
crew and ·help stay the course. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the distin

guished chairman for his eloquent re
marks and appreciate his contribution 
this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I yield 8 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair, 
and I thank my colleague from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. President, I have had the honor, 
the pleasure, the opportunity to hear 
our President give many speeches over 
the now 22 years in which I have known 
him, but I have never heard him give a 
better speech than he gave to the 
American people last night, and in my 
opinion it was probably the most im
portant speech that he has ever given 
in his career. This was a moment of 
testing for him personally and, for his 
administration, a moment to see 
whether he understood why he was 
elected by the American people, wheth
er he was ready to seize the moment 
and lead our country. He passed every 
test, and he did it superbly. He showed 
us with the force and confidence of his 
presentation as well as with the cre
ativity and substance of his program 
that he knows that the American peo
ple have turned to him at this special 
hour of our history to do one thing par
ticularly, and that is to get this econ
omy moving again. 

Mr. President, last night President 
Clinton signaled nothing less than the 
dawning of a new economic era for our 
country. 

I want to speak for a moment or two 
today about what I think is at the 
heart of the President's plan; that is, a 
dramatic shift in Government spend
ing, not only away from unrestrained 
spending, unrestrained growth in Gov
ernment spending, but in many ways as 
significant a shift from consumption to 
investment. 

That change-it is a real change-of
fers the most genuine promise for long
term economic growth, creation of 
new, high-skilled, high-wage jobs, and 
an America that is as powerful on the 
global economic front as it is on the 
global military front. 

Mr. President, one of the most impor
tant sentences for me in President 
Clinton's speech last night was this 
one. He said: 

There's no recovery worth its salt that 
doesn't put the American people back to 
work. 

That is the heart of the message, and 
the heart of the hopes of the American 
people. And President Clinton showed 
with the program that he pre sen ted 
that he understands that message. 

The investment portion of the Presi
dent's plan does exactly that. It will 
put the American people back to work, 
not with short-term, quick-fix, make
work jobs, but with tax incentives and 
brand new Government/business part
nerships that will create solid jobs that 
will last on into our high-tech manu
facturing future. 

The President outlined a seven-point 
technology investment program that I 
believe will fulfill his promise to create 
economic growth and more jobs. As the 
President said, our great hope for jobs 
is in the private sector, not the public 
sector. 

And in his technology investment 
program, he has created a bold new 
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partnership between Government and 
business, a partnership whose aim is to 
make sure that American manufactur
ing is kept alive and grows, and that 
American products are dominating 
markets throughout the world; that we 
will not again see situations which 
have been so painful for us in our re
cent past, where it is American brain
power that has the insights and creates 
the breakthroughs that others in the 
world take and commercialize. 

It was American research that devel
oped the technology that the Japanese 
commercialized for the fax and the 
VCR. The program that President Clin
ton presented to the Nation last night 
will make sure that that does not hap
pen again. Ideas that are born here in 
America will be commercialized here in 
America, and products will be produced 
here in America with jobs that are 
filled by Americans. 

The seven-point technology program 
consists of: Investing in 21st century 
infrastructure, full funding for high
performance computing programs; edu
cation and training programs for a 
high-skilled work force, investments in 
new learning technologies and expand
ing computer networks to reach more 
schools and libraries across the Nation; 
investments in technology programs 
which will empower America's small 
businesses; refocusing Federal R&D 
programs on critical technologies that 
will enhance industrial performance; 
focusing America's R&D investment 
through our national lab technology 
programs; creating a world class busi
ness environment for private-sector in
vestment and innovation by making 
the R&D tax credit permanent and by 
establishing a new enterprise tax cred
it; and finally, guaranteeing that we 
will maintain U.S. leadership in basic 
research by restoring funding for the 
National Science Foundation. 

This is not a series of commitments 
or a program of rhetoric. The President 
has put some dollars on the table, $17 
billion from fiscal year 1994 through 
fiscal year 1998. I say to you, Mr. Presi
dent, that we are going to look back 
and say that those $17 billion are some 
of the best invested dollars that we 
have ever had in the United States of 
America. They are smart dollars that 
will pay us back many times over by 
spurring American high-technology 
manufacturers to make new invest
ments and new products and create 
new jobs. 

In conjunction with the President's 
seven point investment plan is a com
mitment to lifelong learning. That is 
an important facet of any plan to lift 
our economy, because without highly 
educated and trained workers, we can
not hope to compete effectively on a 
global scale. The President wisely pro
poses a $37.8 billion investment 
through fiscal year 1998 to educate and 
train Americans from early childhood 
through adulthood. Among the pro-

grams are $10.5 billion for worker 
training, including $1.2 billion for a 
Youth Apprenticeship Program. 

The President has not forgotten in 
his program his commitment to Ameri
ca's inner cities and impoverished rural 
areas and those communities that have 
been hard hit by defense cutbacks. He 
has budgeted an increase of over $3 bil
lion in new investments in the next 5 
years on such programs as the Eco
nomic Development Administration, 
which provides money for defense in
dustry reinvestment and transition, 
and enterprise zones to bring busi
nesses and jobs back to our inner cities 
and poorer rural areas. 

Along with these important invest
me::J.ts and direct support by Govern
ment in America's economic future, 
President Clinton outlined a series of 
targeted tax cuts for businesses which 
will leverage investment from the pri
vate sector with a special emphasis on 
small business. These tax cuts will help 
fire the engines of job creation since, 
as all of us know, it is in small busi
ness that most of the jobs in this coun
try are created. 

The President recommended a tar
geted capital gains tax reduction that 
will be a tremendous boost to a new 
generation of American entrepreneurs 
who have a bright idea they dream will 
make them rich, but need the capital 
to develop. The small business invest
ment tax credit and the incremental 
investment tax credit are other clear 
indications of President Clinton's de
sire to use the power of Government to 
help the business community grow and 
create jobs. 

In this progrowth, probusiness plan, 
our President has recognized the truth 
of what one of the great labor leaders 
of American history, Samuel Gompers, 
once said: 

The worst crime against working people is 
a company which fails to operate at a profit. 

The tax incentives President Clinton 
outlined in his speech last night will 
help thousands of American companies 
make profits, and that means they will 
be creating and protecting jobs for 
American workers. 

Mr. President, may I say finally that 
some of us in this Chamber took a bit 
of personal pride from aspects of the 
President's investment and incentive 
plan which he announced last night. 
Many portions of the President's pro
gram were included in the national 
economic leadership strategy, which 
was developed by members of the Sen
ate Democratic Policy Committee, 
members of the Senate Democratic Cir
cle, and outlined by our distinguished 
Senate majority leader last July. 

On that day, candidate Bill Clinton 
announced his support for our plan last 
July, and as President last night he has 
now brought this support to reality. 

Now it is our turn, Republicans and 
Democrats alike, to take this pro
gram-progrowth, probusiness, pro-

jobs-and realize the hopes of the 
American people by passing it and giv
ing them a better, brighter economic 
future. 

I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Dakota. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Let me compliment 

the Senator from Connecticut for his 
eloquent statement. As someone who 
has worked in the trenches as long as 
he has, who has rolled up his sleeves 
and has done his homework and par
ticipated in this process so aggres
sively for so long, he speaks with au
thority and credibility. I appreciate 
very much his contribution this after
noon. 

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from South Dakota 
for yielding. 

Mr. President, the President is en
gaged in a very high-stakes gamble, 
and indeed a great risk in trying to sal
vage this Nation. It is a prodigious act 
of courage on his part because cyni
cism has been rising in this country as 
never before. 

People have given up hope. They 
have given up hope economically. They 
have given up hope of actually dealing 
with all of the problems we understand 
all too well, problems which have 
grown to such an extent that the very 
political system of this Nation, which 
is supposed to be the envy of the rest of 
the world, is in danger. 

There are some people, such as 
George Kennan, whom I admire very 
much, and who has just written a book 
called "Around the Cragged Hill", in 
whi~ll he essentially concludes-and he 
will probably cringe at my character
ization of it-but he says that there is 
a good possibility that our political 
system simply cannot deal with the 
situation as it exists today. 

And then there is a great philosopher 
with an 8th grade education whom I al
ways admired, Eric Hoffer, the famous 
stevedore philosopher from San Fran
cisco, who one time said, "Strong gov
ernments and free societies do not 
mix." In the history of this country, 
the people have never allowed, toler
ated, or even wanted a strong govern
ment, except in unbelievable crises. 
Abraham Lincoln, when the War had to 
be fought, was accorded total support 
by the country and the Congress. 
Woodrow Wilson-to a lesser extent, in 
World War !-said, "We must make the 
world safe for democracy," and every
body said, "Mr. President, take it and 
go with it." 

Franklin Roosevelt, on two occa
sions. No. 1, during the Great Depres
sion, when Congress threw up its hands 
and said, "Mr. President, whatever you 
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want, send it to us, we will rubber 
stamp it." Thirty-five percent of the 
people in this country were unem
ployed, hungry, and in the streets with 
food riots, a social upheaval threaten
ing the very social fabric of the Nation. 
And then World War II, the lend lease 
bill was the first shot across the bow 
saying, "Mr. President, these dictators 
are loose in the world. Our safety is 
threatened. You have to do some
thing." 

In my limited knowledge of history, 
Mr. President, those are essentially the 
times when this country has allowed a 
strong government. President Clinton's 
very bold effort to salvage this Nation 
is a high-stakes gamble, because never 
before in this kind of an environment, 
where most people are employed and 
despite the problems of crime, edu
cation, and health care, and the deficit 
being out of control, the unemploy
ment rate is a little over 7 percent, 
most people, while cynical about gov
ernment in their personal lives, are 
reasonably fat and happy. 

So to suggest that they are going to 
allow this President a program which 
is perhaps one of the boldest programs 
ever proposed by any President in 
peacetime, and at a time when we were 
not facing an economic apocalypse, if 
they permit him to do this, it will be a 
remarkable, therapeutic, and very 
heal thy thing. 

I thought after 18 years here-par
ticularly after the last 12-that I would 
never live to hear a State of the Union 
Address like I heard last night. I do not 
say this as a fellow Arkansan, or be
cause President Clinton and I have 
been good friends all of these years; I 
say it because he captured the imagi
nation of this Nation last night, and 
the reason is because he offered them 
hope. 

When Ronald Reagan came to power 
and told the American people, "Call 
your Senator and urge him to vote for 
these tax cuts," well, you do not have 
to lobby people to vote for a tax cut. 
Who does not want to support a tax 
cut? Well, it just so happened that that 
particular tax cut was one of the most 
profligate, unbelievable, irresponsible 
acts ever perpetrated on the American 
public by Congress or the President. 
We were told then-and it resonated 
across the coffee shops of America
there is no such thing as a free lunch. 
I remember, Mr. President, the night 
Ronald Reagan spoke on television in 
September of 1980 when he was can
didate Reagan, and he said, "Jimmy 
Carter, if you cannot balance the budg
et, move over and let me in, because I 
can." That is essentially why the 
American people gravitated to him in 
overwhelming numbers. 

Well, it turns · out that there is no 
such thing as a free lunch. But after 
having been told that, we were offered 
a free lunch in the form of unbelievable 
tax cuts and prodigious spending on de-

fense. Would you like to know, Mr. 
President, what those supply-side tax 
cuts add up to as of this moment-
$2.550 trillion. That represents about 80 
percent of the deficit increases from 
January of 1981 until today-$2.550 tril
lion is what the supply-side tax cuts of 
1981 have cost the U.S. Treasury. 

So it is certainly no mystery as to 
why we have a $4 trillion debt. To the 
credit of some Republican Members of 
this body-and I applaud them, but I 
will not call their names, and this is 
secondhand information-but by 1982 
when it became apparent that the 
thing was going to run completely out 
of control, they went to the White 
House and said, "Mr. President, we 
have overdone this thing." So we had a 
tax increase in 1982. We had Social Se
curity taxes in 1983. And, in short, Mr. 
President, from 1981 to 1992, we had 
roughly 14 tax increases. But even 
when you subtract those tax increases, 
including the 1983 Social Security tax, 
the supply-side tax cut still has con
tributed 50 percent-50 percent-to the 
$3 trillion additional debt we have in
curred since 1991. So then when it be
came so apparent that the thing was 
out of control, the President began to 
say, "I cannot spend any money that 
Congress does not appropriate. Do not 
blame me." He could not spend a dime 
he did not put his name on either. And 
then they said, "Let us fix it with 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings." Nothing 
happened. So then the President said, 
"Just give me the line-item veto," and, 
"If I only had a constitutional amend
ment." 

Mr. President, the thing that was so 
exhilarating to me about last night's 
speech was that the only thing we ever 
needed was a President with enough 
courage to put his trust in the common 
sense of the American people. For the 
first time in recent memory, last night 
we saw a President say to the Amer
ican people one of the greatest lines 
ever uttered: "We can no longer deny 
the reality of our condition." And what 
is the reality of our condition? It is 
precisely what George Kennan said. 
This political system, this economic 
system, everything we cherish is going 
right down the tube, if we do not put 
our confidence in the American people 
and ask them to accept basically what 
the President said last night. It is not 
perfect. Some of the proposed cuts he 
made are not specific. I do not under
stand them myselt. And the people who 
are calling me say, "Senator, I will 
support this on one condition: that you 
couple the tax increases with the 
spending cuts. Make sure we do not get 
the tax increases and then the spending 
cuts disappear." 

I am going to do my very best not 
only to keep faith with him but one up 
the President. I am going after the 
super collider, the space station, and 
SDI and all the same things I went 
after last year, because there are still 
billions left on the table. 

I hope to be able to speak a little bit 
later this afternoon with a chart I have 
here on a whole host of amendments I 
hope to offer. 

The reason the President's speech 
resonated so well across America last 
night is they know when the President 
says I am going to raise your taxes he 
is not trying to curry your favor; he is 
trying to tell you the truth. 

So he concluded last night: Summon 
up your courage, men and women of 
the U.S. Congress. We have nothing 
more to lose than our country. 

I told the President-! am always 
wary of people saying what I told the 
President. Incidentally, it was unsolic
ited. He did not ask me. I said: 

Mr. President, I do not want to burden you. 
You already know it. I just want you to 
know there are other people who know it, 
too. You are not just this country's last best 
hope; you are this country's last hope. 

I do not think anybody understands 
that better than Bill Clinton does. 
That speech last night was a summa
tion of it. 

Sum up your courage, men and 
women of the U.S. Congress, and keep 
faith in the American people. Imple
ment this program or one that will do 
as much or more than he requested. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the distin

guished Senator from Arkansas. He is 
known as an eloquent speaker and 
friend of the President. His common 
sense and wisdom are known as well. 
The remarks this afternoon certainly 
demonstrate that. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BINGAMAN). The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 
you. 

I simply want to join my distin
guished colleague from Arkansas and 
the Senator from South Dakota in say
ing I think the President of the United 
States last night did an absolutely 
super job. 

For the first time we are facing three 
fundamental problems. One is the defi
cit and that is a horrendous thing. 

I saw Hobart Rowan's column the 
other day in the Washington Post when 
he said the deficit is worse than we 
thought. Let me tell you it is worse 
than even his column reflects. 

The second area is the area of edu
cation which the Presiding Officer, 
Senator BINGAMAN, here from New 
Mexico has done so much on. 

And the third area is health care. 
Let me just talk about the deficit for 

a moment. 
If you take a look at the report of 

the New York Federal Reserve Board, 
the decade of the eighties, because of 
our lack of savings cost us 5 percent in 
growth in GNP, almost all of that be
cause of the Federal deficit. One per
cent, according to CBO, is 650,000 jobs. 
That means the deficit in the last dec-
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ade cost us 81/2 million jobs. I cannot 
tell you how many of those jobs were 
in Illinois or in New Mexico or in 
South Dakota or in Oklahoma, or in 
Arkansas or in Louisiana. But they are 
there in each of our States. 

We have to get hold of things. And 
let me just add without this package, 
and I know it is not pleasant, but we 
are facing up to some reality, without 
this package, according to CBO in the 
latest figures that just came out 2 days 
ago, without this package in fiscal year 
1993, assuming rates do not go up, 
which is a pretty major assumption, we 
face a deficit of $639 billion. 

Now the bad news is even with what 
we are doing, the reality is this just 
has to be the first step and it is why 
frankly we need the constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budg
et which I am pleased the Senator from 
New Mexico and the Senator from 
South Dakota are supporting. 

With this package that $639 billion 
for the year, if I may have the atten
tion of my colleagues back here, with 
that package, it drops down in fiscal 
year 2003 to $422 billion. Assuming you 
have health reform that $422 billion 
drops down to $322 billion. What it 
means is even with this package, we 
are just barely standing still. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. SIMON. This package has to be 

the first step, but it is a gigantic step. 
It is a reversal of what we have been 
doing. 

My colleagues have heard me ~alk 
about the deficit. I remember going 
into the office of Senator DALE BUMP
ERS trying to convince him to be for a 
balanced budget amendment, which 
think is essential to force us to do 
what we need to do. But if you take a 
look at those figures, and then you 
take a look at the GAO report which 
says if we continue down the present 
trend we are going to have a continu
ing decline in the standard of living of 
our people, but if by the year 2001, 
which they pick, we balance the budget 
then by the year 2020 in real terms, 
that is in inflation-adjusted terms, we 
will have an increase in standard of liv
ing of 30 percent per capita in our 
country. 

What Bill Clinton is asking us to do 
is to build for our future so that these 
fine pages here whose average age is 
what-15, 16; they are nodding-what
ever it is--15 or 16 years old, so they 
have a bright future and so that my 3-
year-old granddaughter has a bright fu
ture. 

Frankly, it is just essential that we 
face this. 

And then in the area of health care, 
he spelled it out. We have to do better. 

In the field of education we have to 
do what he has suggested, and let me 
just add we are going to be facing pow
erful voices against this and a good il
lustration is the direct loan program 
which I am pleased they have endorsed 

which I have been trying to fight for as 
some of my colleagues know, but the 
banks who make more money on the 
student loans then they do on car loans 
in this country-believe it or not-the 
banks are opposed to this and an orga
nization we created, the Student Loan 
Marketing Association, Sallie Mae, is 
out opposed to it. Why should this 
group that is supposed to help students 
be opposed to it? 

Mr. President, do you know what the 
salary of the chief executive officer of 
Sallie Mae was 2 years ago? I do not 
know the figures for last year. My col
league from Oklahoma will be inter
ested in this, too. The 1991 salary of the 
CEO of Sallie Mae was $2.1 million. The 
No. 5 executive in that organization 
made $547,000. The President of the 
United States makes $200,000. And this 
is for guaranteed bonds. I can take al
most any one of these pages here and 
make them CEO and they can make 
money when you have guaranteed 
bonds. You have a no-lose situation. 

So when you hear Sallie Mae lobby
ing against this, just keep in mind they 
are interested in their own very, very 
smug financial shop, and the President 
of the United States has had the cour
age to say we are going to have to 
break up that little shop and do what 
we should for the students of this Na
tion and I applaud him for it. 

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

The Senator from South Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
say about the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois that no one knows the 
deficit and unemployment issue more 
than he does. He speaks with elo
quence, and I am grateful for his par
ticipation this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I yield 8 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 8 
minutes. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the colleague from South Dakota and 
the colleague from Illinois for the re
marks which he has just made, very in
sightful remarks, and I associate my
self with those remarks. 

Mr. President, I was elated to hear 
the President of the United States last 
night speak to the joint session. This is 
the 15th year that I have been privi
leged to go to the House Chamber for 
such a joint session at the time of the 
State of the Union Message, and in my 
opinion that was the best message 
given by a President of the United 
States in any of those 15 years that I 
have been attending those events. 

It was the best message, because the 
President of the United States spoke 
directly and honestly to the American 
people. He did not fudge. He did not use 
political rhetoric. He stepped up to the 
truth and he told the American people 

the plain truth, that if we do not get 
the budget deficits under control they 
will destroy the future of this country. 
They will destroy the leadership role of 
this country. 

How can a nation lead the world or 
have an influence beyond its borders, 
or even within its borders, for the goof'} 
of its own people if we allow our debt 
to become so large that we are soon 
consuming almost half of the entire 
Federal budget to pay the interest on 
that debt? 

The President said last night that by 
the end of this decade, if we have a con
tinued increase in the rate of the debt 
that we have had for the past decade, 
we will be over 20 percent of all our na
tional budget just to pay interest by 
the end of the decade and within 20 
years we will be above 40 percent, ap
proaching half. 

Mr. President, this is no way that a 
country any more than a family can 
live that way. By living beyond our 
means we steal from our children and 
our grandchildren. We are diminishing 
their heritage. We are diminishing 
their opportunity. 

I have been now in this Senate for 15 
years, and I ran for office because I 
wanted to make a difference for the 
people of this country and the people 
that sent me here. I did not come here 
to preside over the decline of the Unit
ed States of America, and that is ex
actly what we have seen year by year 
by year with acceleration for the past 
of 15 years. 

We have seen our productivity de
cline. We have seen the available cap
ital for American businesses to create 
jobs zapped by our own Government's 
insatiable appetite to take more and 
more of the capital markets to pay the 
interest on the debt we piled up. 

In 1980, this country had a $1 trillion 
national debt. Today, we have a $4 tril
lion national debt, just 12 years later, 
equal to virtually half of the entire 
gross domestic product of this entire 
country. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States has told the American 
people the truth. They understand it. 
They heard him. And that is why the 
people have responded as favorably as 
they have. 

And, Mr. President, he challenged us 
in that address. He said: "I am willing 
to take responsibility-! do not care 
who gets the credit-! am willing to 
take responsibility to step up to ask 
for sacrifice from all of our people to 
get these budget deficits under con
trol." 

And I say to my colleagues, it is time 
for us to utter the same words. We 
must take responsibility with the 
President to get the job done. This is 
not time for partisan bickering. 

During the time that I have served 
here, I have gone out of my way, I have 
extended myself to support President 
Reagan and President Bush when I 
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thought they were right, even though 
they happen to be of the other political 
party. Sometimes I have even been 
criticized in my own party because I 
tried to reach out in a bipartisan way. 

I hope that my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, when we have a 
President who has come before us and 
told us the truth and told the Amer
ican people what they know to be the 
truth: "That there is no way to balance 
the budget when you are in deficit un
less you get your income up and your 
spending down, and through a combina
tion of the two you get the job done. 
And that it is not painless." 

We have had enough political pablum 
and false rhetoric. It is time for the 
truth, and it is not time for partisan
ship. It is time for those on the other 
side of the aisle to join those of us on 
this side of the aisle and all of us to
gether to have the courage to meet our 
responsibilities as Members of this 
Congress. 

I along with others undoubtedly will 
suggest some changes in the course of 
the legislative process in this package. 
I would be the first to say it is not ab
solutely perfect. 

But I think I, as a individual Sen
ator, and all of my other 99 colleagues 
have a responsibility that if we make 
changes in this package, we make them 
in a way that it will still allow us to 
meet those deficit reduction targets. If 
I want to take away a little revenue 
here, I need to put a little back some
where else. If I want to cut a little less 
in this area, I have to be able to cut a 
little more in another area, so we can 
still reduce the deficit by $500 billion 
over the next 5 years as the President 
has suggested. 

We must measure up. The time has 
come. We do not have any time left to 
wait if we care about what we are 
going to hand on to our children and 
our grandchildren. 

I have waited for 15 long years to 
have a President of the United States 
tell the American people the truth, to 
have enough confidence in our own peo
ple, in their patriotism, in their will
ingness to sacrifice, in their desire to 
get back to their country to tell people 
the truth; that sacrifice is required; 
that you qannot have something for 
nothing; that if we love our country 
enough and our children enough, we 
ought to be willing to do something 
about it. 

We have that chance. We heard that 
message. We must not miss this oppor
tunity. 

Mr. President, I would have but one 
piece of advice for our President. There 
were some discussions as to whether or 
not we will be first asked to vote on a 
stimulus package of new programs to 
stimulate the economy and to create 
jobs. I am not opposed to that program. 
There are many elements in tha~ pro
gram that I think have great merit. 

But I would put up this warning flag. 
If we vote on the new programs and the 

new spending- which will be very popu
lar first-and save the deficit reduction 
package for later, we will greatly di
minish the chances of that deficit re
duction package ever passing. 

It is like saying we are going to sepa
rate the package into two spoonfuls-a 
spoonful of sugar and a spoonful of 
medicine-and we going to let the peo
ple take the sugar first . 

Any parent knows that you do not 
say to the child you can eat your des
sert now and your spinach later. You 
say, eat your spinach and there is a 
chance of getting the dessert. 

I wish that I could say that the Con
gress of the United States is so respon
sible and so mature that we do not 
need to be treated that way. The record 
speaks otherwise. 

Go back to the early 1980's. We rap
idly passed those popular tax cuts, but 
we never got around to passing the 
spending cuts, so the deficit went out 
of control. 

And so, Mr. President, it would be a 
mistake to allow the Congress to have 
the opportunity to vote for popular 
new spending programs first and put 
off u.ntil later what we need to do in 
terms of sacrifice to get the budget 
deficits under control. 

Yes, there is a legitimate need for 
more jobs and a stimulus to our econ
omy. But the greatest emergency fac
ing this country is that the budget 
deficits are going to destroy our future. 
That is the emergency. That is what, 
we must need to act upon. The real 
emergency is what the budget deficits 
are doing to this country. Let us act on 
that now. 

Every week, every month that we 
wait to pass meaningful legislation, a 
package to reduce the budget deficits 
of this country, will decrease the 
chances of its passage. Every week, 
every month that we wait, we give the 
special interest groups and the lobby
ists and others a chance to organize 
and to appeal to the self-interest, the 
selfish instincts of their various con
stituencies. 

Instead, let us act boldly. Let us fol
low the President's challenge of ap
pealing to the best instincts of Ameri
cans-their love of country, their con
cern for the next generation, the re
building of the economic strength of 
this country. 

You can use the budget resolution as 
a mechanism and simply speed up, ear
lier in the year, the adoption of a rec
onciliation bill and include the stimu
lus package in the reconciliation bill. 

Let us do it all and let us do it all by 
late spring. It is not going to be easier 
to pass deficit reduction in September 
or October or November than it will be 
in April or May. 

Let us do our work. Let us stay here 
long hours, if it is necessary. Let us 
cancel our recesses. Let us do away 
with leaving on Friday mornings and 
not coming back until Tuesday morn-

ings. Let us just stay here and do the 
work. And let us show the American 
people we have the responsibility to 
live up to that challenge that the 
President has so wisely and coura
geously given us last night. 

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

ator from South Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma. He speaks with conviction. 
I appreciate his strong statement. He 
talks to all of us about the tougher de
cisions we must face. And he does so 
with the knowledge that many of us 
agree wholeheartedly with his com
ments about the need for bipartisan
ship, and about facing these decisions, 
not as Republicans or Democrats, but 
as Senators challenged with the · re
sponsibility that we must face. 

I thank him for his contribution. 
I yield 8 minutes to the distinguished 

Senator from Michigan. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan is recognized for 8 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. First, let me add my 
commendation to my old friend from 
Oklahoma. I agree with his points. His 
eloquence I cannot match, but at least 
I can agree with his points. 

Let me just say that some of them, I 
hope, will have great appeal across this 
aisle: His appeal to bipartisanship, his 
appeal to patriotism, his appeal to 
those of us that might seek to improve 
this package to put in some spending 
cuts for every spending cut that we 
seek to remove. Force those of us who 
oppose the package to offer alter
natives. 

As always, the Senator from Okla
homa is eloquent and powerful. And he 
surpassed himself here today. 

WE MUST GET OUT OF THE 
DEFICIT DITCH 

Mr. LEVIN. The President last night 
gave us a road map. He gave us an out
line. It was an eloquent statement of 
what we must do. 

For 12 years, we have dug ourselves 
into a deficit ditch. The question is not 
who dug us into that ditch. This is not 
the time to figure out whether it was 
mainly the majority of the Congress 
that went along with two Presidents, 
or whether it was mainly two Presi
dents who did not lead. 

What we know is, we are in a deficit 
ditch and there is plenty of blame to go 
around and we have to get ourselves 
out of that deficit ditch. 

So this is not the time to write the 
history of the last 12 years. It is the 
time to make history for the next dec
ade and into the next century. 

There are few realists that I know of 
who believe that we can address this 
deficit just by cutting spending with
out increasing revenues at the same 
time. There are some who say it, but I 
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know of few people, who are realistic 
and pragmatic, who have given us spe
cific proposals for reducing this deficit 
significantly only by spending cuts 
without any revenues. 

The reality is that we have to do 
both, and none of it is painless. But the 
President captured the feeling of the 
public last night in many of his state
ments. But perhaps best in this state
ment when he said, "The time has 
come for the blame to end. I did not 
seek this office to place blame. I come 
here to accept responsibility. And I 
want you to accept responsibility with 
me. And if we do right by this country, 
I do not care who gets the credit for 
it., 

That is what the public wanted to 
hear from our President and that is 
what the public wants to see in us, that 
we can rise to that responsibility and 
to that occasion. 

As I said, the cuts in the spending 
programs which the President pro
posed, or cuts in programs that we cut 
as a substitute for the ones that he pro
posed, are not going to be painless 
cuts. They are not painless, they are 
just necessary. 

On the revenue side, the increases in 
taxes are not going to be painless. 
They are just going to be necessary. 
The President fairly and appropriately 
says that most of the new revenue 
must come from the group, and the 
only group among us, that did well in 
the eighties, that increased its after
tax income in real terms-after taxes 
and after inflation. Only the top 10 per
cent of America increased their real in
come during the 1980's. So it is fair, 
and it is appropriate, and it is just that 
same group bear the major responsibil
ity on the revenue side. And the Presi
dent has placed it there. 

There are going to be arguments as 
to whether the breaking points are 
$180,000 or more on the income tax and 
whether or not on the energy tax it is 
$30,000 or $50,000, and we should and we 
must analyze that for the American 
people. But however it comes out, it 
seems clear from this outline last night 
that the majority of the revenue in
creases are coming from upper-income 
people. And that is as it should be be
cause that is a group, again, that got 
the lion's share of the benefits during 
the last decade. 

The President called upon us to 
worry, not just about me, but about us; 
and to worry about our kids. Frankly, 
I slept better last night because I felt 
the future for our children-my chil
dren and yours-was a little better as
sured because we have a President who 
is looking reality in the face and tell
ing Americans he will accept respon
sibility, he will take the cards that 
have been dealt him and he will do the 
best he can with them-to energize this 
economy, to invest in our future. And 
that requires the significant deficit re
duction that so many of us in this 
Chamber have been talking about. 

He did it one other way. He not o_nly 
gave us the substance, the road map, 
he gave us a process which is honest. 
Every one of us is sick of the baloney 
in these annual budgets. Putting aside 
who put it there, who kept it there, 
who acquiesced in it, who allowed it to 
stay there-! think all of us, Repub
licans and Democrats, are sick of the 
phony figures that have permeated 
these annual budgets; that have al
lowed us to get through the year to 
meet budget law requirements, but 
then after the toll was taken at the end 
of the year, we knew the deficits were 
far, far higher than the ones we had 
projected. 

So I am glad we had some honesty in 
budgeting last night as well. I com
mend either this program, or an alter
native to this program, but in the same 
real deficit cutting terms, to my col
leagues. I commend the President and I 
commend his program for our consider
ation. 

I thank the Senator from South Da
kota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Michigan. No 
one in this body enjoys greater respect 
from all of his colleagues for his 
thoughtful approach. His remarks this 
afternoon are very deeply appreciated. 
I thank him. 

Mr. President, how much time re
mains in the first hour allotted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, I yield whatever time 
remaining to the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recognized for 
the remaining 7 minutes and 47 sec
onds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota. 

I would like to make a couple of com
ments in the time remaining. 

I feel that last night, for the first 
time in several decades, a President 
challenged the Congress of the United 
States and the American people to 
confront the truth about our economic 
problems and the budget deficit. In
stead of being told the state of the 
Union is absolutely rosy, the President 
told us what the state of the Union ac
tually is. We have to be courageous to 
answer the challenge to confront those 
problems. 

Not since the days of Franklin Roo
sevelt has the Nation faced such eco
nomic challenges. The President ac
knowledged those challenges last 
night. He laid out an aggressive plan to 
rescue our children and grandchildren 
from the borrow-and-spend policies of 
the 1980's. 

For over a decade now we have lived 
for the day. Last night the President 

asked us to seize the day; to leave be
hind the special-interest-blame-game 
politics that have crippled our ability 
to act as our economy has atrophied. 

We face an econo.mic battle on sev
eral fronts: The recent recession and 
the painfully slow recovery, the long
term stagnation in economics and pro
ductivity growth, and the colossal defi
cit. The President has offered us a 
tough but fair program to attack this 
crisis. 

The Clinton agenda offers hope. For 
years I have worked so all children who 
qualify have access to Head Start; so 
poor pregnant women and their chil
dren have access to the WIC Program. 
The Clinton program calls for wholly 
funding these programs and I applaud 
him for it. 

This program calls for rebuilding 
America, especially rural America, 
where thousands of jobs will be created 
to help the small towns left behind by 
the 1980's. It completes much of my 
own rural jobs bill and I applaud him 
for that. 

President Clinton has spoken for se
rious reform. For 100,000 job cuts in the 
Federal bureaucracy. For a crackdown 
on the waste and inefficiency at the 
Department of Agriculture. For long 
overdue means testing for farm pro
gram benefits, a streamlining of , the 
USDA, and a reform in the crop insur
ance policy. 

We are going to hear the naysayers 
and special interest lobbyists crying 
foul. The fact is, while we have been in 
a technical recovery for a year and a 
half, the jobs have not returned. Ask 
Vermonters who are unemployed, or 
only partially employed, if they really 
see a recovery taking place yet. The 
Clinton stimulus package creates jobs 
now by investing in programs that will 
enhance our future productivity and 
growth. 

The taxes the President has asked us 
to pay are fair. Those who benefited 
from the tax cuts that added over $1 
trillion to our Federal debt in the 
1980's will pay the lion's share. The 
middle-income will also chip in, mainly 
through energy taxes. Some call it tax
and-spend. I call it pay-as-you-go. It is 
certainly better than borrow-and
spend. 

The Clinton plan makes long-overdue 
cuts in nuclear programs and in foreign 
aid. It strengthens child support en
forcement. It demands that those who 
profit from the use of public lands pay 
their fair share. It calls for restraint on 
Medicare cost increases. 

I look forward to working with the 
administration on these cuts, and look 
for additional cuts. Let us cut the 
spending on the superconducting super 
collider. I understand public works pro
grams, even useless public works pro
grams, but even by Texas standards 
this one is a bit too large. 

Let us also cut the space station. 
Maybe we need the space station be-
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cause it is the only place high enough 
up to look at the size of the deficit. 

Interestingly enough, Mr. President, 
I come from a State that has only 
voted twice in its history for a Demo
crat for the Presidency. It has only 
elected one person to the U.S. Senate 
from the Democratic Party. The calls 
coming into my office have been over
whelmingly supportive of the Presi
dent's package. We Vermonters are a 
fiscally responsible people. We realize 
the challenges that lie before us in our 
slow-growth economy. We Vermonters 
understand the logic of the Clinton 
plan. 

Frankly, the people who called my 
office today from the State of Vermont 
tell me they appreciate hearing the 
truth from their President. Many of 
the things they wish they would never 
have to hear, but they know they were 
hearing the truth, and that gives them 
hope. And if the Congress can put aside 
the gridlock that can be blamed on 
both parties, we might be able to use 
the truth we heard last night to solve 
the problems we face. Not just for us, 
Mr. President, but for our children and 
our children's children. 

Many times I have said on the floor 
of this body that my children will live 
most of their lives in the next century. 
What we are planning for is not a cen
tury that sees the demise of our great 
country, but a century that recognizes 
the enormous potential that we still 
have as a nation. 

The President had the courage to tell 
Congress and the American people 
what must be done. We ought to sweep 
aside the howls we will hear from the 
special interests on the left and the 
right. We know what we have to do. 
The American people especially know 
what we have to do. It is now time to 
get to work. 

Mr. President, let me say one further 
thing. There will be debate on this 
package, between Democrats and Re
publicans, between Democrats and 
Democrats, between Republicans and 
Republicans. That is as it ought to be. 
I hope all Americans understand that. 
It is the way it should be, it is the way 
it always has been, it is what makes us 
great as a democracy. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I con
gratulate President Clinton for his ad
dress last night. He has given us a plan 
to generate jobs, generate opportunity, 
and lower the deficit. 

President Clinton and I were elected 
last fall to bring about change, not de
fend the status quo. His proposals pro
vide us with an opportunity to change 
the course of our Government, change 
our economy, and change America. 

President Clinton has given us 
straight talk and truth in numbers. He 
has squarely faced the challenges that 
confront our Nation, and he has given 
us a plan for action. 

He has enlisted us all in the fight for 
America's future. 

And he was given us a plan to reduce 
the deficit, which relies upon four 
tools: Economic growth, health insur
ance and health care reform, spending 
cuts and revenue increases. 

If we oppose any piece of the pack
age, we have a duty to suggest a re
sponsible alternative. 

I know that for my Federal employee 
constituents, the pay reductions pro
posed by President Clinton are tough 
tonic, and I want to look for alter
natives. Federal employees are middle
class, hard-working Americans, too. 

And as the Chair of the Subcommit
tee on Aging, I will carefully review 
the en tire package for its effect upon 
America's seniors, including changes to 
Social Security, Medicare and the im
pact of an energy tax. 

But this Senator will not be a road
block to progress. I will not defend the 
status quo. I am ready to roll up my 
sleeves and work for change. 

President Clinton has proposed to 
create jobs today and jobs tomorrow, 
to rebuild our infrastructure, and pro
vide "good guy bonus" tax credits for 
businesses who invest in the future. 

He has proposed to help business get 
access to the latest technologies, and 
train our workers for the jobs of to
morrow. 

He is determined to reform health in
surance and health care, so American 
families do not have to choose between 
paying the rent and paying for life-sav
ing treatment. 

He has issued a call for America's 
young people to sign up for national 
service, to provide help to those who 
practice self-help. This means a young 
engineer at the Goddard Space Flight 
Center can work off her student debts 
by tutoring middle-schoolers on Satur
days. · In this way our next generation 
of scientists and engineers can inspire 
and be inspired. 

He wants to immunize every Amer
ican child against infectious diseases 
before they strike. 

And he has called for welfare reform, 
to make sure our Government helps 
those who practice self-help so that 
welfare is not a way of life, but a way 
to a better life. 

So today I say to my colleagues, it is 
time to end the gridlock and the dead
lock. 

For the first time in 12 years, we 
have a plan to create jobs and oppor
tunity to reduce the deficit that is hon
est, specific, realistic and realizable. 

This plan is consistent with the val
ues of our people. It will reward hard 
work and give the middle class a 
chance for upward mobility. 

And there will be some pain. But the 
President has worked to see that those 
who can best afford it will bear the big
gest burden. 

He has started by cutting his own 
staff at the White House. And we in 

Congress will follow his lead and cut 
our own staff, our own perks, and the 
franked mail we use. 

We will attack waste in Government, 
eliminate frivolous boards and commis
sions and get tough on contractor 
fraud and abuse. 

We will go after foreign corporations 
that have not played fair when it 
comes to paying taxes on the profits 
they make in this country. 

We will take away tax incentives for 
companies to move American jobs off
shore, and the deduction that pays for 
the Gucci shoe crowd that lobbies us 
here on Capitol Hill. 

It is time for us now to rise to Presi
dent Clinton's challenge. 

Our constituents believe that when 
all is said and done in Congress, a lot 
more gets said than gets done. It is 
time for us now to act, to restore their 
faith and trust in their institutions of 
government. 

The days of drift and decline are 
over. We have an opportunity to create 
a bright future for our country, if we 
act. 

And when we do, we will have kept 
faith with the people at home who 
voted for change. 

Mr. President, a new milennium is on 
its way. A new era is about to be born. 
And when that new century begins, 
only 7 years from now, I want to be 
able to look back and know that we in 
this Congress acted to ensure a strong 
and growing economy, a Federal debt 
that is under control, health care that 
is accessible and affordable for all our 
citizens, and an opportunity to recre
ate the ethic of service in our neighbor
hoods and communities, where young 
Americans give back something for 
what they get. 

When that day comes, we will know 
that we have done the job we were 
elected to do. 

I congratulate the President and I 
challenge my colleagues. Let us work 
together and get the job done. 

I yield the floor. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S DEFICIT 
REDUCTION SPENDING CUTS 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, there 
are many elements of President Clin
ton's economic plan that I can and will 
strongly support. He has proposed the 
largest deficit reduction package in 
history, and has given us the long
awaited leadership needed to get this 
economy moving again and to restore 
its economic strength. The President 
has done an excellent job of putting to
gether an economic plan that begins to 
deal seriously with the Federal deficit. 

I do think that Congress should find 
and advance even further spending 
cuts. I accept President Clinton's chal
lenge last night that those who think 
there should be further cuts in Federal 
spending should be specific, as he has 
been, about where those cuts should be 
made. 
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I have developed an 82-point plan to 

reduce the Federal deficit and I was de
lighted to see that many of the ele
ments of my plan were included in 
President Clinton's spending reduction 
list. 

I am not sure whether the White 
House actually had a copy of my 82-
point plan when they developed the ad
ministration's package, but it was 
gratifying to see that so many of the 
items that I had targeted for spending 
reductions were included in the admin
istration's proposals. 

I may be offering additional spending 
cuts from my list, but I think he has 
made an excellent start. In the next 
few days, I will highlight the numerous 
spending cuts that the President has 
proposed that were also included in my 
82-point deficit reduction plan. 

There is one item in the President's 
package that I do want to focus on 
today: consolidation of our overseas 
broadcasting services and termination 
of a radio transmitter project in the 
Negev Desert in Israel. 

On January 21, the first bill that I in
troduced as a Member of the U.S. Sen
ate was S. 51, the Overseas Broadcast
ing Consolidation and Deficit Reduc
tion Act. This bill proposed consolida
tion of several overlapping overseas 
broadcasting services and termination 
of other projects, including the radio 
transmitter in Israel, which can not be 
justified in our current economic cri
sis. 

I was, therefore, very pleased to see 
both of these items included in Presi
dent Clinton's economic proposal. 

Mr. President, earlier this week, 
joined by the chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, the sen
ior Senator from Rhode Island, Senator 
PELL, I urged President Clinton to in
clude termination of the Israel trans
mitter in his economic plan. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of our letter to President Clinton be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, ter

mination of this project is exactly the 
kind of fiscal restraint that we must 
demonstrate if we are serious about 
cutting back on Government spending. 
This project was conceptualized in 1985 
as a relay station to overcome Soviet 
jamming of the Voice of America and 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty 
broadcasts to the Eastern bloc. With 
the end of the cold war, airways in the 
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe are 
no longer being jammed. Although 
Congress has appropriated a total of 
more than $250 million for the pro
gram, construction has not yet begun 
and only $60.6 million has actually 
been spent. If we terminate the project 
now, the hundreds of millions of dollars 
that will be spent to construct, oper-

ate, and maintain the transmitter can 
be saved. Additionally, an alternative 
site has subsequently been developed in 
Kuwait that can deliver radio trans
missions more effectively than the Is
raeli site. 

Moreover, beyond the cost to the 
U.S. taxpayers to sustain a project 
that is no longer justifiable, there are 
serious ecological drawbacks to pro
ceeding with the project. Israeli, Amer
ican, and international environmental 
organizations have all predicted that 
the transmitter, located on one of the 
world's most important migratory bird 
flyways, could cause irreparable envi
ronmental damage. It will also take up 
valuable and limited desert space in 
the Negev and may pose dangers to the 
residents' health. 

Mr. President, it should be stressed 
that a majority of the Israeli Knesset 
have gone on record opposing the 
project. The transmitter is not only 
unnecessary and costly, but poses se
vere environmental risks to Israel. I 
understand that the Bush administra
tion was on the verge of recommending 
terminating the project as well. I ap
plaud President Clinton for his willing
ness to say that this project should be 
halted. 

The second provision in my legisla
tion which has been included in the 
President's economic package involves 
consolidation of overseas broadcasting 
services and phasing out of those serv
ices, Radio Free Europe and Radio Lib
erty, administered by the Board for 
Independent Broadcasting. My legisla
tion proposes termination of the Board 
for International Broadcasting and 
transfer of its functions to the Bureau 
of Broadcasting within USIA during 
the phase-down period. 

Mr. President, Radio Free Europe 
and Radio Liberty were established 
more than 30 years ago to broadcast be
hind the Iron Curtain in addition to 
the Voice of America. They played a 
tremendous role in bringing news and 
information to people in Communist 
countries and helped set in motion the 
forces that brought an end to the cold 
war. But the cold war is over. It is dif
ficult to justify the American tax
payers continuing to spend well over 
$200 million a year to operate these 
radio services in Europe in addition to 
the services provided by the Voice of 
America and another $2 million for the 
administrative costs of maintaining 
the Board for International Broadcast
ing, an Agency whose sole function ap
pears to be to administer funding for 
these two radio services. Neither my 
proposal nor the President's calls for 
termination of Radio Free Europe or 
Radio Liberty overnight. But they do 
provide for an orderly consolidation of 
services over the next several years. If 
the situation in Eastern Europe 
changes, the Voice of America, which 
also broadcasts in the same areas, is 
available for increased broadcasting. 

My legislation was based upon pro
posals presented by the Congressional 
Budget Office in its report last year on 
options for reducing the Federal defi
cit. Several of the provisions in S. 51 
have also been recommended by var
ious nonpartisan commissions which 
have called for revamping and consoli
dating overseas broadcasting services. 

Mr. President, the consolidation of 
overseas broadcasting programs was 
highlighted in the documents released 
by the Clinton administration as an ex
ample of "programs that don't work or 
are no longer needed." The administra
tion's economic proposal stated, 

Making Government work for the next cen
tury means ending funding in programs that 
don't work and updating policies and pro
grams that were designed to meet the needs 
of an earlier era. 

These are precisely the reasons why I 
identified this area in my deficit reduc
tion plan and introduced the Overseas 
Broadcasting Consolidation and Deficit 
Reduction Act as my very first bill in 
the U.S. Senate. · 

This is precisely the kind of fiscal 
discipline that we must impose upon 
the Federal Government if we are to 
deal seriously with the Federal deficit 
and win the confidence of the American 
people. Yet, even a proposal as modest 
as the Overseas Broadcasting Consoli
dation and Deficit Reduction Act is al
ready drawing opposition from individ
uals and organizations who have a 
vested interest in maintaining the sta
tus quo. I am delighted that the Clin
ton administration will be joining in 
attempting to achieve these changes, 
but I fully recognize that the battle is 
not over. I intend to work very hard 
with the Clinton administration to get 
these proposals enacted. 

EXIllBIT 1 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, February 12, 1993. 
President WILLIAM CLINTON, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

D.I!:AR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to 
you to express our opposition to the con
struction of a Board for International Broad
casting (BIB) radio transmitter in the Negev 
Desert in Israel. This transmitter, a relic of 
the Cold War era, is not only unnecessary 
and costly, but also poses severe environ
mental risks to Israel. For these reasons, the 
majority of members of the Israeli Knesset 
oppose the project as well. 

The project was conceptualized in 1985 as a 
relay station to overcome Soviet jamming of 
Voice of America and Radio Free Europe/ 
Radio Liberty broadcasts to the Eastern 
Bloc. After several other states in the region 
refused the station because of its political 
sensitivity, Israel accepted the American re
quest for assistance. Though Congress has 
appropriated a total of $255.4 million for the 
program, construction has not yet begun: in 
fact, only $60.6 million has been spent. Fur
ther expenditures are subject to Congres
sional approval pursuant to section 806 of the 
Freedom Support Act of 1992. We urge you to 
terminate the entire project now, before 
more money is spent, and needless damage is 
done . 

With the end of the Cold War, airwaves in 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe are no 
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longer blocked. The hundreds of millions of 
dollars that will be spent to construct, oper
ate, and maintain the transmitter are no 
longer justified. The project is also obsolete 
considering that, as the U.S. Advisory Com
mission on Public Diplomacy noted in its 
August 1992 report, VOA has developed a site 
in Kuwait which can deliver more clearly 
both shortwave and AM broadcasts to Africa 
and the former Soviet Union than the site in 
Israel could. In these times of enormous 
budget imbalance, this money clearly could 
be better spent elsewhere. 

Beyond the cost to the U.S. taxpayer to 
sustain this project, there are serious eco
logical concerns as well. Israeli, American, 
and international environmental organiza
tions have all predicted that the transmitter 
could cause irreparable damage to the fragile 
desert environment, as well as to bird migra
tory patterns between Africa and Europe. In 
addition, the potential hazards of electro
magnetic radiation to people living in prox
imity to the station have not yet been ade
quately studied. Finally, construction of the 
transmitter will necessitate the Israeli Air 
Force to relocate in the desert, further im
pinging upon the limited open space-now a 
nature preserve-of the Negev. The Air Force 
is also uncertain about how the transmit
ter's radiowaves will affect its exercises. For 
these reasons, the Israeli Supreme Court has 
ordered a series of Environmental Impact 
Studies before construction could com
mence. 

The next Israeli Environmental Impact 
Study could be issued as soon as this month. 
It will then be reviewed by the Planning and 
Building Council, which could authorize con
struction in the Negev to begin shortly 
thereafter. Given that the rationale for this 
project has diminished, and that the environ
mental impact could be disastrous, there are 
no compelling reasons why this project 
should proceed. 

We agree with the Congressional Budget 
Office, the majority of Israeli legislators, 
and international environmental groups that 
this project should be canceled immediately. 
We thank you for your immediate attention 
to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
CLAIBORNE PELL. 
RUSSELL FEINGOLD. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for the 
economic package set forth by Presi
dent Clinton in his address last night. 

Mr. President, last night was a proud 
moment for me, as a new Senator from 
Tennessee, to hear the President ad
dress a joint session of Congress and 
the American people. 

President Clinton has laid out a plan 
of bold change for the Nation-his vi
sion for America's future. 

It is a plan to put this country on the 
road to economic recovery. 

I applaud his leadership in being will
ing to make some very difficult choices 
toward revitalizing the country, in
vesting in its future, and tackling the 
ever-growing budget deficit. 

I came to Washington with the goal 
of assisting the President in restoring 
fiscal discipline and sound budget man
agement to the Government of this 
country. Now, with the President's pro
posals, that goal can become a reality. 

Key to the elements of the Presi
dent's package is the plan to reduce 

the deficit by approximately $400 bil
lion over the next 5 years. His plan 
calls for a $2 reduction in the deficit 
for every $1 in new revenues. 

It is obvious that the plan couples 
meaningful spending cuts with new 
revenues to restore fiscal integrity at 
the Federal level. 

His plan is tempered with a sense of 
fairness, in which all of us are called 
upon to share responsibility and con
tribute to our Nation's economic 
strength and future growth. 

Mr. President, we participated last 
evening in an introspective view of a 
changing America. Just as IBM, Gen
eral Motors, Sears, and Pan Am have 
choked on their largesse, we face the 
same destiny unless we act forcefully. 

We are at a crossroads where we 
must choose the lesser of a number of 
evils. 

The President has laid his proposal 
on the table with a frankness and di
rectness which reflects his commit
ment to ensuring a better quality of 
life for all Americans today, and for 
our future generations. 

I know, after reviewing aspects of 
this package, that I will be faced with 
decisions which may be unpopular in 
my home State of Tennessee. However, 
as the President said last evening, we 
must be willing to accept some short
term sacrifices in order to ensure the 
long-term stability of the country and 
the future prosperity of this Nation. I 
believe Tennesseans will choose to sup
port this plan as long as the difficult 
choices are distributed equitably 
among the people and among the 
States. 

Mr. President, now, I look forward to 
working with my colleagues toward ac
complishing these goals and ini tia
tives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Republican 
leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under
stand, there are now 2 hours for Mem
bers on this side. I ask that I use my 
leader's time. Was leader's time re
served? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The Senator may proceed on 
leader's time. 

A LESSON IN CLINTONOMICS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on the 

issue of the President's speech last 
night, first let me say I think he made 
a good speech. I think he touched on a 
lot of areas that are of great concern to 
the American people, and I believe that 
in many of those areas there will be 
strong bipartisan cooperation. 

But I think until we know precisely 
what the economic package is, until we 
know precisely what the mix is, it is a 
little early to pass judgment because 
we have not seen the details of the 
plan. And the fine print may not be 
available, we are told, until sometime 

in March. But we have picked up a few 
things just overnight. 

First, the President and the pro
ponents of his plan have redefined sev
eral words, giving them troubling new 
meanings. "Investments" now means 
more Government spending. "Sac
rifice" now means higher taxes, bigger 
Government, and more mandates. 
"Contribution" now means higher 
taxes, and "patriotism" is now defined 
by whether or not an individual sup
ports the President's program. 

I said the President said a lot of good 
things, but there are some things the 
President did not say. He said his plan 
struck a balance between more reve
nues and tough spending cuts. He 
claims that his budget contains 150 
proposals to cut Government spending, 
but he did not say where they were. 
The President did not tell the Amer
ican people the whole story about the 
tax increases in his plan, but from my 
count, if you add all the tax increases 
together, the total comes to $361 bil
lion. That is $361 billion by 1998. 

He claimed that the plan was fair and 
would create jobs, but he did not tell 
you that the new 36-percent tax brack
et hits American small businesses, the 
ones who create 60 percent of all new 
jobs, square in the teeth. He did not 
tell us that the top tax bracket would 
incre~se from 31 percent to 46 percent 
and he did not tell us that higher cor
porate taxes would be passed on to 
middle-class consumers through higher 
prices for all kind of products. 

The President did tell us unless we 
act now to reduce the bloated Federal 
deficit, in 10 years paying off the inter
est on the debt will become the most 
costly Government program. I think 
everybody in this Chamber agrees that 
responsible deficit reduction will bring 
about lower interest rates for home 
buyers, consumers, and businesses; it 
improves our global economic competi
tiveness; it could create millions of 
jobs and increase the American stand
ard of living and allow us to pass on 
the American dream to our children. 

But the President failed to convince 
us that a tax-heavy package that fails 
to make the tough choices on spending 
controls can accomplish this goal. 

Mr. President, I will just take a cou
ple of minutes to talk about honest 
budgeting. The President claims his 
numbers are real, but the truth is that 
he is playing high-stakes games with 
the numbers. 

Game No. 1 is called inflating the 
baseline deficit. The game has two 
parts. The first is pessimistic economic 
assumptions. Everyone agrees that 
deficits go up when the economy slows 
down. That is one reason why keeping 
the economy moving is critical to get
ting the deficit under control. Presi
dent Clinton appears to be using the 
most pessimistic economic forecast he 
can find-lower than his own Council of 
Economic Advisors; lower than the 
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consensus private blue-chip fore
casters-to calculate what is called the 
baseline deficit. Painting a bleak eco
nomic picture enables the President to 
inflate future deficit projections and 
then measure his progress in cutting 
the deficit against that artificially 
high baseline. 

The second part of the baseline game 
is the disappearing spending caps. The 
caps on discretionary spending will re
main in place through 1995. That is the 
law. But the President's budget ap
pears to assume that these caps will 
disappear in 1994 and that discre
tionary spending will grow at the rate 
of inflation. More spending means 
higher deficits. 

Based on Congressional Budget Office 
figures, removing the caps in 1994 will 
increase spending by $123 billion by 
1998. 

Game No. 2---the President's 4-year 
deficit reduction goal. The President 
blames his inability to follow through 
on his promise to cut the deficit in half 
in 4 years on higher than expected defi
cits, $50 billion per year. But everyone 
knew back in August, in fact late July, 
that the deficit picture was getting 
worse. 

His new goal is to cut $140 billion 
from the deficit. Not only has he given 
up on cutting the deficit in half, it has 
now been stretched from a 4-year goal 
to a 5-year goal. It was 4 years; now it 
is 5 years. 

Game No. 3 is double-counting the 
Bush defense cuts. Defense provides the 
lion's share of the President's proposed 
spending cuts. The defense spending 
cuts approved by President Bush and 
Congress last year will produce $74.8 
billion in savings by 1998. 

A closer look at President Clinton's 
numbers suggest that his plan includes 
the defense cuts already approved last 
year by President Bush and by Con
gress. President Clinton should not 
count these savings as part of his own 
package. That is double counting. He 
cannot do that. 

And, finally, game No. 4 is called un
derstating the tax increase. When is a 
tax increase a spending cut? President 
Clinton tried to tell us last night. The 
President supports higher taxes on 
middle-income Social Security bene
ficiaries but his plan appears to count 
this $32 billion tax increase as a spend
ing cut. Secretary Bentsen and deputy 
OMB Director Alice Rivlin admitted as 
much this morning. Tell that to Ameri
ca's seniors when they fill out their tax 
returns after this change goes into ef
fect. It is not a spending cut. It is a tax 
increase, and they said it was a tax in
crease this morning before the Senate 
Budget Committee. 

This plan also appears to include $6 
billion in user-fee increases as spending 
cuts. That is taxes. That is more taxes. 
User fees are taxes. 

So I just suggest that we do not have 
a balance here. What we have are more 

than $360 billion in taxes, in higher 
taxes by 1998, the biggest tax increase 
ever. 

Now, we remember during the con
firmation hearings of our good friend 
and former Senator from Texas, Sen
ator Bentsen, now the Treasury Sec
retary, and Leon Panetta, another 
friend and House Member of ours, who 
is now the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, that they 
thought any deficit reduction package 
should include $2 in spending cuts for 
every dollar in new taxes. 

The Governors, the 50 Governors, who 
were here 2 weeks ago, 30 Democrats, I 
think, and 20 Republicans-! am not 
certain of the mix-adopted a resolu
tion stating that deficit reduction 
should contain $2.75 in spending cuts 
for every dollar in new taxes. 

The President's plan fails the balance 
test. The President claimed last night 
that his economic plan cut spending by 
$246 billion, but his numbers do not add 
up. 

Count the Social Security tax hike as 
a tax increase, not a spending cut, re
move the Bush defense cuts, balance 
them against the spending increases 
for stimulus and investment, and you 
end up with a total of $123.2 billion in 
spending cuts by 1998. I am not a budg
et technician, but that is not balance. 

But even if you include the tax cuts 
in the President's plan, using his own 
numbers, the net tax increase stands at 
$276.9 billion by 1998. Compared to 
$123.2 billion in spending cuts, that is 
44 cents in spending cuts for every dol
lar in higher taxes. I think it may be 
even worse than that. You clear away 
the smoke and mirrors and the picture 
gets even worse. Before it is all over 
the so-called balanced package may 
end up raising $3, $4, or $5 in new 
taxes--$3, $4, or $5 in new taxes-for 
every dollar in real spending cuts. 

Let us be clear about it. Republicans 
support efforts to keep the economy 
moving, to create millions of good, 
new, lasting jobs, and to cut the deficit 
in half in 4 years. We want to help the 
President on the spending side. 

But, before the President asks Con
gress to approve a plan that will force 
the farmer, the nurse, the factory 
worker, the shopkeeper, the truck driv
er, or our senior citizens to send one 
more dime to Washington, we should 
work to ensure that every outdated 
program, every bloated agency, and 
every i tern in the Federal budget takes 
the hit it deserves. 

Mr. President, we have a lot to do on 
this package, and just in case some
body might suggest that I am a Repub
lican and may have somehow distorted 
anything, there is a wire story out this 
afternoon by Associated Press-they 
are not known to be Republicans, not 
known to cover us very often, but in 
any event they talk about the big 
shortfall in what the deficit reduction 
really is. They said; 

President Clinton's budget plan, trumpeted 
a day ago as achieving $493 billion in deficit 
reduction over 4 years, falls well short of 
that. 

They now say it is around $325 bil
lion. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
this Associated Press release in the 
RECORD. The figures are a bit different 
than mine. They use 4- and 5-year num
bers, and I have used 6-year numbers, 
but I include it in the RECORD to indi
cate that the press has taken a look at 
the President's numbers and they know 
they are not accurate. And when you 
count in all the tax breaks and in
creased spending, it really changes the 
picture as presented by President Clin
ton last night. 

There being no object.ion, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEFICIT PLAN FALLS SHORT OF GOALS 
(By Martin Crutsinger) 

WASHINGTON.-President Clinton's budget 
plan, trumpeted a day ago as achieving $493 
billion in deficit reduction over four years, 
falls well short of that based on new figures 
released by the White House today. 

The new documents show that instead of 
reducing the deficit by almost a half-trillion 
dollars over the next four years, the actual 
deficit reductions will amount to a smaller 
$325 billion. 

The reason for the difference is that the 
budget documents released with Clinton's 
speech failed to take account of the impact 
his spending programs and tax breaks would 
have on the federal deficit over the next four 
years. 

A more detailed budget document released 
today showed that while Clinton is proposing 
spending cuts of $247 billion over the next 
four years. 68 percent of those savings are 
eaten up by the $169 billion in increased 
spending and tax cuts in Clinton's program. 

Once those deficit-widening proposals are 
taken into account, the $493 billion in deficit 
cuts Clinton proclaimed to have achieved are 
whittled down to $325 billion over four years. 

Reporters were not given the full 145-page 
book explaining Clinton's . program on 
Wednesday. The explanation given by the 
White House was that decisions were being 
made right up until the last minute and the 
full budget document could not be produced 
in time for Clinton's joint address to Con
gress. 

Instead, the full book with the bottom line 
deficit figures was provided today. 

The more detailed presentation showed 
that over the next four years, Clinton is pro
posing $246 billion in tax increases, but this 
figure was to be balanced against $60 billion 
in tax breaks that the President is proposing 
for the same time period. 

In addition, while Clinton's program in
cludes $247 billion in spending cuts over the 
four-year period, this must be balanced 
against $109 billion in spending increases 
Clinton is proposing over the same time pe
riod. 

When Clinton's proposed tax cuts are bal
anced against his proposed tax increases and 
his proposed spending cuts are balanced 
against his spending increases, Clinton's 
four-year deficit reduction total falls from 
$493 billion down to $325 billion. 

For the five-year period from 1994 through 
1998, the deficit savings of $703 billion pro
claimed by the administration on Wednesday 
shrink to $473 billion. 
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The new budget document shows that Clin

ton's short-term stimulus package would in
flate this year's deficit to S332 billion , up 
from an estimate of $319 billion without Clin
ton's economic program. 

Both figures would be a record, topping the 
old mark of $290 billion set in the fiscal year 
that ended Sept. 30. The deficit increase for 
this year would reflect the impact of the 
short-term stimulus package of increased 
public works spending and tax breaks Clin
ton has proposed to Congress. 

For later years, the administration is pro
jecting better deficit figures. The deficit 
would drop to S262 billion in the 1994 budget 
year, fall to $242 billion in 1995, to $205 bil
lion in 1996. It would then begin rising to $206 
billion in 1997 and $241 billion in 1997, reflect
ing in part rising health care costs. 

The president has promised to produce a 
plan in May that will address the health care 
crisis and get this part of the budget under 
control, perhaps by proposing additional 
taxes to pay for his program to provide uni
versal health care coverage. 

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

Under our time agreement, I yield 12 
minutes to the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH]. 

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

STATE OF THE UNION RESPONSE 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it is true 
what they say: "It is getting more and 
more difficult to support the Govern
ment in a style to which it has become 
accustomed." And last night Ameri
cans saw why-Bill Clinton really be
lieves the Government can spend the 
taxpayers' money better than the tax
payer can. After campaigning on the 
promise of tax relief and job creation 
for Americans as well as spending re
straints for the Government, what he 
is calling for now is the largest tax in
crease in history-some $250 billion in 
new taxes. What he is offering is a pro
gram that does little, if anything, to 
check runaway Government spending, 
and a program that will stifle job 
growth and private sector initiative. 

While Bill Clinton has proposed some 
meaningful reductions in entitlement 
spending, he also proposes $145 billion 
in new spending. And this $145 billion is 
on top of the near $20 billion spending 
stimulus he is proposing this year. It 
also comes on top of the inflation-ad
justed increases these programs are al
ready set to receive. Putting aside the 
reductions . in defense, this new spend
ing wipes out the majority of his budg
et reductions. 

Talk about "read my lips." The tax 
increases that resulted from President 
Bush's willingness to compromise with 
congressional Democrats in 1990 pales 
when compared to the program Presi
dent Clinton unveiled last night. And 
let me be clear about this: I did not 
support the 1990 compromise to raise 
taxes, and I certainly do not support 
this attempt. I have said it before, and 
I will say it again: You cannot tax 
America into prosperity. Like the 1990 
budget agreement, the package Bill 

Clinton proposed last night is long on 
taxes and short on controlling Govern
ment spending. 

The fundamental economic issue we 
must address right now is creating the 
right kinds of incentives for growth
growth that equals real jobs in the pri
vate sector-and jobs that equal secu
rity for our families, our communities, 
our States and Nation. That economic 
growth does not come from the Govern
ment. The Government has never cre
ated wealth. Rather, it comes from 
Americans-hard-working, risk-taking 
men and women who have reason and 
incentive to get ahead. Take away 
their means to get ahead and you take 
away their incentive. And this is ex
actly what Bill Clinton has proposed. 

The package he presented last night 
is one that will hit every American 
family with an income over $30,000. 
This will be done through direct in
creases in income tax rates or through 
an energy tax. Aside from the direct 
tax on energy use, this one revenue 
raiser alone will directly increase the 
cost of goods and services across the 
board. From eggs, to bread, to the cost 
of buying a car and commuting to work 
on mass transit, this proposed energy 
tax will increase everybody's cost of 
living. What is more, this energy tax 
opens up a completely new source of 
revenue for Federal spending. And we 
all know what Congress does to new 
revenue sources; these new taxes never 
go away but just keep getting bigger, 
like the increase in the gasoline tax 
that was set to expire at the end of 
1995. 

Mr. President, what concerns me 
most is · that many of the taxes affect
ing the majority of Americans are 
structured in a way that makes them 
appear less aggressive than they really 
are. For example, the broad-based en
ergy tax-Bill Clinton's attempt to in
crease taxes on Btu's-British thermal 
units-does not seem so taxing until 
you realize that the average American 
family consumes 250 million Btu's 
every year. 

Likewise, his proposal to increase 
from 50 to 85 percent the portion of So
cial Security benefits that will be sub
ject to taxation, might not appear dif
ficult to younger Americans, but it will 
affect some 25 percent of our retirees
men and women who are generally on 
fixed incomes. And since the base 
amount at which this tax kicks in is 
not indexed, the numbers of people af
fected will rapidly increase in the 
years to come. 

And I don't even need to go into the 
fact that his intention to extend the 
gasoline tax will dramatically alter 
American commerce and family travel, 
especially in those parts of our country 
that are most dependent on transpor
tation. 

What I find ironic with this package 
of more than two dozen major tax in
creases is that it flies in the face of 

what we have learned from history. 
And beyond that, it comes at a time 
when America's economy is beginning 
to show signs of strength. Let me quote 
the first paragraph from the pres
tigious, and rather objective, British 
news magazine, the Economist. In an 
article entitled "No Need for a Boost," 
the magazine maintains: 

When George Bush lost his presidency 
three months ago, the American economy 
was growing at a pace that would mightily 
have impressed most voters-had they 
known about it. Now the facts are out, and it 
seems that only Bill Clinton and some of his 
senior advisers are prepared to ignore their 
significance. 

The article goes on to explain that 
our gross domestic product expanded at 
an annual rate of 3.4 percent in the 
July-September quarter, and 3.8 per
cent in October-December. Our busi
ness investment is strong, expanding at 
an annual rate of 8 percent in the sec
ond half of last year. Consumer spend
ing is growing. Inflation is low. And 
the future appears bright. In fact, even 
without tax increases, the Congres
sional Budget Office estimates that 
new revenues into the Treasury will 
amount to some $70 billion more next 
year. These positive indicators do not 
mean that all is well. There certainly 
are challenges to create jobs, encour
age savings and investment, increase 
productivity, and strengthen markets. 

But, Mr. President, what Bill Clinton 
has proposed is analogous to putting 
leeches on a recovering patient. The in
tended cure is far more dangerous to 
the patient than the symptoms. And 
frankly, raising taxes to stimulate the 
economy is nothing short of economic 
quackery. 

America knows-our history shows
what promotes economic growth. Like
wise, we know what undermines it. I 
find it ironic that President Clinton, 
who has spoken so warmly of John 
Kennedy, has failed to grasp the sig
nificance of President Kennedy's eco
nomic successes. Kennedy's across-the
board tax cuts, dropping the top rate 
some 20 percentage points, resulted in 
one of the healthiest economies in the 
postwar period. 

In fact, that success story was not re
peated until 1981, when President 
Reagan modeled his tax cuts after Ken
nedy's. And we all know what hap
pened. Let me show you a graph that 
clearly demonstrates. Between 1980 and 
1990, revenues into the Treasury went 
from $517 billion to over $1 trillion. 
What resulted was the longest peace
time economic expansion in U.S. his
tory. More than 18 million new jobs 
were created. 

The economy grew by nearly one
third in inflation adjusted terms. After 
inflation, middle-class income in
creased by 13 percent. And this im
provement occurred, unlike most re
coveries, simultaneous with a collapse 
in inflation. 

The problem, as this graph shows, is 
that during this record-setting recov-
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ery, Congress failed to bring Govern
ment spending under control. The red 
on this chart demonstrates how each 
and every year, Congress spends more 
than the Treasury took in. The green 
represents revenue; the red Federal 
spending. What is interesting, Mr. 
President, is that even under the plan 
Bill Clinton is proposing-even using 
his own figures-the Federal deficit 
will not go below $200 billion a year 
throughout his 4-year term. 

What is even more interesting is 
that, according to his figures, the defi
cit actually increases by an additional 
$35 billion in the fifth year of his pro
gram, totaling $246 billion. These fig
ures, of course, are best-case projec
tions that do not take into account the 
adverse impact his tax increases will 
have on our economy. 

Clearly, bringing Government spend
ing under control is what Bill Clinton's 
program fails to do. What we saw 
emerge last night is more of the same 
old worn tax and spend policies that 
led to the malaise that gripped Amer
ica prior to the Reagan recovery. For 
all its faults, the 1990 budget agree
ment purported to cut Federal spend
ing $2 for every $1 it 'raised taxes. We 
all know what happened: Spending con
tinued to outpace revenues. Federal 
spending grew by $130 billion between 
1990 and 1992. What worries me is that 
the plan announced last night-a plan 
designed by many of the same Wash
ington insiders as the 1990 budget 
agreement, and now embraced by Bill 
Clinton-does not even purport to cut 
spending $2 for every $1 raised in taxes. 
In fact, if one examines the details, it 
does not even offer $1 in Federal spend
ing cuts for every $1 it taxes. 

Clearly, the tax increases are once 
again taking precedence over spending 
cuts. And this is no way to create eco
nomic growth and opportunity, espe
cially within our private sector. 

I have long advocated getting spend
ing under control, before turning to 
deficit spending and tax increases. Last 
night, Bill Clinton challenged us to 
come up with spending cuts, if we were 
not satisfied with his attempt. In the 
midst of the 1990 budget negotiations, I 
proposed a series of real and lasting 
budget cuts. I am pleased that Bill 
Clinton has embraced some of these
including Medicare secondary payer re
form-but he has not gone nearly far 
enough toward bringing the budget 
under control. I intend to continue to 
promote my spending reductions, while 
at the same time calling for greater re
sponsibility in controlling new spend
ing. 

History has shown that for ever $1 
raised in taxes, Federal spending in
creases by $1.59. We cannot afford this. 
It is no way to cut the deficit. No won
der Bill Clinton has backed away from 
his campaign pledge of halving the def
icit by 1996, just as he has backed away 
from his pledge to lower taxes on the 

middle class. After only 20 days in of
fice, we have seen his tax increases pro
gressively hit more and more Ameri
cans. First he was only going to raise 
taxes on those making more than 
$200,000 a year. Then he lowered that to 
$170,000. Then a $140,000. Now, it is all 
the way down to $30,000. Frankly, it 
makes one wonder what he will do with 
the remaining 1,431 days he has left. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
essay by William Safire and a column 
by former President Ronald Reagan be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, Feb. 18, 1993] 
GREAT LEAP BACKWARD 

(By William Safire) 
WASlllNGTON.-That squishy sound you 

heard throughout President Clinton's eco
nomic address--the weakness at the core of 
his proposals--is a refusal to deal with the 
explosion of Federal spending. 

A decade ago, Speaker Tip O'Neill 
snookered President Reagan in a deficit re
duction deal: For one dollar in tax increase, 
promised the Democrat, Congress would cut 
three dollars in spending. Never happened; 
Democrats claim there never was a deal. 

Three years ago, George Bush made the 
" deficit reduction deal" with Democrats 
that helped torpedo his Presidency: For 
every dollar in new taxes, two dollars were 
to be cut in spending. But taxes were front
loaded and spending cuts back-loaded; the 
deficit soared. 

Now we have similar snake oil from Mr. 
Clinton. Only weeks ago, we heard from his 
budget chief that for every dollar in new 
taxes, two dollars would be cut out of the 
spending stream. Now even that ephemeral 
goal has been abandoned: it's to be " in rough 
balance"-a dollar cut for a dollar taxed. 

Even if that were true , contrary to all re
cent experience. such "balance" would mean 
that the debt would continue to grow be
cause each year's deficit compounds itself. 

In the storm of projections, keep in mind a 
few bedrock principles: 

Economic stimulus--jargon for " govern
ment spending"-adds to the deficit, the in
terest on which is killing us. Accept no 
Clintonite protestations that this is just for 
now, and next year, boyoboy will they be
come deficit-cutters. Never happens. 

Higher taxes do not help, and could abort, 
a recovery. We 're on the way back up to 
brisk growth, with productivity increasing; 
now w not the time to snatch money out the 
pockets of people able to spend it. 

A true fair sharing of the pain would be to 
reduce our debt by slowing the growth of 
government services, not to take more tax 
money for more services. No wonder we have 
seen so little of Lloyd Bentsen in the pre
speech hype: Clinton's plan, rather than 
" growing the economy," grows the Govern
ment. 

Cutting the deficit is not an excuse for 
raising taxes when you are not really cutting 
the deficit. 

Now we are at the heart of the matter. Mr. 
Clinton, after selling himself as " a different 
kind of Democrat." is the same kind of Dem
ocrat on economics: he is answering the 
Reagan revolution with a plan for a Clinton 
counter-revolution. His promised change is a 
reversion to 1979. 

How to sell this Great Leap Backward? In 
1971 Richard Nixon told his aides, "We've got 

to have a villain." We tried to make infla
tion the villain, which led to the misbegot
ten wage-prize freeze, but not until anti-war 
demonstrations engulfed the Democrats did 
a villain emerge that guaranteed Nixon's re
election. 

In his post~election campaign, Clinton has 
selected no fewer than four villains to be the 
anvil on which he hammers counter-revolu
tion. 

The first is "the rich," the definition of 
which has widened to all those not poor. He 
takes this sanctimonious appeal to class 
warfare from F .D.R.'s blast at "economic 
royalists." 

Second is the " special interests," Tru
man's villain, now defined as those lobbyists 
and lawyers outside the Clinton Cabinet who 
oppose proposals to raise taxes, slash defense 
or treat Social Security as welfare. 

Villain number three is the pharma
ceutical industry, for the sin of conspicuous 
success. Price controls on children's vaccines 
have populist appeal, but if advertising is pe
nalized and price controls on new drugs re
sult in shortages, black markets and cut
backs in medical research, this villain will 
be quickly de-demonized. 

The fourth villain is the one most despised: 
that ol' debbil deficit. Its puissance was ex
ploited by Ross Perot, who could rightly 
claim that the debt began by Democrats was 
tripled under Republican Presidents. 

The deficit is most frequently cited by 
Clinton as the reason for his flipflop on a 
middle-class tax cut. His excuse is that defi
cit projections leaped after this election, but 
that stretches a wild guess about 1997 from 
the Democratic Congressional Budget Office. 
The high projection justifies tax-hike plans 
he concealed from the electorate in 1992, and 
makes it easier to come under in the 1996 
campaign. 

In his " call to arms" (hardly an apt figure 
of speech for this President), Bill Clinton is 
raising taxes, raising deficits and raising 
doubts. Who knew he would turn out to be a 
liberal reactionary? 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 18, 1993] 
THERE THEY GO AGAIN 

(By Ronald Reagan) 
Los ANGELES.-Less than one month ago, 

our nation showed the world the strength of 
our democratic system with the peaceful 
transfer of Presidential power from one 
elected citizen to another and, incidentally, 
from one political party to another. While it 
is no secret that I would have preferred a dif
ferent scenario that day, I have great respect 
for our constitutional system and would like 
to support our new President. 

I had every intention of holding back a.ny 
comments on the new Administration until 
it was well in place and its policies became 
clear. Unfortunately, the policies are already 
becoming alarmingly clear. With campaign 
promises dropping like autumn leaves, I 
can't refrain any longer. 

"First, we're going to raise the taxes on 
the people that did well in the 1980's," the 
Clinton Administration says. Did I hear that 
right? I'm afraid so! Do they really believe 
that those who have worked hard and been 
successful should somehow be punished for 
it? Is success in the 1980's, or any time for 
that matter, supposed to be something we as 
Americans are to be embarrassed about? 

I hate to confuse their economic thinking 
with a few facts , but if they were to look at 
the 1980's , they would find that America ex
perienced its longest period of peacetime 
economic expansion in our history. They 
would find that America led the world out of 
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a global economic recession and that our 
economy was the envy of virtually every 
other nation. They would see that we created 
nearly 19 million new jobs for Americans of 
all income levels. And it may shock the Clin
ton Administration to discover that most of 
the economic gains of the 1980's were made 
by low- and middle-income citizens, not the 
wealthiest Americans. 

Earlier this week, President Clinton said, 
" I know we have learned the hard lessons of 
the 1980's." I didn't realize they were so hard 
to learn. The fundamental lesson of the 
1980's was that when you cut taxes for every
one, people have the incentive to work hard
er and invest, to make a better life for them
selves and their families. 

If the new Administration doesn't want to 
look back as far as the 1980's, maybe it will 
at least look back at the summer of 1992. 
Candidate Bill Clinton was promising that, if 
elected, he would provide a tax cut for the 
middle class. Now, in less than one month of 
his Presidency, that promise of a tax cut has 
not only been broken but it has been re
versed into a tax increase for middle-income 
workers. 

During the campaign, Bill Clinton said he 
would tax only the very rich. Last week, he 
defined this category as those making 
$200,000 a year. On Monday, the definition 
came down to $100,000 and now the "very 
rich" seems to be anyone making $30,000 a 
year. 

Somehow, as the Administration raises ev
eryone 's taxes, it wants us to take comfort 
in knowing that others are getting theirs 
raised even more. Unfortunately, that kind 
of " comfort" doesn' t put food on the table of 
the hard-working middle class, buy new 
shoes for the kids or make it easier to pay 
the mortgage, let alone put some money 
aside for savings. The fact is, every dollar 
the politicians take back to Washington 
means less spending power for average Amer
icans and more opportunity for the Federal 
bureaucracy to waste money. 

We must also listen for the sound of the 
other shoe to drop: the Clintons' health pro
gram. This will almost certainly involve pro
posals for another round of taxes later this 

year, and you can bet those won't be levied 
on a handful of millionaires. 

In the Middle Ages, it was believed that al
chemists could turn base metals into gold. 
Now it appears that alchemists in President 
Clinton's Administration hope to turn a 
huge tax increase into economic growth. Al
chemy didn' t work then and it won't work 
now. Taxes have never succeeded in promot
ing economic growth. More often that not, 
they have led to greater economic 
downturns. 

In his campaign, candidate Clinton de
scribed himself as a " new Democrat," imply
ing that there would be no rriore tax-and
spend dogma, no social engineering, no class 
warfare pitting one group against another. 
This week, however, he has begun to sound 
like an "old Democrat. " That 's the kind who 
does not understand one simple fact: the 
problem is not that the people are taxed too 
little; the problem is that the Government 
spends too much. 

Until President Clinton and the liberals in 
Congress accept that principle and act ac
cordingly, I'm afraid we are headed for a re
peat of the late 1970's. And that is something 
we can all live without. 

No one can dispute that the enormous 
budget deficit is a major threat to the eco
nomic security of our country. But let us re
member that deficits are caused by spending. 
By the very terms of our Constitution, only 
Congress has the power to spend. 

For more than four decades, one party, the 
Democratic Party, has controlled the House 
of Representatives. The solution to the defi
cit problem is not to ask heavily taxed work
ing Americans to " sacrifice" even more. 

It's the big-spending liberals controlling 
the Congress who need to show some re
straint and "sacrifice" a few of the pork-bar
rel measures they've been slipping past the 
taxpayers for far too long. Only when the 
Clinton Administration and Congress sum
mon the will to put the brakes on Federal 
spending will they get the deficit under con
trol. 

While I'm flattered that President Clinton 
admits to taking a page out of my commu
nications plan, I wish he'd use it to sell an 
economic program of growth and expansion, 
not the failed liberal policies of the past. 

Just as positive signs of economic recovery 
are appearing, Mr. President, please don' t 
blow it. Although it goes back well before 
the 1980's, may I offer you the advice of the 
14th century Arab historian Ibn Khaldun, 
who said: "At the beginning of the empire, 
the tax rates were low and the revenues were 
high. At the end of the empire, the tax rates 
were high and the revenues were low." 

And, no, I did not personally know Ibn 
Khaldun, although we may have had some 
friends in common! 

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I want to place three 
tables in the RECORD at the start of my 
speech and then I am going to use them 
to speak from. I only have one copy. So 
they will go in at the start. Later on I 
will use them. 

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

FEDERAL, STATE/LOCAL, AND TOTAL GOVERNMENT TAXES 
AND SPENDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS DOMES
TIC PRODUCT: 1950-92 

Federal State/local' Total 

Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend 

Year: 
1950 .......... ... ...................... . 15 16 17 
1955 ··········· ········ ········ 17 18 7 
1960 ········· ·· ·········· ···· 18 18 8 
1965 ········ ···· ··············· · 17 18 9 
1970 .......... .. ...... ... 20 20 10 
1975 ........ ............... . 19 22 11 
1980 ..... .......... ......... 20 23 10 
1985 ............... 19 24 11 
1990 ........ ...... .......... ..... ...... 19 22 11 
1991 .................................... 19 24 11 
1992 ························ ···· ···· ···· 19 24 11 

7 21 
7 24 
8 26 
9 26 

10 30 
10 29 
9 30 
9 29 

10 30 
11 30 
11 30 

23 
25 
26 
26 
30 
32 
31 
33 
33 
34 
34 

1 This column does not include the receipt or spending of grant-in-aid 
from the Federal Government, which are counted as Federal expenditures. 

Note.-Totals may not add due to rounding. 
Source: "Budget Baselines, Historical Data, and Alternatives for the Fu

ture, Office of Management and Budget, Jan. 1993. 

TOTAL GOVERNMENT TAXES AND SPENDING FOR SELECTED ORGANIZATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT (OECD) COUNTRIES AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS 
DOMESTIC PRODUCT, 1965-90 

1965 1970 1980 1985 1990 

Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend 

Switzerland .. ... ..................... . ............. ........................................... . . 23 20 27 21 33 29 34 31 34 31 
Japan .............................................................................. .......................... . 20 20 21 19 28 33 31 32 35 32 
United States ........................................ ....... .................................................. ... . 27 28 29 32 31 34 31 37 '32 136 
United Kingdom ............ ................................ ......................... . ......................... . 33 36 40 39 40 45 42 46 40 42 
Germany .......................... .. .... . ................. .. .... . 36 37 38 39 45 48 46 48 43 46 
Canada . ......................... .... . .................................. . 28 29 34 35 36 41 39 47 42 47 
France ... ............. .. ............................ .............................. . 38 38 39 39 46" 46 48 52 47 50 
Italy . . .. ... ........................... .................................... . .......... ............. . 30 34 30 34 33 42 38 51 42 53 
Norway .. ... ............ .. ........................ ...................... .... . ................. .......................................................... .. 37 34 44 41 54 51 55 46 56 55 
Netherlands ................................... ......................... . ............................................ .. 37 39 42 44 53 58 54 60 50 56 
Denmark ........................................................................... .... . ........................ .. 31 30 42 40 52 57 57 59 56 58 
Sweden ......................... ..................................... . ............................................. . 40 36 47 43 57 62 60 65 64 61 

' 1989 data. 
Note.-The percentages in this chart are compiled by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and development, an association of the major industrialized countries of the world. The OECD uses a different method of calculating gov

ernment expenditures and revenues than the standard budget accounting method the U.S. government uses. Therefore, while the figures in this table give an accurate comparison of the spending and revenue trends of our major competi
tors, these figures should not be compared directly to other data. 

Source: Prepared by Greg Esenwein of the library of Congress from Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development data, June 1991 , updated January 1993. 

PROJECTED CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE REVENUES, OUTLAYS, AND DEFICITS: 1993-2003 
[In billions of dollars] 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Revenues ...... ················································································· 1,143 1,215 1,291 1,356 1.414 1,482 1,540 1.600 1,664 1.733 1,804 

Selected spending: 
Social Security .. ........................................... 302 319 335 351 368 385 403 420 439 459 480 
Medicare ................... 146 167 188 211 234 259 286 316 350 389 432 
Medicaid .................................... 80 92 105 118 131 146 162 179 198 219 240 
Other retirement ........ ......... ......... ························· ............................. 61 64 67 71 75 79 82 85 89 93 97 
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PROJECTED CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE REVENUES, OUTLAYS, AND DEFICITS: 1993-2003-Continued 

[In billions of dollars) 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Net interest ............................................................... ......................... . 198 211 231 250 270 292 314 339 368 400 437 ---------------------------------------------------------------------
Total selected spending ......................................... ......................... . 788 852 926 1,000 1,078 

Total spending ................................. ................ ............................................. . 1,453 1,507 1,575 1,643 1,733 
Selected spending as a percent of total spending .. .. ...... .. .......................... . 54 57 59 61 62 
Deficit ......................................................... . ......... .............. . 310 291 284 287 319 

Source: "The Economic and Budget Outlook." Congressional Budget Office, January 1993. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The first table is 
called Federal and State and Local and 
Total Government Taxes and Spending 
as a Percentage of Our Gross Domestic 
Product, 1950--92. 

Because we so often in Washington 
use terms, acronyms, let me say what 
the gross domestic product is. It is ev
erything. It is all of the wages, profits, 
the sum total of all products in this 
country. It is all of the wealth of the 
country for the year. It is called gross 
domestic product. 

The history of taxes and spending in 
the United States from 1950 onward, 
that is as far back as these charts go, 
demonstrates that taxes go up, and 
spending goes up as a percentage of our 
gross domestic product. 

In 1950, all of the governments of the 
United States, the Federal Govern
ment, State governments, local govern
ments, school districts, water districts, 
taxed at 21 percent of the gross domes
tic product, about $1 in $5. 

In 1950, we spent about 23 percent, all 
of us collectively. So we had a deficit. 
In 1992, all of these same governments 
taxed 30 percent of the gross domestic 
product. Not 21, but 30. And we spent 34 
percent of it. Not 23 percent, but 34 per
cent. 

So in 1950, taxes were here, spending 
was here. In 1992, taxes are here, spend
ing is here. The interesting difference 
is that when you break out the Federal 
column from the State and local col
umn, State and local taxes have gone 
up and spending has gone up, but they 
match. And I think that is probably be
cause most State and local govern
ments have to balance their budgets. 
So the fact that they have to has not 
restrained the increase, but at least 
they have to pay for their spending. We 
do not. We can borrow it. You might 
say, well, the United States is unique, 
but it really is not. 

The next table I have is Total Gov
ernment Taxes and Spending for Se
lected Organization for Economic Co
operation and Development, OECD, 
Countries as a Percentage of Gross Do
mestic Product. The Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Develop
ment is simply a fact-gathering, statis
tical-gathering organization supported 
by the major industrialized countries 
of the world. They use a slightly dif
ferent method of computation than the 
way we figure our percentages, but do 
not worry about the slight difference. 
The trend is what is important, and the 
trend, interestingly, is not unique to 
the United States. 

Every major industrialized country 
in the world-and these statistics go 
back to 196~have seen their taxes go 
up, their spending go up. The difference 
i&-with two exceptions, Japan and 
Switzerland-they all started 25 years 
ago, at a higher taxing level and a 
higher spending level than we did, so 
they are still way ahead of us. 

I will give you some examples: 
In 1965, Denmark spent 30 percent of 

its gross domestic product; 25 years 
later, Denmark is spending not 30 per
cent, but 58 percent of its gross domes
tic product. Sweden is spending 61 per
cent. Netherlands is spending 56 per
cent Norway is spending 55 percent. 
They were all down in the thirties, but 
that was 25 years ago. They have gone 
up just as we have gone up. 

I think the question we ought to be 
asking ourselves is not are we going to 
narrow the deficit by trimming $500 
million out of education, or a billion 
dollars out of highways, or something 
moderate out of Medicare. The real 
question is: In 25 years, do we want to 
look like Denmark or Sweden? Very 
comfortable countries. I will put this 
in the question. You can have free edu
cation, free health care, free baby care, 
probably free funerals, for all I know, if 
you do not mind that the government 
takes from you 50 to 60 percent of all of 
the money in the country. We can look 
like that, if we are not careful, because 
you do not get there consciously think
ing to yourself: I want to look like 
Denmark. You get there by adding a 
program that costs $5 billion for 5 
years, and it turns out to cost $7 bil
lion, and over 10 or 20 years, it costs $20 
or $30 billion. You add them incremen
tally. It is not unlike boiling a frog and 
turning up the heat just enough that 
the frog never realizes it is being 
boiled, until it expires. One day you are 
there, and when you get there, you be
come a less efficient country. When 
you get there, you are not as competi
tive in the world as a country that 
taxes on a significantly lower basis. 

So my first question is: Do we want 
to have the kind of social welfare state 
predominant in Scandinavia, but much 
more, not as predominant in Scandina
via, but in the Germanys, ltalys, and 
Frances, much more of a social welfare, 
socialist, call it what you want, state, 
than ours. There are perfectly honest 
people in this country that think we 
should. I do not agree with them. There 
are people that will say the problem 
with this country is we do not tax our-

1,161 1,251 1,340 1,444 1,560 1,686 
1,839 1,943 2,055 2,178 2,312 2,458 

63 64 65 66 68 69 
357 404 455 513 579 653 

selves like Denmark and spend like 
Sweden, and if we did, we would be a 
happier country. I do not agree, but 
that is the philosophy that ought to be 
debated. 

Let us get to the President's budget, 
because I fear his budget is going to get 
us to Denmark, or start us down that 
road. We will not make it in his first 
term, and if by chance he is elected in 
1996, we will not quite make it then, 
but we will be on our way. 

Today, we had a hearing in the Fi
nance Committee on extending the 
emergency unemployment benefits. 
The first question is: How should this 
be paid? I am quoting from the state
ment of the Secretary of Labor this 
afternoon: 

The administration's proposal designates 
expenses for continuing the emergency un
emp:.>yment compensation as emergency 
spending, exempt from the pay-as-you-go re
quirements of the Budget Enforcement Act. 

Pop, like a champagne cork, and the 
lid is off. We are going to borrow this, 
not pay for it. About $5.8 billion over a 
couple of years; $5.8 billion in a tril
lion-and-a-half budget is not much, but 
it is something. The President has ap
parently lifted the limitation the last 
administration had on a Medicaid scam 
that the States were involved in by 
taxing their hospitals. Thereby, the 
hospitals had greater expenses. Medic
aid reimburses some expenses. The 
State gets the money from taxing the 
hospitals, and the Federal Government, 
because it has to pay a specific per
centage under Medicaid, has to pay out 
more money. The States break even, 
the hospitals break even, .and we pay 
more money. The President lifted that 
lid and is going to let that scam go on. 

These are little things added to
gether. Mr. President, I want to come 
to what I think is the greatest dif
ficulty. Last night, the President said: 

My fellow Americans, the test of this plan 
cannot be what is in it for me; it has got to 
be what is in it for us. 

Now I am going to say something 
very unpopular, and I do not claim to 
be speaking for my party on this. But 
over the years, we are going to face a 
dilemma that if we do not face hon
estly, it will make narrowing the defi
cit impossible by spending restraint&
! do not say cuts, but by spending re
straint&-and there is no history that if 
we ever raise taxes, we narrow the defi
cit. We will spend that. Do not worry 
about that. Short of a constitutional 
amendment, we will spend it. 
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The problem falls in four programs: 

Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, 
and then what I call other retirement, 
mainly military or Federal civilian re
tirement. 

These four programs, plus interest
which I suppose is the ultimate entitle
ment program, and I have to be careful 
in using the words. "Entitlement" 
means it is a program that goes on and 
on without further enactment of legis
lation. Interest on the debt, I think, is 
the ultimate entitlement program. 
People have bought bonds, and we said 
we can pay 7 or 8 percent interest; and 
I think they can sue us if we do not pay 
that. If you take Social Security, Medi
care, Medicaid, and other retirement 
and interest, it is currently about 54 
percent of the budget. In fiscal year 
1994, it will be 57 percent. 

I am going to give you Congressional 
Budget Office figures on this, because 
the President said last night he wanted 
to use Congressional Budget Office fig
ures. So the Congressional Budget Of
fice says that for 1994 those four pro
grams, plus interest, are 57 percent of 
all the money we spend. 

Now look at the increase. Those same 
four programs, that is all, plus inter
est. In 1995, 59 percent of the entire 
budget. In 1996, 61 percent. In 1997, 62 
percent. In 1998, 63 percent. In 1999, 64 
percent. And in the year 2000, 65 per
cent. In the year 2001, 66 percent. In 
2002, 68 percent. In 2003, 69 percent. 

Mr. President, this is before the baby 
boom has started to retire. 

Those people born from 1945 to 1965 
will start to retire in about the year 
2010, and this reaches 69 percent of our 
budget, 69 percent for health, and re
tirement, plus interest in 10 years. And 
we do not, in essence, touch those pro
grams in the President's budget. 

We do not touch retirement at all. He 
said Social Security is off limits and it 
would not be fair in my mind to touch 
military retirement and civilian retire
ment. If Social Security is off limits, 
that is all off limits. We are not going 
to touch that. We say we are going to 
limit Medicare and Medicaid. 

Here is the problem. Over the next 5 
years we will spend under current law 
about $1.650 trillion on Medicare and 
Medicaid in 5 years, just those two pro
grams. If the President gets his pro
posed cuts---and I want to emphasize 
how wrong that word is used. "Cut" in 
my mind means if you were spending 
$100 this year you are going to spend 
less than $100 next year. I find that 
many people who deal with Govern
ment programs think if you are spend
ing $100 this year and thought you were 
going to spend $120 next year and you 
only spent $110, they call it a cut. It is 
a $10 increase. They call it a cut. 

We will spend $1.650 trillion on Medi
care and Medicaid over the next 5 
years. The President proposes that cut
ting that, if you want to call it that, 
$62 billion, it is a 4-percent cut. It is 

not a cut. It is a modest restraint of 
two programs that are otherwise going 
up 10, 12, 13, 15 percent a year. 

It is next to no cut at all in terms of 
the magnitude of the entire program. If 
we were to adopt every Medicare and 
every Medicaid cut that he has, do 
nothing about the retirement pro
grams, and there is not much we can do 
about interest-it is going up or down 
as interest rates go up or down, all 
spending in the Federal budget for all 
other programs-education, environ
ment, Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, airports-will all have to 
go down, down from where we are now. 
I do not mean held even; i mean down, 
if we do nothing about retirement and 
health. 

They will have to go down. That is 
unless we increase the taxes to pay for 
them. But if we increase the taxes to 
pay for them, then we are not going to 
narrow the deficit. 

At some stage, Mr. President, we 
have to make a decision in this coun
try about, first, how much of our entire 
gross domestic product do we want all 
of the governments of the United 
States to take-25 percent, 30 percent, 
35 percent, 40 percent, 45 percent, 50 
percent? How much are we willing to 
shell out to the governments to have 
them take care of us? And I do not 
mean that in a critical sense. I do not 
think the Government takes care of us 
as well as we take care of ourselves. 
But that is to have the Government 
make us feel comfortable, not worry. 
Pick your term. 

I assure you of this: It does not mat
ter what figure we set. We said 50 per
cent. If we spent 50 percent, there 
would be a demand to spend 55 percent. 
It would not end. There would be peo
ple saying we are not spending enough. 
The first question we ask is, How much 
of all of the money, assets, and produc
tion of the country do you want the 
governments to spend? 

Second, assuming you can reach 
some rational decision that you want 
them to take no more than 25 or 30 or 
35 or 40 percent, pick your number, how 
much of it do you want to allocate to 
airports, to railroads, to harbors, to 
highways, to health, to education, to 
retirement? 

I tell you, Mr. President, if we do not 
restrain-! am not saying cut-restrain 
the increased spending on health and 
retirement that is taking an ever-in
creasing portion of our total spending, 
then we will have no choice but to cut 
all other spending, and I do not mean 
just defense. We are going to cut de
fense anyway. I mean all other spend
ing. Or we will have to increase taxes 
dramatically to pay for it and do noth
ing on the deficit. 

So I think the President's program 
should be held to this, and I want to 
help him help this country. I do not 
say this in malice. But as the history 
of this country and every other West-

ern industrialized country, including 
Japan-it is not a Western country but 
the same pattern holds in Japan-every 
time taxes go up, spending goes up. We 
are not unique. 

If we do not want that, then at a 
minimum on the President's program 
we have to have some irrevocable guar
antee, unassailable, written into law
! wish it were a constitutional amend
ment-that we are going to have spend
ing restraints-again I will not use the 
word "cuts," it seems to frighten peo
ple-but spending restraints that are as 
enforceable as a law can make them, 
and we have not got a constitutional 
amendment, but as enforceable as a 
law can make them before we agree to 
increase taxes. And then even the next 
Congress can undo that. I understand 
the problem. 

But we should not fall into the trap 
we have fallen into before of increasing 
the taxes and thinking we are going to 
narrow the deficit. That will not hap
pen. Nor should we fall into the trap of 
increasing the taxes and saying the 
spending cuts will come later. That has 
not happened. 

So, in conclusion, Mr. President, I 
wish President Clinton well. I bear him 
no ill will. I want to help him fulfill 
what he said about "It cannot be what 
is in it for me; it has got to be what is 
in it for us." But for all of us collec
tively, all of us, there is nothing in it 
for us if what we get is a program that 
increases taxes, increases spending, 
and does nothing on the deficit. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Sen a tor from 
Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I stand 
and join my colleagues this afternoon 
expressing our observations and con
cerns as it relates to the President's 
economic message last evening to the 
Nation. 

I think all of us went to the joint ses
sion with the great hope that we would 
hear a message that could unify this 
country in its single greatest cause, 
and that is---in my opinion and I think 
in the opinion of most Americans---to 
reduce the Federal deficit and to begin 
to control what most of us w.:mld agree 
is runaway Federal spending and, 
therefore, begin to see economic resur
gence in this country and a reduction 
in debt and deficit that we could look 
to our children and our children's chil
dren and say, "We are beginning to 
plot for you a future that will reward 
you with at least as great an economic 
opportunity as we have had as you 
should have in your future." 

Now, I think last night that is what 
most of us went to hear, hoping we 
would hear that. I must say that I have 
to join with my colleagues today in ex
pressing frustration in the fact that we 
probably did not hear that, nor do I be
lieve Americans heard what they 
thought they heard, or were going to 
hear. 
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So, for a brief moment this afternoon 

I thought I would help analyze what I 
believe our President said and what I 
believe its impact will be based on his
toric and current operations of this 
body, the Congress, and the Govern
ment itself and the tremendous inabil
ity that we have had over the last two 
decades to demonstrate any kind of fis
cal responsibility in staying within the 
limits that we constantly chart for 
ourselves in public policy. And by that 
I mean limits in taxation, limits in 
spending and, therefore, some kind of 
fiscal constraint that holds us within 
the parameters that we proposed, 
whether it was in 1984, or 1987, or the 
budget agreement of 1990. 

The President last night said in his 
speech that real economic growth 
comes from the private sector. That is 
what the speech said. And yet today, as 
we analyze the plan, the plan raises 
one-third of a trillion dollars, 330-plus 
billions of dollars in new taxes over 5 
years, including taxes on jobs, taxes on 
inputs, and taxes on earnings. 

Now, remember, real growth occurs 
in the private sector, and yet the Presi
dent by his own admission reaches out 
and pulls from the private sector the 
very energy and the dynamics that ere
a tes the real growth that he was talk
ing about. The speech said last night 
that the debt and interest costs result
ing from Federal borrowing is crowding 
out all other activities like home buy
ing, like worker training, like the 
kinds of things that all of us would 
hope could and would occur in the nat
ural unfettered private economy. 

The plan diverts one-third of a tril
lion to the Government, away from 
these kinds of activities, the very 
kinds of things that generated 1.2 mil
lion new jobs in 1992. 

So I am distressed in trying to under
stand what appears to be an outflowing 
of contradictions. One statement in the 
speech, one statement in the public 
performance, and clearly another 
statement in a document that my of
fice and other offices just received a 
few hours ago and we are now begin
ning to analyze. 

The speech said that job creation and 
economic growth are priori ties and 
that the Government can be as frugal 
as a household in this country. That is 
the speech. 

Now the plan promises to create 
500,000 new jobs---some full-year jobs, 
some part-year jobs---through $30 bil
lion of a stimulus package at a cost of 
nearly $60,000 every time the Govern
ment supposedly creates one job. 

Let me suggest that the Government 
in no way can operate as frugally as 
the economy of the private sector oper
ates in the jobs it created in 1992 com
pared to the jobs that we say could be 
created, or the President says could be 
created, if this stimulus package is al
lowed to go through. 

Again, the speech and the rhetoric 
versus the reality of the plan and the 

implementation of the plan, its appli
cation. 

The speech said $500 billion in deficit 
reduction over 5 years, evenly divided 
in spending cuts and taxing increases. 

Mr. President, that is the speech. 
You and I heard it last night-$500 bil
lion in deficit reduction in 5-plus years, 
equally divided. 

The plan: Again, the fine print says--
and now it is not so fine, because most 
all agree that there will be about $3.06 
in new revenue for every $1 of program 
spending cuts in the policy. Again, the 
speech versus the plan. Tremendous 
disparities. I am amazed that the 
President thought he could stand be
fore the American people and say one 
thing and then send forth for all of us 
to analyze what appears to be some
what, if not entirely, of a different 
kind of an approach. 

I think domestic spending cuts, as we 
all know, are not really cuts. We have 
known that for some time. We have 
heard it. We have seen it. The 1990 
budget agreement promised in a bipar
tisan way that we were going to do all 
these things and yet it just did not 
occur. 

You have just heard my colleague 
from Oregon saying that without struc
tural reform to stop this Congress, this 
Senate, this very body from the phe
nomenal appetite that it has dem
onstrated over time, that for every new 
dollar of taxes raised, it got spent im
mediately, usually spend 11/2 to 2 times 
more than was collected; that, without 
some kind of change in the way we do 
business, the very reality of the speech 
would become the reality of the plan. 

And I do not think our President 
wants that, although his figures now 
show it. I certaimy know the American 
people do not want it. And, in good 
will, the American people said yester
day and today that they hoped the 
President could succeed, as all of us do. 
We want to work with the President, 
but we know the reality of the environ
ment in which we work. 

I, and others, for a good number of 
years, have stood for that structural 
change, that environmental change 
that would allow us to do things dif
ferently. More importantly, it would 
force us to do things differently: A bal
anced budget amendment; a line-item 
veto. 

Last Friday, in a town meeting, .the 
President said, no, balanced budget 
amendments do not work. How does he 
know? He ought to know one thing: 
That the kind of budget agreements 
that this body puts together, in co
operation with the other body, will not 
work. We have proved it time and time 
again. Now, that we know is reality. 

If we know that what we are propos
ing will not work, why are we not will
ing to try something new? The Presi
dent speaks of change and yet the rhet
oric and the plan are really in all re
gards business as usual. 

Mr. President, speak to change. 
Speak to changing the way this Con
gress does its business. Speak to chang
ing the environment, to force us to 
work with the people of this country, 
the taxpayers of this country, to create 
a situation that will bring about this 
kind of deficit reduction, bring about 
the kind of economic vitality that 
would result from that kind of activ
ity. 

Let me give a quick analysis of what 
all of this might mean to my State of 
Idaho. 

My State of Idaho is a rural State. It 
is a Western State. It is a public lands 
State. It is a State that derives its 
economy largely from the resources of 
its land. And 64 percent of that land is 
owned and managed by the taxpayers 
of this country. It is Federal land. 

Our President said last night that to 
graze those Federal lands, he was going 
to ask the cattlemen of the west for a 
400-percent increase in grazing fees. He 
said he was going to ask our miners to 
pay an 8-percent royalty-an industry 
that is largely on its knees today. 

He said he was going to ask the 
loggers to forgo stands of timber that 
were not, argumentatively, economi
cally viable, even though it might be 
good health practices to go in and log 
a stand of timber, and change the spe
cies, and change the growth pattern. 

He said no research and development 
on new nuclear reactors. He said, I do 
not want to talk about the present, I 
want to talk about the future. Let us 
look to the future. 

And yet, he just said, I will not talk 
about future energy supplies. No more 
research and development for nuclear 
reactors, safe reactors, new reactors 
that do not produce waste, the kind of 
research that is going on all over the 
country today. 

And then he said, and I want to raise 
taxes off of Btu measurements of en
ergy. For Idaho, that is about $140 per 
capita or $144 million coming from 
1,030,000 people in my very sparsely 
populated State of Idaho. 

Mr. President, if you want Idaho to 
keep working, do not do this to us. Cut 
the Budget. Slow Government down. 
But do not come at our producers. Do 
not come at the very people that gen
erate jobs and say, "give me your re
sources and let me generate the jobs 
and out of that will come an improved 
economy.'' 

In closing, Mr. President, 2 weeks 
ago, as a member of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee, I asked Chairman 
Alan Greenspan of the Federal Reserve: 
"If the Congress of the United States 
and the President work together"-and 
we must work together-"create an 
economic program similar to the 1990 
program, new taxes, new revenue, and 
alleged or at least legislated spending 
cuts"-two to one, I think, was the 
ratio in 1990. 

Well, we raised that money, some 
$150 billion, spread over 5 years, and 
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the spending cuts turned around and 
became major spending increases and 
went through the roof. 

I said, "Anyway, if we create that 
kind of program"-and I believe that is 
the kind of program that was rec
ommended last night, although a heck 
of a lot less cuts and a heck of a lot 
more money-"Mr. Greenspan, what 
will happen? What will happen in our 
economy?'' 

He said, "Probably it will turn down, 
because the economy is no longer con
vinced, nor does it have any confidence 
in the Congress of the United States." 
He said, "Unless you go in and fix 
those spending reductions"-the very 
thing my colleague from Oregon said
"well in advance of the taxes, go in 
there and lock in place those spending 
cuts and guarantee to the economy, to 
the American people that Congress is 
going to be fiscally responsible, if you 
do that, then maybe the impact of the 
taxes on the private sector will not be 
as great, nor would the economy react 
as much over the confidence that the 
Government was going to, for the first 
time, be fiscally responsible." 

Now, that is one man's opinion. 
But, as he is a gentleman who looks 

every day at the economy of this coun
try and attempts to evaluate with a 
whole cadre of economists what we 
may or may not be doing, I happen to 
believe he is right. Yet that is not 
where our President is going. At this 
moment he is not even suggesting that 
approach. 

As you, Mr. President, travel across 
the country in the next few days, talk 
about spending cuts, talk about con
trolling the Government's appetite, 
talk about putting in place a balanced 
budget amendment, talk about work
ing with us to produce a line-item veto 
so we can turn to the American people 
and say we have the tools in hand with 
which to control the appetite for 
spending of our Government. As we do 
that we are then going to be willing to 
turn to you, the citizenry, the tax
payer, the generator of the wealth in 
this country, and ask you to partici
pate just a little more in helping us 
slow and control the fiscal crisis that 
our Government and therefore our 
country is now in. That is the chal
lenge. Help us do it. Become a leader in 
demanding a change in the way we do 
business. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent an analysis of the President's 
budget plan be printed in the RECORD 
and I yield the remainder of my time. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE BUDGET PLAN DESCRIBED IN THE PRESI

DENT'S SPEECH IS NOT THE BUDGET PLAN 
HIS OMB HAs PUT ON PAPER 

The Speech said the only real economic 
growth comes from the private sector. 

The Plan raises 1h of $1 trillion in new 
taxes over 5 years, including taxes on jobs, 
taxes on inputs, and taxes on earnings. 

The Speech said that debt and interest 
costs resulting from federal borrowing is 
crowding out other activities, like home
buying and worker training. 

The Plan would divert V3 of $1 trillion in 
taxes to the government and away from 
other activities, like home-buying and work
er training. 

The Speech said that job-creation and eco
nomic growth are priorities, and that the 
government " can be as frugal as any house
hold in America." 

The Plan promises to create 500,000 new 
jobs-some full-year and some part-year
through a $30 billion " stimulus" package; 
i.e., it costs $60,000 every time the govern
ment "creates" one job. 

The Speech said $500 billion in deficit re
duction over 5 years would be evenly divided 
between spending cuts and tax increases. 

The Plan would raise taxes by $3.06 for 
every $1 of program spending cut by policy 
changes. All net program cuts are in De
fense. Domestic program spending actually 
would increase. (All figures in billions of dol
lars over 5 years): 
Savings in mandatory spending ... 
Non-defense discretionary sav-

ings ..... ......... ............................ . 
Short-term " stimulus" spending 
Long-term "investment" spend-

i:::J.g ........... .. ............................... . 

-$77.8 

-70.9 
+17.7 

+144.3 
-----

Net domestic spending in-
crease .................. ............... . +13.3 

Defense cuts in addition to cuts 
proposed by Bush .. .. ............... .. . -111.8 

-----
Net program spending savings 

from policy changes ........... . -98.5 
==== 

Tax increases ....... ......... .............. . 
Offsetting receipts (fees, taxes) 

counted as spending cuts by 
OMB ........................ ... .............. . 

Total tax/receipt increases ... . 
Tax cuts ... ... ....... ................... ... ... . 

Net increases in taxes/re-
ceipts ...... .. .......... .. ........... .. . 

-360.3 

-24.5 

-384.8 
+83.4 

-301.4 
=== 

Total interest savings as-
sumed ................................ . -62.3 

NOTE.-Offsetting receipts (fees, taxes) counted as 
spending cuts by OMB, 24.5. 

Figures based on Senate Budget Committee Mi
nority Staff analysis and OMB materials. 

And remember, the domestic spending cuts 
are not really cuts: All figures shown here 
are compared with a current-policy "base
line". If Congress adopts no policy changes 
(the President's or anyone else's), total fed
eral spending is already projected (by CBO) 
to increase by $1.032 trillion over 5 years, 
compared with freezing spending at the cur
rent (FY 1993) level. (Virtually all growth is 
in domestic programs and interest; defense is 
expected to remain flat or decline.) 

No wonder the overnight polls show sup
port for the budget plan-most Americans 
heard the sales pitch but haven't seen the 
product. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
think we all resolved as we returned to 
Washington to convene the 103d Con
gress that we all had a big challenge 
ahead of us, a challenge to help in a 
constructive way to strengthen our Na
tion's economy. We could do that by 
reducing our accumulating Federal 
debt, by helping to create a better en
vironment for business and industry to 

expand, and providing jobs for a grow
ing and more sophisticated labor force. 
We have come a long way, in terms of 
economic growth, in developing a com
petitive edge so that we can do better 
in the international marketplace in 
competition with our friends around 
the world. 

Today, America's economy is the 
strongest economy in the world. If you 
compare, for example, our gross domes
tic product with that of other industri
alized nations you see the value of the 
goods and services produced in the 
United States this year will exceed the 
combined economic product of Japan, 
Germany, France, Canada, and Italy. 
That is a tremendous engine of produc
tivity, the U.S. economy. 

One thing that concerns me about 
the President's proposal that we heard 
last night, with all of the new taxes 
and the increases in existing taxes, is 
whether or not we are going to inhibit 
growth in the future, so we end up los
ing the ability as an economy to con
tinue to produce more jobs. Last year 
our economy produced 1.3 million new 
jobs. Our growth rate in just the last 
quarter of last year was 3.8 percent. If 
you look at the economies in Western 
Europe or elsewhere, in the Pacific 
Rim, you will not find an economy that 
is that robust and is growing with that 
kind of strength. 

In Europe they think our economy is 
in the pink. But if you follow the Clin
ton plan, you are going to push us 
deeper in the red. The fact of the mat
ter is the new spending that is being 
requested and being called an invest
ment is going to add to our Federal 
debt. That is going to have adverse ef
fects on our economic future. Rather 
than to stimulate growth, that is going 
to inhibit growth. 

The new taxes concern me in that 
they are going to have an adverse ef
fect as well. If you look at the size of 
the tax increase that is being sug
gested, and here in the clear light of 
day we can have an opportunity to ana
lyze the proposals that were made last 
night-and I must say that the pro
posal last night to soak the rich in the 
clear light of today means that all of 
the middle class is going to end up get
ting wet. The taxes are going to fall on 
everyone, and our entire economy is 
going to have to sustain the burden of 
paying more taxes under the proposal 
that has been made. 

One of the facts that came to light 
today is contained in a Backgrounder 
report, issued hy the Heritage Founda
tion. "New taxes and increases in exist
ing taxes account for 72 percent of the 
total package" proposed by the Presi
dent, "a net increase of $243 billion 
over the next 4 years." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at the conclusion of my re
marks, a copy of this report from the 
Heritage Foundation, "Clinton's Budg
et: Higher Taxes and More Spending," 
be printed in the RECORD. 

- -- - ~ 

- - - .. .- - ----- -· __.. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KERREY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I hope 

we will renew our commitment to work 
together, to work with the President, 
to sustain the challenge of strengthen
ing our economy and reducing the 
budget deficit. Those are important 
goals. They were outlined by the Presi
dent. We share those goals with him. 

I hope we can do our part to restore 
confidence in our Government and 
strengthen our economy by making 
sound economic policy decisions in the 
months ahead. 

EXHIBIT 1 

CLINTON'S BUDGET: HIGHER TAXES AND MORE 
SPENDING 

(By Daniel J. Mitchell and John M. Olin 
Fellow) 

INTRODUCTION 

President Bill Clinton last night proposed 
the biggest tax increase in American history 
as part of what he claimed is a balanced $493 
billion deficit reduction package. Stripped of 
rhetoric, however, the package is neither 
balanced nor would it generate the level of 
budget savings Clinton implied. Once pro
posed spending increases are included, the 
actual level of deficit reduction falls to $339 
billion over four years. 

Most disappointing, not one penny of the 
proposed deficit savings comes from net re
ductions in the most rapidly growing portion 
of the budge~domestic spending. Indeed, 
the Clinton proposal calls for domestic 
spending programs to receive a net increase 
of $10 billion over the next four years. That 
increase, incidentally, would be above the 
$245.5 billion of additional domestic spending 
already included in the baseline budget pro
jections against which the Clinton budget 
measures its tax increases and pending 
" cuts." 

Clinton's package relies almost completely 
on tax increase. New taxes and increases in 
existing taxes account for 72 percent of the 
total package, a net increase of $243 billion 
over the next four years. Projected defense 
cuts generate 22 percent of the savings, $75.5 
billion over four years. Assumed reductions 
in federal interest payments, meanwhile, are 
projected to equal about 430 billion, or 9 per
cent of the total. (The percentages total 103 
percent due to the fact that higher domestic 
spending lowers the aggregate level of deficit 
reduction by 3 percent.) 

CARTERNOMICS, PART II 

The Clinton package marks a stark return 
to the failed tax-and-spend policies of the 
Carter administration. The revenue portion 
of the package includes at least 53 separate 
tax increases, 27 of which the Administration 
dishonestly counts as spending cuts. The tax 
increases include a new 36 percent tax rate 
which would be imposed on families making 
more than $140,000, rather than on those at 
the $200,000 level, as Clinton promised during 
the campaign. The Clinton plan further 
unravels the 1986 Tax Reform Act by creat
ing an additional "millionaires'" surtax that 
would impose a 40 percent marginal tax rate 
on income over $250,000. 

Incentives to work, save, and invest will be 
further diminished by proposals to impose a 
2.9 percent Medicare tax on incomes above 
$135,000 and to increase the corporate tax 
rate from 34 percent to 36 percent. The mid-

dle class would be particularly hard hit by a 
proposed tax on the heat content of energy 
sources. This tax, estimated to raise more 
than $71 billion over the next five years, will 
add 7.5 cents to the cost of a gallon of gaso
line, boost home heating oil by 8.25 cents per 
gallon, and increase the average consumer's 
electric bill by $27 per year. The $71 billion 
cost to consumers does not count, moreover, 
the unavoidable increase in the price of 
every good and service produced in the 
American economy. 

Hidden Tax Hikes. Notwithstanding Ad
ministration talking points heralding "a new 
era of integrity ... in the budget process," 
the Clinton budget deliberately attempted to 
understate the size of the proposed tax in
crease by falsely classifying at least 27 tax 
increases as spending cuts. Among these tax 
increases were the proposed increase, from 50 
percent to 85 percent, in the share of Social 
Security benefits subjected to taxation. This 
proposal, which is projected to raise $21.4 bil
lion of new revenue over the next four years, 
will discourage senior citizens from continu
ing to engage in productive economic activ
ity after retirement. Other tax increases 
Clinton counts as spending cuts include the 
monthly Medicare tax paid by senior citi
zens, as well as taxes on banks, pharma
ceutical companies, importers, and stock
brokers. 

Budget Gimmicks. The Clinton plan also 
contains a startling number of accounting 
tricks and phony assumptions to generate 
savings. The budget magically assumes $1 
billion of savings through better manage
ment of Veterans Administration hospitals. 
"Other administrative savings" supposedly 
will generate $7.7 billion of deficit reduction, 
while "Streamlining Government" allegedly 
will reduce spending by $7.9 billion. The Ad
ministration proposes to save $11.5 billion by 
exchanging longer-term government debt for 
shorter-term debt. If, however, interest rates 
happen to rise-they are now at twenty-year 
lows-this proposal will increase spending. 
Improved IRS tax compliance efforts (needed 
to guarantee more of what the President 
euphemistically calls "contributions") are 
somehow assumed to raise almost $1 billion. 

These gimmicks are joined by proposals 
which save money, but only by pushing the 
spending into future years. Included in this 
category are proposals to move Medicare 
payments to hospitals onto a calendar year 
basis. This proposal, which does not change 
the federal government's liabilities, is count
ed as a $4.6 billion spending cut. Another $5.1 
billion is "saved" by ending the lump-sum 
benefit for federal retirees. Once again, how
ever, the proposal simply shifts spending 
into future years. All told, at least $38.7 bil
lion of Clinton's budget package comes from 
budget gimmicks which are counted as re
ductions in domestic spending. 

More Domestic Spending. In an effort to 
portray the package as balanced, Clinton re
ferred to 150 "specific" spending cuts. He did 
not tell the American people, however, that 
many of these "cuts" were really tax in
creases and budget gimmicks. Even more 
troubling, Clinton did not point out that his 
supposed domestic cuts are offset by more 
than 131 proposals to increase domestic 
spending by a total of $123.7 billion. 

All told, proposed increases in domestic 
spending outweigh the proposed "cuts" by 
about $10 billion over the next four years. If 
the $38.7 billion of budget gimmicks and 
phony cuts are excluded from the calcula
tion, however, the net increase in domestic 
spending climbs to almost $50 billion (Re
minder: baseline projections already include 

$245.5 billion of higher domestic spending be
tween 1993 and 1997). 

Bigger Deficits Predicted. Even if all of the 
White House's assumptions are accurate, the 
Clinton budget signifies a significant in
crease in the size and cost of the federal gov
ernment. If a dose of reality is allowed, how
ever, a terrible package becomes even more 
frightening. A Joint Economic Committee 
report found that every dollar of higher 
taxes since 1947 has resulted in $1.59 of higher 
spending. This statistical survey is sup
ported by recent history. Tax increases in 
1982, 1984, 1987, and 1990 all were enacted for 
the alleged purpose of deficit reduction. In 
every case, however, the deficit rose the fol
lowing year because lawmakers could not re
sist the temptation to spend the expected 
new revenues. Nowhere in the Clinton plan 
are there any proposals or mechanisms to 
counter this propensity of higher taxes to 
trigger more spending and higher deficits. 

The Clinton plan also relies on static mod
els to generate revenue estimates. All of the 
tax increases, including the increases in 
marginal income tax rates, are assumed to 
have no impact on the behavior of taxpayers. 
In the real world, however, individuals and 
businesses already have been adjusting their 
behavior to protect their earnings and light
en the expected burden of higher taxes. As a 
result, even though the Clinton proposal con
tains a very steep increase in the nation's 
tax burden, the actual amount of money the 
government collects may fall if enough 
workers lose their jobs and the taxable in
comes of individuals and businesses decline. 
One does not have to travel very far back in 
time to find an example of a tax increase 
that lost money. The 1990 budget deal was 
supposed to raise about $175 billion of new 
revenue over the 1991- 1995 period. Instead, 
tax revenues fell by more than $3 for every $1 
the ill-fated deal was supposed to raise. 

CONCLUSION 

Higher taxes did not work for Herbert Hoo
ver, Lyndon Johnson, Jimmy Carter, or 
George Bush, and there is no reason to think 
they will work for Bill Clinton. If enacted, 
the Clinton tax hike will fuel more federal 
spending, destroy jobs, undermine America's 
international competitiveness, reduce eco
nomic growth, and increase the budget defi
cit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on be
half of our leader, let me say where we 
are with this special order. We have, I 
believe-what is the remaining time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 69 minutes left. 

Mr. SIMPSON. There are 69 minutes 
left, and we have, perhaps, if all of 
them were attentive to their duties, we 
would have probably 11 Senators who 
may wish to have further remarks. So 
I hope that we would accommodate 
each other from that aspect. Some had 
indicated they wished 5 minutes; some 
had indicated they wished 10; some ex
tended the time to 15 or 20. But to ac
commodate our Members, it will be 
necessary for everyone to be attentive 
to time restraint. I thank my col
leagues for trying to observe that and 
yield to Senator SMITH, my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Wyoming. 
I feel, as the American people listen 

to the debate and they see all of us 
here as Republicans taking on the 
President, it will be construed as 
strictly partisan but not really looking 
into the facts as the facts themselves 
dictate they need looking into. The 
problem is, we cannot afford to be 
wrong. If the President is wrong with 
what he is doing, America could very 
well be bankrupt in the very near fu
ture. And I just want to state for the 
record that when a Republican Presi
dent a little over 2 years ago proposed 
a tax increase, I opposed him. Because 
tax increases will not work. They will 
slow the economy down. 

The American people heard quite a 
speech last night. As the headline in 
the Washington Post noted this morn
ing, President Clinton asked Ameri
cans to "face facts." The President 
told the American people the facts as 
he sees them, and I would like to take 
this opportunity this afternoon to talk 
about the facts as this Senator sees 
them. 

Candidate Clinton promised a tax cut 
for the middle class. That is a fact. 
Last night, President Clinton promised 
a tax increase on those same families 
making more than $30,000. 

Candidate Clinton pledged that he 
would cut the deficit in half by the 
year 1996. That is a fact. Last night, 
President Clinton presented a plan that 
will, when all is said and done, I be
lieve, increase the deficit and increase 
it dramatically. 

Candidate Clinton said that he was 
an agent of change and last night 
President Clinton sounded more like an 
IRS agent out to shortchange the 
American taxpayer and leave him with 
nothing more than change in his pock
ets. 

Regrettably, the President proposed 
the largest tax increase in American 
history. It included higher income 
taxes, new energy taxes, additional 
taxes on Social Security benefits, 
surtaxes on some incomes, and an in
crease in the corporate income tax. 
Under this plan, any individual, young 
or old, male or female, who makes 
more than $30,000, will be asked to pay 
more taxes. That is a fact. 

Mr. President, there are two very 
simple economic facts that were left 
out of the President's speech that 
every concerned American who is con
cerned about his or her country needs 
to know. 

Fact No. 1, higher taxes destroy jobs. 
Fact No. 2, higher taxes will increase, 
not decrease, the deficit. This is not 
conjecture. 

Let us talk for a minute about job 
creation. I have never in the 81/z years 
that I have had the privilege of rep
resenting the citizens of New Hamp
shire in the U.S. Congress, never re
ceived a call from a New Hampshire 

corporation that says: "Senator SMITH, 
if you could raise the corporate income 
tax just a little bit, I'd really have an 
incentive to add some new jobs." I have 
not heard that. Maybe some of my col
leagues have. 

I have never received a call from a 
New Hampshire small business person 
in which they said: "Senator SMITH, if 
you can see fit just maybe to increase 
the cost of energy a little bit, I'd glad
ly hire a few more employees." No, I 
have not had that either. It does not 
work that way in the real world. In the 
real world, thousands of people are out 
of work because 2 years ago we decided 
"to make the wealthy pay their fair 
share" with a luxury tax, and what 
happened? They cut down on the pur
chase of boats; they cut down on the 
purchase of aircraft; and they cut down 
on the purchase of cars. And the people 
who made those cars, planes and boats 
lost their jobs. That is a fact. 

In the real world, I read headlines in 
New Hampshire papers and here is 
what they say: "Experts Fear Energy 
Tax Will Hurt State's Businesses." 
That is a fact. I agree. Let us face 
facts. These taxes are not being pro
posed to create jobs in the economy. 
The truth is, new taxes have and al
ways will be used to feed an insatiable 
congressional appetite for higher 
spending, whether that spending be en
titlements, pork, defense, you name it; 
the insatiable desire to spend more if 
you can get your hands on it. That is 
history; that is a fact. 

That brings me to the second eco
nomic fact: Higher taxes will increase 
the deficit. Some say, why? If we raise 
the taxes, we put them on the deficit, 
pure and simple. According to a study 
done by the Joint Economic Commit
tee, history shows every dollar in new 
tax revenue has resulted in $1.59 in new 
spending. That is a fact. Last night 
President Clinton proposed more than 
$250 billion in new taxes and that is 
just a conservative estimate. That 
means the American people can expect 
on the basis of $250 billion that another 
$400 billion of Federal dollars will be 
spent. Why can we not learn from his
tory? Why do we have to continue to 
make the same mistakes over and over 
again? Republicans just did not make 
up the tax-and-spend label for fun. It 
happens to be true. We have not had a 
chance to govern with a Congress, a 
Senate and a President to allow our 
theories to have the opportunity to 
work or fail. 

I believe it happens to fit the Presi
dent quite well. He likes to call it sac
rifice and investment. But the message 
is identical. He asked for sacrifice, not 
from the Government, but from the 
taxpayer. Taxpayers are always asked 
to sacrifice but, it is they who are 
being sacrificed on the altar of spend
ing. In short, President Clinton be
lieves that the Government knows 
best. He believes that the Federal Gov-

ernment should decide when, where and 
how the hard-earned income of the 
American taxpayers should be spent. 

Mr. President, the taxpayers of New 
Hampshire respectfully disagree. My 
constituents are tight with their tax 
dollars and rightfully so. The New 
Hampshire Government balances its 
budget every year. "Live free or die" is 
a way of life in the Granite State. The 
people of New Hampshire are not unpa
triotic. Their opposition to taxes is not 
un-American. They just have a better 
handle on the situation than the many 
experts I talk to around Washington. 
They want to see an attack on runaway 
spending before Uncle Sam attacks 
their wallet. 

The Federal Government is projected 
to spend $6.3 trillion over the next 4 
years. Last night President Clinton 
promised to cut spending by $250 bil
lion over 4 years. I looked at the list 
this morning and many of those i terns 
are identical to the cuts proposed by 
Reagan and Bush that we have been 
telling the American people for years 
ought to be cut and we have been tell
ing those on the other side of the aisle 
ought to be cut and they should have 
been. Those cuts were called gimmicks 
when we talked about it. 

Let us give them the benefit of the 
doubt. Even if Congress approved all 
the cuts, which would be unprece
dented in the history of America, it 
would represent a 4-percent reduction, 
and that does not include increases in 
spending, which are called invest
ments. We heard about more spending 
for infrastructure for community de
velopment. We heard about a new do
mestic Peace Corps for education 
where everybody is going to get a col
lege education and be able to work it 
off. How much is that going to cost? 

It is a worthy goal to have everybody 
have an education, but who pays? 
Where are the cuts here? We should 
face facts, Mr. President, we do not 
have any money to invest. Interest 
payments alone consume 61 percent of 
all personal taxes. Do you know what 
that means? Think about it. If you as a 
person working had to pay 61 cents of 
every dollar you earned in salary to in
terest on your credit card, interest on 
your mortgage, interest on your car 
and had 39 cents for everything else, 
that is the equivalent of where we are. 

Mr. President, this Nation is on the 
verge of financial disaster. Every man, 
woman and child in America is $16,000 
in debt. This plan has a little bit of ev
erything in it. It has tax increases; it 
has tax incentives; it has spending 
cuts; it has spending increases. There 
are so many different numbers floating 
around it is difficult to know exactly 
what the plan would do and, frankly, I 
do not know how anybody could pos
sibly know what it would do or what 
the impact would be. 

The ultimate measure of success or 
failure of this plan will be measured by 
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one thing and one thing only: Deficit 
reduction. If it is a success, it will re
duce the deficit. If it is a failure, it will 
increase the deficit. That is the bottom · 
line. 

We have already tried raising taxes 
to solve the problem. It did not work in 
the past. It will not work in the future. 
Again, we have not learned from his
tory. During the campaign candidate 
Clinton said that the Federal Govern
ment is too big and it costs too much 
and he was exactly right. Unfortu
nately, the American people heard 
from President Clinton, not candidate 
Clinton last night. And that, Mr. Presi
dent, is the saddest fact of all. 

Mr. President, we are headed for dis
aster. The numbers in this plan do not 
add up. If Mr. Clinton is wrong, we 
could lose America. That is how bad it 
is. If this deficit is not reduced and 
continues and this debt continues to 
consume us, and the American people, 
if it continues to consume a greater 
and greater proportion of the income 
we take in, we are headed on the fast 
track for bankruptcy. 

I urge my colleagues to examine very 
carefully this plan, and I urge the 
American people to examine it very 
carefully, weigh carefully, look for the 
spending cuts. We have to get these 
spending cuts through the Congress 
and it is easier said than done. 

What you might see in the overview 
here is that there is an attempt to spell 
them out, but when push comes to 
shove and we have to make these cuts, 
will the Senate, will the Congress have 
the guts to make the cuts? You may 
wind up with the Senate and the House 
having the courage and the President 
to increase your taxes, but will they 
cut spending? And that was the fatal 
flaw in the speech last night. If Presi
dent Clinton had come out and said I 
have 150 cuts and they total $150 bil
lion, $250 billion, whatever billion dol
lars, and I would like you to approve 
them, and when you approve them, we 
will move on, then he would have had 
a good speech and a good program, but 
that is not what we got. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

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

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, do I 

need to ask consent to proceed as in 
morning business, or is that the ruling? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has a right to speak on time con
trolled by the Senator from Wyoming. 
The Senator from Wyoming controls 56 
minutes, 38 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself as 
much time as I might need, but I would 
like the Chair to remind me when I 
have used 10 minutes, if you would, 
please. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first I 
want to thank the President of the 

United States. Last night in his speech 
to the Congress, he indicated that 
there was a willingness that we have a 
bipartisan involvement in this budget 
reduction exercise. I was not too sure 
that is what anybody wanted in the 
White House, but when I hear it from 
the President, I believe it. I think it is 
a little late, but I do believe we have 
some constructive things to offer. 

I would like today, since so many 
numbers have been used even by some 
of us, because it is very difficult to get 
all of the facts, I would like to do my 
best today to lay before the Senate 
what I think this package of deficit re
duction really is with reference to 
taxes and spending cuts. 

Before I do that, I want to congratu
late Budget Director Leon Panetta for 
a statement he made this morning sub
stantially correcting many news sto
ries that indicate that the size of the 
deficit reduction was $500 billion. 

Many of us looked at these numbers, 
and we said "That cannot be true," and 
we began to decide it was not true. And 
the Budget Director today said it is not 
500. So let us make sure we understand. 
Using our Budget Director, Leon Pa
netta's numbers, he now says it is 32&
not 500 billion, 325. The reason is pretty 
obvious. This package has within it a 
very large increase in spending. And 
that was not taken against the deficit 
reduction. 

Then there are some tax incentives 
that were not counted, and they reduce 
the deficit application of tax revenues. 
So essentially the $500 billion that is in 
many newspapers across the land for 
the size of the reduction is off by $175 
billion according to our OMB Director. 

I congratulate him, when the mis
take was found, for stating it rather 
quickly. I regret that many people 
might be thinking that we have a very 
large deficit reduction package when 
as a matter of fact it is much, much 
different from the early stories and 
from what the President told us last 
night in the joint session. 

I thank the Republican leader one 
more time for his statement on the 
floor. He also urged bipartisan support, 
and I believe he gave 6 or 7 items that 
are right out of this budget that put up 
some questions for Senators and the 
American people to understand and to 
look at before we move too quickly 
with this package. 

Having said that, I want to make just 
an overview for our people and for the 
Senators based on this premise. We 
have had three major deficit reduction 
packages that I am aware of, and each 
time we asked the American people to 
pay a substantial amount of new taxes. 
Each time we were convinced that the 
deficit was going to come down, and 
each time we were wrong; the deficit 
went up. 

Now, actually, we are being told this 
is different. . 

Mr. President, I am not at all certain 
it is different. Let me share this with 

you. When we closed out 1992, the defi
cit was $292 billion. Now, when we are 
finished, Mr. President, with this very 
large reduction, the deficit will be $241 
billion. So for all of these new taxe&
and they are clearly in excess of $360 
billion gross, $279 billion net new taxes, 
and the alleged cuts in domestic spend
ing, entitlements and otherwise, and 
cuts in defense--the deficit will be $241 
billion 4 years from now. That is the 
numbers of the OMB Director of the 
United States. So before we really 
think this package is getting the defi
cit under control, I hope everybody un
derstands that we are going to actually 
reduce this deficit as compared with 
1992 by about $50 billion. So I hope ev
erybody understands after we vote for 
all this, if we are going to, and if the 
public says let us do it, we will reduce 
the deficit by about $50 billion. 

Now, you should also know that 
these are not my numbers. I think they 
are low. But I will use them anyway. 
After we have done all of this, Mr. 
President, the deficit in the year 2002-
10 year&-will be up. It will be up to 
$400 billion or more. So I think it is 
very important everyone understand 
that we are going through an exercise 
that allegedly says we are getting the 
deficit under control, sacrifice, and pay 
a lot more in taxes because it is really 
going to fix the deficit, and when we 
are all finished the deficit will be going 
up again in the fifth year after we 
started this very big undertaking. 

Now, Mr. President, I am not going 
to go into a lot of detail, but I want to 
set out for this record what I believe 
we are cutting in this budget and how 
much we are raising taxes. 

Everyone should understand that the 
President spoke the truth last night 
when he used well over half of his 
speech to tell us all the new things the 
Government was going to do for us. I 
hope nobody thought that was going to 
be free, because, Mr. President, the new 
growth in this budget for additions by 
way of expenditures on the domestic 
side is in excess of $129 billion, I say to 
my friend, Senator GORTON. So while 
we are all encapsulated with the vision 
of cutting the budget, and we are con
cerned about it, reducing the budget by 
cutting expenditures, the reason OMB 
Director Panetta was off is he forgot to 
put in the new expenditures, and over 
the budget cycle of 4 years that is $129 
billion in new additional expenditures. 

Now, somebody says that is your plan 
for reducing the deficit? Well, I would 
say to my friend maybe we could start 
by saying let us not increase the ex
penditures. Let us see what that will 
do. If you pull that out you are getting 
close to a real package. 

So everybody should understand, in 
the name of deficit cutting, there is a 
huge new series of expenditures, and 
then we should know that we are going 
to be asked right quick, so we do not 
have a lot of time to waste here, to de-
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clare a national emergency under the 
Budget Act, which we have not done in 
the 3 years it has been in existence, so 
that we can pass an emergency spend
ing package in excess of $14 billion. 
And I will put in the RECORD a list of 
what that is because we are engaged in 
a very serious undertaking. We are 
being told that what we used to call 
spending, when it is proposed now, it is 
not spending. It is an investment. I 
really am not sure that the American 
taxpayer, who is going to be asked to 
pay $360 billion in new taxes, under
stands the difference between their 
money going to the Government so we 
can spend it on a Government invest
ment. I think both are spending. In 
fact, I have difficulty today telling you 
what is not an investment in the Fed
eral budget. 

I just do not know what they are be
cause one of the best investments 
around is the National Institutes of 
Health. We have not increased them 
any. 

I yield myself 5 more minutes. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. GORTON. He is addressing some 

of his remarks partly in my direction. 
I also heard his excellent presentation 
at the other committee this morning. I 
would like maybe two or three figures 
so that other Senators and the people 
of the country can understand all of 
this. 

Do I understand the Senator from 
New Mexico as having said the total of 
the new taxes before any of the tax 
cuts included in this program is $360 
billion over the course of the next 4 or 
5 years? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
r ect. I am using a figure of speech when 
I say "gross." Let me not do that. Let 
me say new taxes are going to be im
posed $360 billion by their plan. 

Mr. GORTON. Do I understand that 
the Senator from New Mexico says that 
there is almost $130 billion during the 
same period of time of new spending 
programs? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. 

Mr. GORTON. Do I also understand
! think the implication, but I want the 
Senator to be specific on this-that 
that is only new spending programs? 
That is not the normal increase in all 
of the existing spending programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Good question. That 
is new spending over the baseline 
which was the baseline of Government. 
Some are in brand new programs that 
we do not have yet. Much of it is just 
adding to existing programs, like com
munity development block grants. We 
used to think that was spending. But it 
is increased in the first year by $3 bil
lion and it is called an investment. We 
have a myriad of those equaling $129 
billion in new spending. 

Mr. GORTON. Could the Senator 
from New Mexico tell me how much of 

the reductions in spending about which 
we are talking comes exclusively out of 
national security and national defense? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like very 
much to make sure that at least my in
terpretation is spread on this record. I 
think it is right. 

President Bush in response to the 5-
year agreement already had in place 
$7~let us round it--$75 billion in addi
tional defense cuts that have to take 
place. The new cuts on top of that are 
$112 billion over 5 years, not $60 billion 
as somebody told us--$112 billion. So 
that when you add them up, defense is 
taking $186.8 billion in cuts that are 
built in to this package as part of the 
deficit reduction. 

Mr. GORTON. As against that $186 
billion solely out of national defense, 
and rather dangerous and unsettling 
times in the world, how much is the 
total, the comparable total of all do
mestic spending cuts? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let us use this one. 
The reductions in nondefense is $70.9 
billion. Shall we call it $71 billion? 

I regret to tell you the add-ons are 
$144 billion. So there are no cuts in do
mestic programs, domestic discre
tionary programs, even though we talk 
about individual cuts. The programs in 
total will go up $73.5 billion. So there is 
no reduction. It is an increase of $73.5 
billion. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico tell me, in a sense with an 
illustration, what some of these so
called domestic cuts are? I picked up 
this morning's newspaper for example. 
I see one of the larger so-called cuts 
calling itself an increase in Food and 
Drug Administration user fees. 

So now if I get it straight, are we 
counting as cuts no reduction in Fed
eral services or Federal employees but 
just the fact that many business enter
prises get charged more money called 
fees rather than taxes? 

Mr. DOMENICI. My good friend al
ways asks wonderful questions. Frank
ly, I do not choose to call it user fees; 
increased charges to the public of 
America for services that America is 
rendering, increased charges, I think 
more like taxes. They are revenues to 
the Government. 

So I did not even include them in 
this. Right here is the number, $224.5 
billion in new revenues from user fees. 
That is on top of all of this that I have 
been telling you. about. 

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator 
from New Mexico agree with the Sen
ator from Washington that essentially 
whether we call it user fees or taxes, 
that these are going to get paid by the 
American people because the business 
enterprises that pay them are going to 
have to add them to their prices? 

Mr. DOMENICI. There is no question 
about that. Aviation user fees, tonnage 
duty fees, SEC registration, grazing 
fees, a new hard rock mining fee, those 
are listed in the budget of the Presi-
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dent as cuts because they are offsetting 
receipts. I list them as taxes. 

Mr. GORTON. May I just ask one set 
of final questions? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WOFFORD). The Senator from New Mex
ico has finished using his 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent for an additional 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. GORTON. This will be my last 
set of questions. 

I would like to sort of summarize all 
of this. I believe the Senator from New 
Mexico has told me that there are $360 
billion over this period of time in new 
taxes. He has also told me that there is 
this huge cut in the defense budget of 
more than $180 billion but that by the 
time we have totaled up the modest re
ductions in domestic spending, and the 
huge new spending programs, at the 
end of this 4-year period we will only 
have reduced the deficit by $50 billion 
or about one-sixth of what it is right 
now. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The answer is yes. I 
want to be sure we are absolutely fair. 
The deficit I built that off of is the end 
of 1992, and the reason I do that is that 
is the only one we really know. The 
next one is guesswork. It is 1992. It will 
go down by $50 billion over the period 
of this budget after we have . gone 
through all of these things including 
the enormous defense cuts. 

Mr. GORTON. We will continue to 
pay all of these new taxes, as I under
stand it, but soon after that year, after 
the $50 billion deficit decreases have 
taken place, that deficit goes back up 
and in just a very few years after that, 
it is higher than it was in 1992 in spite 
of all of these new taxes? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I used the number 
that the Budget Director provided us, I 
have no reason to doubt them. They go 
up to $400 billion rather than coming 
down. 

Mr. GORTON. All these new taxes 
and the net result a few years down the 
road is a higher deficit than we have 
now. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. 
Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MACK. I wonder if the Senator 

will yield for one additional question. I 
certainly appreciate the information 
that has been shared here this after
noon. 

One of the things that we heard 
President Clinton say a number of 
times last evening, and which certainly 
has been repeated a number of times 
today, is that he is cutting 150 different 
programs. In looking at the Senator's 
material, defense is cut $112 billion 
more than what President Bush had 
suggested. I think the Senator sug
gested that was around $74 billion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is right. 
Mr. MACK. Then we look at the non

defense areas. We see there is a net in
crease in nondefense expenditures of 
almost $73.5 billion. 
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That then leads me to raise this 

question: Does the Senator believe that 
the 150 different programs President 
Clinton proposes cutting are primarily 
being cut in defense. 

Mr. DOMENICI. No. I say to my 
friend that they are coming out of do
mestic programs. See, it is reduced $70 
billion here. The only problem is, it 
goes up much more. You have a lot of 
little programs getting cut, adminis
trative costs being saved-all of which 
we praise, right-and freezes here and 
there. We say we ought to be doing 
that. We have user fees counted as do
mestic cuts, so it is not defense on 
that. Defense is encapsulated in 112 
plus 74. There is plenty to go around on 
the defense side. We do not know the 
details of that yet, so we cannot share 
very much with you. 

Let me make one last point. I say to 
fellow Senators and to the American 
people that might hear me, wherever, I 
am speaking from, that giving every 
benefit of every doubt to this program, 
it is a taxing program, not a spending 
cut program. 

I want to go through this and show 
you what I come up with. My ratio that 
I have arrived at is $1 in taxes for 44 
cents in reductions, and that really-I 
am giving every benefit of the doubt to 
the way they presented their case; it is 
actually less, but I am saying that
that comes about because their defense 
cuts are only $112 billion. To take cred-

. it for the Bush cuts is to take double 
credit for the previously agreed upon 
cuts. 

The nondefense is up, not down. 
These entitlement programs, when you 
look at them and you finally get them 
in place, it is $60 billion. And we are 
not quite sure exactly how that is 
going to be done, but a big part of that 
is Medicare. I think I heard the Presi
dent say we were not going to reduce 
services and we were not going to 
charge anybody any more than they 
are paying. So there is going to be 
some kind of freezes and caps and 
things to get that. 

But that is about where you get all of 
the savings. So it is $1 in new taxes, 
and we have netted that tax out to 44 
cents in budget reductions. 

(Mr. WOFFORD assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, if the Sen

ator will yield for another question in 
the area of entitlements, and he men
tioned Medicare a moment ago, we did 
hear, leading up to the speech, that 
roughly $35 billion over a 5-year period 
has been projected for savings in Medi
care. Those, I think, are going to be ba
sically directed at providers, hospitals, 
and physicians? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. 
Mr. MACK. In the numbers that the 

Senator has seen, have the additional 
Federal budget costs as a result of the 
decision the President made that af
fects Medicaid payments to the States 
been taken into consideration? 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Well, I think in these 
nondefense add-ons, we would have 
taken that into consideration-no, I 
think not. I think they are an addi
tional item. The President of the Unit
ed States said that the Bush rule which 
said you will not compensate, by way 
of matched dollars, States for Medicaid 
if they are taxing the providers to raise 
internal money and then ask you to 
match it. It all goes to Medicaid any
way. The President has said the Gov
ernors want that very much because it 
yields a lot of new revenues by way of 
Medicaid reimbursement. That is 
somewhere between $1 billion and $2 
billion. 

Mr. MACK. Annually. That would be 
an additional $30 billion in additional 
spending that is not accounted for in 
your chart? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I would think 
so. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

think everybody knows that is annual, 
and it is not going to stop. When and if 
we get reform, it is supposed to all be 
changed. So being honest, maybe it is 
not going to go for 5 years. But unless 
and until you have that reform that de
livers the service much cheaper, it is 
going to do that. 

Mr. MACK. But if you are going to be 
counting the savings of $35 billion in 
Medicare because of the treatment of 
hospitals and physicians, then it seems 
to me it might be fair to include in 
your discussion the fact that there 
really is an offset that could be as high 
as $30 billion over that 5-year period 
which basically could almost entirely 
wipe out the proposed savings in the 
health care area. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I close by saying 
that there is no question that the defi
cit is ravaging America. There is no 
question that we ought to do some
thing about it. I merely submit that 
there is a lot of question about a pro
gram that is supposed to bring jobs and 
prosperity, both short-term and long
term, that is this heavy on taxes and 
this light on real savings, other than 
defense. 

I submit that the defense cuts are so 
large that in the short-term, there are 
going to be more jobs o:ri the street, job 
seekers on the street, because of these 
big, big defense cuts than we are going 
to get in the so-called new Government 
jobs, by the expenditures that we are 
being asked to add to our current ex
penditures. I really believe that short 
term. 

Yet, I am not suggesting that we 
have to keep defense at its current 
level. I am merely trying to point out 
a few anomalies in a so-called jobs pro
duction package that is built around 
new expenditures of the Federal Gov
ernment and new taxes, with a few in
centives built in here and there that 
are supposed to be the stimulus. 

I wish it would work. I mean, if we do 
it, I hope it blossoms. But I really 

think it will not. It is for that reason, 
as I have done many times, that I share 
as honestly as I can with the Senate 
both the numbers, the background, and 
my conclusions. They are no better 
than my understanding and what peo
ple tell me, but I believe that we are on 
the wrong track with this much in new 
taxes and this little in actual real cuts, 
other than defense. 

I yield the floor. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. NICKLES. We still have several 
Senators wishing to speak. I ask unani
mous consent that we extend the pe
riod of morning business for 30 min
utes. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will 
try to be brief because I know several 
of my colleagues wish to speak. I com
pliment the Senator from New Mexico 
for his outstanding statement, as well 
as the statement that was made earlier 
today by Senator DoLE. 

I hope the press will take a look at 
the facts and figures that are now com
ing out about the President's speech 
that was made last night. 

I begin by stating one of the speech's 
lines I applauded, and I think all of our 
colleagues were excited about. The 
President said: 

Let's not place blame. 
He said: 
There is plenty of blame to go around in 

both branches of Government in both par
ties. The time has come for the blame to end. 

He said: 
I do not seek this office to place blame. I 

come here to accept responsibility, and I 
want you to accept responsibility with me. 
And if we do right by this country, I do not 
care who gets the credit for it. 

I think that's fantastic. But I must 
say, I was kind of disappointed when I 
began reading "A Vision for Change for 
America," in which he states on page 5: 

Twelve years of neglect have left the 
American economy suffering from stagnant 
growth and declining incomes. The average 
American family * * * 

And on and on. 
They have left a mountain of debt. 
He continues to say, "they-they

they!" I assume that means the last 
administration, or the last couple of 
administrations. 

You can't tell from the speech last 
night that 118 million Americans are 
employed. In 1982, we had 99 million 
people employed. That's a growth of 19 
million-new jobs. That's real job 
growth. 

I don't know that you can tell from 
the comments last night, or the com
ments made earlier today, that last 
year alone the economy created 1.5 
million new jobs. I heard the President 
talk about how he is gong to create 
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500,000 jobs in 1993 and 1994. I say: Wait 
a minute. Maybe people don't realize 
this, but last year we added 1.5 million 
new jobs without any Government 
spending for stimulus. 

The increase in gross domestic prod
uct last quarter was 3.8 percent. The 
quarter before that it was 3.4 percent. 
We have an economy that is growing. 
I'm excited about that. That's good 
news. That means the deficit should be 
coming down, because most projections 
believed the economy would be fairly 
stagnant and the deficit would be larg
er. 

I make these comments, because I 
think it is important to look at facts. 
All I am talking about today are facts. 

Last night we heard about the need 
to make contributions to reduce the 
deficit. I agree we need to get the defi
cit down. We heard a lot of comments 
in support of raising taxes. But as I 
look at this chart, taxes as a percent of 
GDP have been pretty constant. 

The problem with our deficit is that 
spending has been growing. If you look 
at the past several years, spending has 
increased dramatically. The problem is 

not that revenues are not high enough. 
The problem is we are spending too 
much. 

Then, Mr. President, we heard time 
and time again last night about a pro
gram of spending cuts and tax in
creases to get the deficit down. Unfor
tunately, one major piece of the equa
_tion was left out. The President forgot 
to mention that he has a lot of new 
spending in his program. 

I think the American people would 
probably agree with some tax increases 
if there were real spending cuts to go 
along with them to bring the deficit 
down. That would be shared respon
sibility. That would mean we're going 
to get the deficit down. But what the 
President really did not enunciate last 
night, with all his tax increases and 
with all his big spending cuts, the defi
cit will go up in 1993 by $13 billion. He 
also not tell you that he moved the 
baseline up so really the deficit will 
grow by $22 billion. Senator DOLE al
luded to this fact-the moving base
line, because under the President's 
budget they moved the baseline and 
they moved it significantly. 

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous 
consent to print in the RECORD at this 
point a table that shows the growing 
baseline that the President has cre
ated. 

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

THE CLINTON BUDGET PLAN-HONEST BUDGET
ING OR PHONY BASELINES? TAXING CREDIT 
FOR PREVIOUSLY ENACTED DEFICIT REDUC
TION 

Deficit reduction plans are most frequently 
judged on the amount they cut from the cur
rent-law deficit "baseline". When President 
Clinton presented his budget plan, he uti
lized a phony "uncapped" baseline created 
by CBO. The Clinton uncapped baseline as
sumes that the discretionary spending caps, 
enacted in 1990 and the law of the land until 
FY 1997, no longer exist. Why would Presi
dent Clinton choose to use a baseline which 
doesn' t reflect current law? 

If you compare the Clinton uncapped base
line with CBO's current-law January 1993 
baseline, you will see that President Clinton 
is trying to claim credit for $101 billion in 
spending reductions already locked in by the 
1990 Budget Agreement. 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1993-98 

Clinton "uncapped'' deficit baseline ............................................................... ........................................................................................... . $319 
310 CBO January 1993 deficit baseline .................................. ........................ . 

Deficit reduction locked in by the 1990 budget agreement ............................... . 
Deficit reduction claimed by the Clinton budget plan ............................ .. 
Deficit reduction realized by the Clinton budget plan .......................... . 

Prepared by the Office of U.S. Senator Don Nickles on 18-feb--93. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
also like to mention the new taxes, 
yes, which incidentally break the 
President's pledge. He said: "I'm not 
going to tax the middle class," but he 
certainly is. He also says there are 
spending cuts in his plan but those cuts 
are pale in comparison to the spending 
increases. 

Let me just read off a few of the 
spending increases the President has 
promised which have every single 
group out there, including the mem
bers of Congress, applauding. The big 
spenders in Congress got excited last 
night when the President said he was 
going to spend more money. Every 
time he said it he was applauded. 

The increases include: Federal high
ways over 4-years, $8.4 billion; Commu
nity Development Block Grants, $2.5 
billion; mass transit, $1.2 billion; clean 
water funds for the States, $2.7 billion; 
the WIC Program, women, infants and 
children, $2.6 billion; Head Start, $9.3 
billion; dislocated worker assistance, 
$4.6 billion; unemployment compensa
tion, $2.4 billion; AIDS initiatives, $8.2 
billion; food stamps, $9 billion, crime 
initiative, $2.3 billion; summer youth 
jobs, $2 billion; national Service, $6 bil
lion; education reform, $6.2 billion, and 
I have to stop, Mr. President, because I 
ran out of room. I will submit a full 
list for the record at a later point after 
we have time to really analyze this 
program. 

(9) 
13 
22 

So the President is proposing an ex
plosive spending program paid for with 
a lot of new taxes. I do not know if my 
colleagues realize this, but this is the 
largest tax increase ever proposed in 
American history. 

Let me give you the facts. The facts 
are that the tax increase is not $246 bil
lion. It's $360 billion, and if you add $36 
billion in the user fees and other re
ceipts gross tax increases are $396 bil
lion. The President also proposed tax 
cuts of $83 billion, so the net tax in
crease over the next 5 years is $313 bil
lion. 

Fifty-nine percent of the President's 
so-called deficit reduction package is 
in the form of tax increases. 

With regard to the President's spend
ing cuts my chart shows a domestic cut 
of $71 billion and entitlement cut of $78 
billion, but also new domestic spending 
of $144 billion and new entitlement 
spending of $18 billion, for a total of 
$162 billion of new additional spending. 

The President's program, in short, is 
massive new taxes and massive new 
spending. It will not decrease the defi
cit. These tax increases on corpora
tions, the middle class, and energy will 
put people out of work. 

One example: The Btu tax. The cost 
of the Btu tax on the airline industry 
alone is $!1/2 billion. The airline indus
try is already losing money. They are a 
big employer in my State, and this is a 
heavy hit. The automobile industry is 
also losing money. This tax will be a 

$301 
291 

(10) 
(39) 
(29) 

$296 
284 

(12) 
(54) 
(42) 

$297 
287 

(10) 
(92) 
(82) 

$346 
319 

(27) 
(140) 
(113) 

$390 
357 

(33) 
(148) 
(115) 

$1,949 
1,848 

(101) 
(460) 
(359) 

dramatic increase for the automobile 
industry. I'm not sure they can pass it 
on. This tax increase will cost jobs. It's 
very similar to the tax package we had 
in 1990 and that package cost jobs. I 
hope we won't make that mistake 
again. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print this chart in the RECORD 
as well. 

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

THE CLINTON BUDGET PLAN: NEW TAXES AND PHANTOM 
SAVINGS 

Fiscal years 
Deficit reduction category 1993 to 

1998 

New taxes 1 ....................................................... . $360 
User fees and other receipts ........................... . 36 
Tax cuts ......................................................... .. (83) 

Net new revenues ................................... .. 313 
Defense cuts .................................................... .. 187 
Domestic cuts ................... .. .............................. . 71 
Entitlement cuts .... .. .... .. ... ................................ . 78 
New domestic spending .................................. .. (144) 
New entitlement spending ............................... . (18) 

Net new domestic spending ................... .. (13) 
Debt service savings ........................................ . 46 

Total deficit reduction ............................ .. 533 

11ncludes increased taxes on Social Security. 
Items represent change from CBO's uncapped baseline. 
Items which increase the deficit are shown in (parenthesis). 

As a per-
centage of 

total 

68 
7 

-16 

59 
35 
13 
IS 

-27 
-3 

-2 
9 

100 

Data provided by Senate Budget Committee minority staff, and compiled 
by the Office of U.S. Senator Don Nickles. 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the floor know
ing I have several colleagues who wish 
to speak. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I too 

want to address this issue of the Presi
dent's economic plan. Mr. President, 
the economic plan being floated by the 
new administration I feel represents 
broken promises, false advertising, and 
very definitely the wrong remedy for a 
frail economy. In my view, America 
should insist that it be returned to the 
drawing board. 

The package reflects an about-face 
from the promises made to the Amer
ican people. We expected to see a more 
effective Government with fewer dol
lars. Instead, Government will con
tinue to grow as we tax and spend as 
we always have. This very day, before 
the Budget Committee, and I am a 
member of that committee, Deputy 
OMB Director Alice Rivlin admitted 
that one way to look at this package is 
that we are raising taxes to spend 
more. 

Quite frankly that is a very candid 
comment, and I congratulate Dr. 
Rivlin for being very candid and open 
about it, how philosophically this 
package is put together, and in that 
statement there is no camouflage. But 
I am not sure that that is the way this 
package is being reflected by other 
people in the administration. I think it 
would be a great public service for us 
in Congress to disrobe this plan and be 
as candid about it as Dr. Rivlin is-to 
strip away its false advertising-so we 
can see the plain, naked truth, that 
what we are ending up with here is 
higher taxes for higher spending. Al
ready just this very day we have seen 
part of this disrobing going on. Less 
deficit reduction than was originally 
advertised. Just in 24 hours, we lost 
nearly $200 billion in deficit reduction. 
Just some· calculations that have gone 
on in the last 24 hours that this thing 
has been out to the public. 

There are some fundamental reasons 
why this plan cannot and will not 
work. 

Most fundamental is the fact that 
America was promised change, but 
America is not getting change. This is 
a business-as-usual budget cloaked in 
false advertising. It is a used 
masquerading as brand new. As soon as 
America test-drives this lemon, it will 
be back to the drawing board for those 
who engineered it. 

Those who support the plan suggest 
we look at the whole package, not just 
bits and pieces. Well, OK, I would like 
to take you up on that option of look
ing at the whole package. First, as I 
mentioned yesterday, we did not get $2 
of spending cuts for $1 in tax increases 
that originally Director Panetta has 
said was going to be part of the plan. In 
fact, we did not even get $1 in cuts. In
stead we are getting 44 cents in cuts for 
each $1 of tax increases. That again is 
an example of false advertising. That is 
more than 2 to 1 in the opposite direc-

tion, $2 in tax increases for each si. cut 
from spending. 

What that means is that spending is 
not a problem in Washington like we 
are ignoring it as a problem. Spending 
has not caused the deficit. The solu
tion? Tax and spend, of course. 

This is not change, Mr. President. 
The only change here is that a Repub
lican President would have demanded 
$2 or more in spending cuts for every $1 
in tax increases. That is because we be
lieve Government is too big and spends 
too much. The American people belieye 
that, as well. What we are getting here, 
though, is an old-fashioned, liberal 
Democrat tax-and-spend package rep
resented as bitter-but-necessary medi
cine for our country. And, in the final 
analysis, it is really snake oil. 

Let us look at the spending side of 
this plan. As I mentioned yesterday, 
Mr. President, much of the savings on 
the spending side is the result of an in
flated baseline. Those are phantom 
spending cuts. It is money that Con
gress had already saved. The adminis
tration wants to claim it again as sav
ings, just like Senator DOMENICI said 
about defense. They are claiming 60 
percent savings that have already been 
saved by this Congress in the 1990 budg
et resolution. 

So this is kind of like if you were to 
walk into the store to buy a sweater. It 
is marked 50 percent off. That sounds 
like a good buy. So you think it is a 
good deal and you buy it. But what you 
did not know is that the owner of the 
store doubled the price before marking 
it 50 percent off. Did you really save 
money? Of course not. That is false ad
vertising. Yet that is what this plan 
does. It inflates the spending baseline 
by $123 billion, then cuts it and claims 
a savings of $123 billion. Abracadabra. 
Presto. 

This plan also calls tax increases 
spending cuts. The tax on Social Secu
rity is labeled a spending cut. That 
logic works only in an Orwellian novel. 
This is how the proponents of the plan 
are able to claim, though falsely, that 
it is a 1 to 1 ratio. Also counted as 
spending cuts are the amount of inter
est we will avoid paying with a sup
posed lower deficit. In the real world, 
that is no spending cut, Mr. President. 
Again, it is false advertising. 

A second fundamental reason to op
pose this economic plan is because it 
makes no economic sense. The Presi
dent has correctly diagnosed the ill
ness-spiralling debt, a growing struc
tural deficit, and a limping economy. 
Right on, Mr. President. He has articu
lated the problem as well as anyone. 
The problem is not with his definition 
of the problem. It is with his prescrip
tion. Since when does it make sense to 
enact the largest tax increase in his
tory while coming out of a recession? 
In medical terms, this would be called 
malpractice. Not even John Maynard 
Keynes would have fallen for that one. 

Perhaps for the first time ever, both 
Keynes and Adam Smith are turning 
over in their graves simultaneously. I 
feel confident that neither of these two 
great economists would have pre
scribed this 2-by-4 remedy for this re
covering economy: The patient is just 
getting out of bed, and we are gonna 
hit him with a 2-by-4 and say get bet
ter. 

The final fun dam en tal reason to op
pose this approach, Mr. President, is 
that it will be a step backward from 
how we changed the Tax Code in 1986. 
To illustrate this concern, I would like 
to quote liberally from an op-ed in yes
terday's Washington Post by economist 
Robert J. Samuelson, who does great 
justice to the argument. 

Mr. Samuelson says this distraction 
in the President's budget from the 1986 
sound tax reform package is very bad 
policy. Let me quote from the op-ed 
piece: 

Every so often, the president and congress 
do the right thing. They did just that when 
they passed the 1986 tax reform. The idea was 
that government should stop dispensing tax 
breaks as political favors and economic "in
centives." President Clinton is about to gut 
the reform. 

Clinton wants Congress to pass new tax in
centives. 

Rhetorically, Clinton's programs sounds 
fine. But this formula is precisely the expan
sive tax philosophy that was rejected-cor
rectly-in 1986, because it is presumptuous in 
theory and corrupt in practice. 

It is naive to think Clinton's proposals, if 
enacted, would constitute only a limited un
raveling of the 1986 reform. By embracing 
high rates and selective preferences, he sanc
tions a new quest for tax breaks. The process 
is corrupt, because one person's justifiable 
incentive is another person's ugly loophole. 
The more some groups get breaks, the more 
all groups want them. Tax breaks spread, 
creating pressure to raise top tax rates. All 
this feeds cynicism and unproductive work: 
tax avoidance and lobbying for new breaks. 
It's a boon for lawyers, accountants and lob
byists. 

Mr. President, the American people 
want to contribute to reducing the def
icit. But there are two pre-conditions. 
One, they want us to cut spending first. 
And two, they want to make sure their 
contribution will be used for deficit re
duction, not spending. 

These criteria cannot be met under 
this plan, Mr. President. America will 
not buy a 44 cents-to-$1 ratio. And they 
will not allow us to spend their taxes 
any longer-as we would under this 
plan, and as Congress historically al
ways has. 

There is a lesson that nobody has 
learned yet. You just cannot raise 
taxes high enough to satisfy the appe
tite of Congress to spend money. 

Mr. President, if I had a gong right 
here on this floor, I would use it. In
stead, I would merely suggest humbly 
that this uneconomic plan be returned 
to the drawing board and hope that the 
next time they get it right. 

Thank you, and I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DASCHLE). The Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment our colleague, Senator 
GRASSLEY, for an outstanding state
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, President 
Clinton was elected on his core com
mitment to help the economy and he 
will be judged by his ability to keep 
the campaign promises he made to the 
American people. That certainly is ap
propriate. 

He should be given credit for pursu
ing some Republican proposals, like en
terprise zones and workfare, but over
all, as an economic agenda, the plan 
does not live up to his pledges. 

The President made tax relief for 
middle-class working men and women 
a central theme of his campaign-then 
told them in his State of the Union 
Message that they would have to sac
rifice and accept bigger taxes. 

In the campaign, he said a gas tax 
would be "backbreaking" on the mid
dle class. But now he says he wants a 
Btu tax which would effectively raise 
the price of gas by over 7 cents a gal
lon. 

He reminded us that the private sec
tor is the key to jobs growth, but out
lined more restrictions and higher 
taxes on businesses that create jobs. 

The President promised us spending 
cuts, then told us how Government 
needs to do more with all kinds of new 
programs, offering few details and cer
tainly no price tags. 

In the campaign, Bill Clinton said he 
would fight for the line-item veto "to 
eliminate pork-barrel projects and cut 
government waste". But that idea was 
nowhere to be found in his message. 
Have the Democrat bosses in Congress 
already told him no? 

Quite simply, the Clinton economic 
plan will create more taxes, more 
spending, more Government, more un
employment, more debt and less free
dom to restore the American spirit of 
innovation and competition. 

Raising taxes is an open invitation to 
a spend happy Congress to simply 
squander the money. Ross Perot is 
right. Congress needs outside spending 
limitations that only a balanced budg
et amendment can provide. 

I call on the leadership of the Con
gress to place a balanced budget 
amendment to a vote immediately to 
show American taxpayers that we are 
serious about spending their money 
wisely. Ross Perot and the American 
people understand all too well that a 
balanced budget amendment would 
give Congress the spending discipline it 
lacks. Without a balanced budget 
amendment, Americans have every 
right not to trust Congress. 

When it comes to producing jobs, the 
economy needs incentives to boost 

growth, not more taxes and more Gov
ernment to burden it. We cannot tax 
ourselves into prosperity. We should be 
implementing innovative ideas to cre
ate opportunities, not dusting off failed 
policies to punish success. 

President Clinton must understand 
that higher taxes have never helped the 
economy and never will. Higher taxes 
have never produced jobs and never 
will. 

In 1990, Congress passed a $500 billion 
deficit reduction plan of higher taxes 
and spending cuts. We were told then 
that the plan of sacrifice would hit 
wealthy Americans the hardest with
out harming the economy. 
It didn't. 
Talk of taxing the weal thy led to the 

luxury tax on boats which cost hun
dreds of jobs in Florida's boat-building 
industry. When the luxury tax was 
passed, middle-class workers lost their 
jobs because people quit buying boats. 

The rich were supposed to get 
soaked, but the middle-class workers 
and small businesses dependent on the 
industry got drenched. 

That 1990 budget deal, with all its 
talk of sacrifice and budget cuts, left 
us with more taxes, more unemploy
ment, and more debt. My fear is that 
the Clinton economic plan is, as Yogi 
Berra says, deja vu all over again. h is 
a lesson we must not repeat. 

But President Clinton has not 
learned that lesson. In his package, he 
has not even eliminated the 1990 luxury 
taxes that have caused so much mis
ery. 

In order for jobs to grow and prosper, 
the economy need freedom from tax
ation and overregulation. 

I applaud his desire to reduce capital 
gains taxes on those who invest in 
start-up businesses. It is certainly a 
step in the right direction. But with all 
of the other tax increases in his pro
gram, this is one step forward and a 
dozen steps backward. 

President Clinton should take a page 
from President Kennedy's economic 
plan and significantly cut capital gains 
taxes across the board to boost invest
ment in jobs. 

In 1963, President Kennedy said: 
The tax on capital gains directly affects in

vestment decisions, the mobility and flow of 
risk capital from static to more dynamic sit
uations, the ease or difficulty experienced by 
new ventures in obtaining capital and there
by the strength and potential for growth of 
the economy. 

A significant reduction in capital 
gains taxes would not only encourage 
investment in new, small ventures, but 
aid homeowners and benefit senior 
Americans who have prepared for re
tirement through investments. 

Jobs are created because people are 
willing to take risks that they just 
might succeed. But tax policies that 
are burdensome, discourage investment 
in new jobs and small businesses. More 
Government regulations cause small 

business owners to worry more about 
complying with every minuscule rule 
than marketing their products. 

As I said, there were some areas of 
agreement in the State of the Union 
Message. The President should be given 
credit for encouraging enterprise zones 
and workfare. Senate Republicans are 
eager to work with him on those pro
posals. In the past, however, Congres
sional majority Democrats have been 
reluctant to implement these pro
grams. We hope the President is pre
pared to fight for these ideas. 

In the end, we all want America to 
move forward and prosper. Senate Re
publicans have outlined areas of agree
ment with the President. We are will
ing to work with him. But at a time 
when the economy needs a boost to re
vitalize the American spirit, higher 
taxes simply would do more harm. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. I thank the 

Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. DURENBERGER 

pertaining to the introduction of S. 402 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise today to address one of the pro
posals made by President Clinton last 
night which I find just a little bit dis
turbing. I enjoyed very much both the 
President's comments on health care 
reform and in particular the enthusias
tic response in the Chamber and across 
the country for his plea for health care 
reform. But it was the proposals the 
President made in changes in the Med
icaid and Medicare Programs which I 
think total in the neighborhood of $38 
billion that bothered me a great deal. 

I have been at this business of Medi
care and Medicaid changes since I came 
to the Senate in 1978. The proposals I 
heard last night I heard before or I 
would not have the temerity to stand 
here today and comment on them. I 
must make these comments because I 
think they will not only cause serious 
harm to the quality of health in this 
country, but ultimately they will fail 
the President in his objective of cost 
containment in health care. 

We have been down this road, Mr. 
President. We have repeatedly enacted 
price caps on health care providers, and 
the results have always been a counter
productive disaster. There is no reason 
to believe this proposal is going to be 
any different. It looks a lot like its 
forebearers, the most famous one being 
the 1984 doctor and hospital freeze. 
Subsequent to that, it was COBRA's 
and the OBRA's of the late 1980's. But 
a policy failure of this magnitude 
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would be even more heartbreaking at a The history of Medicare policy proves 
time when we are within striking dis- that when you cap costs, even though 
tance of fundamental health care re- you say you are putting the limits on 
form. the doctors and the hospitals, when 

Make no mistake: Far from being an you cap the costs, the result is cost 
effective stopgap, as the President shifting not cost containment. The re
claimed last night, his proposal would imbursement process is a shell game 
actually impede our efforts to reform with billings and classifications being 
health care. Just look at its timetable. manipulated so expertly that never do 
The Medicare freeze is supposed to go you get the cost savings that you esti
into effect at the conclusion of the fis- mated. If you push out prices in one 
cal year 1994 budget process; in other area, they rise up in another. When we 
words, close to the end of this year. clamped down on part A of Medicare, 
But on May 1 of this year, the Presi- the inpatient services, in 1983, spending 
dent will be submitting his detailed increased almost double in part B of 
health care reform proposals. the outpatient services. When Medicare 

My question, Mr. President, is simply rates fall too low, providers raise their 
this: Why at the very time we are try- rates on private-pay patients. When 
ing to overhaul the system, should we there is no place else to go to raise 
freeze in a payment schedule that re- rates, rroviders make up the shortfall 
wards inefficiency? And that is exactly by increasing the volume of services 
what this proposal would do. 

Look at what specifically we would they provide or curtailing access to 
certain procedures. 

be freezing in: A system under which But, Mr. President, that is in com-
health premiums in Los Angeles cost 78 munities with lots of people and lots of 
percent more per person that the na- health insurance. Communities like 
tional average, and health premiums in suburbia, not communities like South 
Minneapolis cost 15 percent less than Dakota or rural Minnesota. In rural 
the national average. 

Mr. President, behind this is doctor America, a somewhat worse situation 
bills and hospital bills that look about exists because in rural areas, physi
the same; freeze in 78 percent higher in cians cannot cost shift. When prices 
one State and 15 lower in another fall below their costs, they leave the 
State. If the President is looking for a area. And when they leave, the hos
way to reap cost savings, this is not pitals leave, and that is what has hap
the way to go. Rather, it is a way tore- pened in the past when we enacted pro
ward the bureaucratic inefficiency that posals like the ones that President 
he so eloquently denounced in his ad- Clinton offered just last night. 
dress last evening. What we do need to So to assert, as the President did, 
reward is cost efficiency. As an exam- that capping provider payments will 
ple that many will understand, I offer cut costs without cutting any current 
these sort of real life examples. Medicare benefits is disingenuous. It 

If you look at this chart, you see one will not cut costs and it will entrench 
of America's most famous health care a health care delivery system that re
delivery systems, the Mayo Clinic in sults in inefficient rate-driven care to 
Rochester, MN. The Mayo Clinic is a patients. Is this the system we want to 
multispecialty clinic to which people lock in when the American people are 
go from all over the world for highly demanding fundamental change? We 
specialized medical care. The Mayo have to do a lot better than that. 
Clinic is delivering superior quality Current projections tell us part A of 
care while keeping costs 20 percent Medicare is going to be insolvent in an
below the national average. This first other 12 years. We have no time to 
line is the growth in national health waste on expensive and counter
care spending per capita, 9.6 percent productive stopgaps like the one Presi
across this current period of time from dent Clinton proposed last night. Cost 
1988 to 1992. containment without comprehensive 

Here is the Mayo Clinic, 4.7 percent health reform will fail, not because of 
on the average year after year, vir- some mean spirited special interest, 
tually half the rate of growth across but because it will not meet the basic 
this Nation. needs of the beneficiaries, especially in 

It is even well below the 6.5 percent rural America. That is why I strongly 
which is the medical care CPI for the urge the President to reconsider this 
Minneapolis-St. Paul market which is unwise proposal and to lead America 
itself substantially below the national toward the basic changes that we need. 
average. I and all Americans stand ready to help 

That is the kind of excellence and him in this vitally important task. 
this is the kind of low-cost direction in Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
the delivery of health care that we Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the 
ought to be rewarding in this country Chair. 
rather than penalizing. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

We need to look for ways to improve ator from Alaska. 
quality and create a SOund market that THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL 
can serve as a springboard for universal · Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
access, not just universal coverage. urge that my colleagues reflect on 
Judged by this standard, the Presi- some of the promises of our new Presi
dent's proposal is a step backward. dent, specifically his promise to bring 

about change during the first 100 days. 
It has been 107 days since the election. 
Some 140 days ago, some of you may 
recall candidate Clinton referred to 
President Bush as: "Shameless, base
less and desperate" after President 
Bush warned people earning $36,000 
that Mr. Clinton would raise their 
taxes. 

One wonders if the candidate of 
change has since changed his opinion of 
George Bush as well. 

Mr. President, much has been said 
today about the fact that President 
Clinton has presented the American 
people with a tax-and-spend proposal. 
New taxes in the plan total $360 billion; 
user fees, which are another form of 
taxes, total $36 billion; with only $83 
billion in tax cuts, leaving new taxes 
totaling a net $313 billion. Where are 
the cuts? The cuts are in defense-$187 
billion. Yet the world is a very dan
gerous place. One only has to look at 
Russia today to recognize that. 

Domestic cuts and entitlement cuts 
total $149 billion, but new domestic 
spending and new entitlement spending 
total $162 billion. So the net is only $13 
billion in spending reduction, and that 
is simply unacceptable. If one looks at 
the rate of growth of entitlements, one 
can clearly see that the President 
avoids the cuts necessary to address 
the rate of growth of Federal spending. 
This rate simply must be reduced. 

The President proposed a total defi
cit reduction of $533 billion with most 
of that coming from new taxes. 

I am going to take one phase of that 
tax increase and talk a little bit about 
it, and that is the Btu tax, because it is 
a tax that is regressive, and it is a tax 
that is not very well understood. 

The effect of a Btu tax on my State 
of Alaska would be unbearable. It is 
not fair to compare States like mine 
that have cold climatic conditions with 
tht: Southern States. The President 
talks about fairness. This is clearly not 
a fair proposal. One study indicates 
that a resident in Alaska would be as
sessed the second highest per capita 
tax as a result of the proposed Btu tax 
some $275 for every man, woman, and 
child in my State of Alaska. That is on 
an average of $1,000 per family. 

In Alaska, a bush family in the rural 
area spends up to 25 percent of his or 
her total living expenses on energy 
costs. Under the Clinton plan they are 
going to even pay more. This is truly a 
regressive tax on the hard-working 
people of my State. 

Alaskans must travel great distances 
by boat, by car, by airplane, because 
the state is one-fifth the size of the 
continental United States. Because 
there is little manufacturing or agri
culture in our State almost everything 
Alaskans consume has to be trans
ported up from the Pacific Northwest. 
So we are looking at an increased cost 
of living as a consequence of increased 
transported costs, which is a con-
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sequence of the increase in the Btu tax, 
for the people of Alaska. It will raise 
the cost of fuel for our fishing fleets, 
for our timber industry, for our mines 
and for remote villages which rely on 
diesel fuel for power. 

Mr. President, one wonders at the 
merits of such a tax when the tremen
dous resources of Alaska; its oil and its 
gas reserves could provide jobs for this 
Nation and independence from im
ported oil. 

And the President's plan would tax 
Alaskans in other ways. One looks at 
the proposed 12.5-percent royalty on 
hard rock mineral. A royalty of 12.5 
percent, Mr. President, will shut down 
virtually every mine in my State of 
Alaska, and I would say most of the 
mines in the United States. 

A few days ago the largest world
class silver mine in North America lo
cated in my State of Alaska at Greens 
Creek, was shut down. That shutdown 
will become effective in April. Some 
200 workers lost their jobs and another 
200 who work in fields dependent on 
green creek mine stand to lose their 
jobs as well. This is a new mine, built 
within the last 4 years at a cost of $180 
million but, because of world mineral 
prices, is no longer economical. 

President Clinton also proposed 
eliminating below-cost timber sales. 
Cutting below-cost timber sales sounds 
good, but when the cost of environ
mental appeals to a sale is attributed 
to or charged against the sale, the 
value of the sale is artificially skewed. 
By this process persistent appeals by 
environmental activists could stop 
timber sales. For instance, expenses for 
timber sales in the Tongass has hiked 
costs as high as 25 percent under cur
rent Forest Service figures. 

Finally Mr. President, we are facing 
a situation where this new tax pro
posal, particularly the Btu tax, but 
also including the royalty proposals, 
are making it harder for our people to 
live in our State. Prices of gas, heat, 
transportation, and food will rise. Job 
opportunities in mining and forestry 
will be lost, businesses will be put in 
jeopardy. 

And what about cuts? Mr. President, 
as we reflect on the cuts in our mili
tary, where most of the cuts are occur
ring, we are told that some 200,000 addi
tional troop cuts will have to be made 
by 1997, yet there is no assessment 
available to this body as of the secu
rity implications of such a cut in light 
of the world that we live in, and the 
difficulties that we see in both Europe 
and other parts of the world. 

So, Mr. President, I think it is time 
that this body examine thoroughly the 
proposal of our new President and rec
ognize it for what it is, a tremendous 
increase in taxes and an inade1uate re
sponse to the rate of growth of Federal 
spending. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, last 
night, President Clinton finally un
veiled his long anticipated economic 
plan. Let me say at the outset, and 
give credit where credit is due, that the 
President did an excellent job. He 
articulately and forcefully described 
the budgetary crisis that is confronting 
our country, and struck a chord with 
many people. I am concerned, however, 
that the rhetorical flourishes do notal
ways square with reality, especially in 
views of the President's track record. 

For example, this past summer, can
didate Bill Clinton made a number of 
promises to the American people. He 
promised to cut the deficit in half by 
1997. He promised a middle-class cut. 
He promised to create 8 million jobs 
over the next 4 years. He promised en
actment of a line-item veto. It was on 
the basis of these promises that he was 
elected as President, and he will be 
judged by his ability to keep these 
promises. 

This past fall, President-elect Clin
ton promised to reduce the deficit-not 
by half, but by some $145 billion by 
1997-38 percent-and his designated 
budget chief said that there would be $2 
of spending cuts for every $1 of addi
tional spending. 

During his inaugural address, Presi
dent Clinton said we have to face hard 
truths and make tough choices. 

At each step of the way, I pledged, as 
did my Republican colleagues, to work 
closely with the President to craft a 
credible bipartisan plan to eliminate 
this country's enormous budget deficit, 
formulate a plan for long-term business 
and job growth, and place our country 
on a sound financial footing so that we 
do not mortgage our children's future. 

Sadly, the plan unveiled by the Presi
dent last night does not chart a new 
course for America's future, but rather 
leaves a trail of broken promises. The 
winds of change sweeping Washington 
have turned out to be so much hot air 
and bloated rhetoric. While I believe 
that there are some constructive ele
ments to the President's plan, particu
larly with respect to some of his spend
ing cuts, on balance, it is simply un
workable, unfair, and intellectually 
dishonest. 

Mr. President, I have a few very fun
damental problems with the Presi
dent's plan. 

First, rather than offering a bold and 
credible plan for deficit reduction, the 
President offers the largest tax in
crease in history-$360 billion-and 
enormous new spending increases---$190 
billion. These proposals are eerily 
reminiscent of the Carter economic 
program which led to 20 percent inter
est rates and 14 percent inflation. 

Candidate Clinton told you he would 
not raise taxes on the middle class to 
pay for new programs. President Clin
ton has told you that the enormous tax 
increases he announced last night are 
necessary. Both statements were false. 

The bulk of the tax increases are not 
being used for deficit reduction, they 
are being used for new Government 
spending programs. Although we have 
not been given any specifics, I am will
ing to work with the President on his 
proposed spending cuts. It is likely 
that we could then forego any tax and 
spending increases. 

Second, the President wants to play 
the old game of "pass the new spending 
first, and we'll worry about the cuts 
later." I know, and the A1aerican peo
ple know, that they will never mate
rialize. This is an unacceptable course 
of action. 

Third, the President's plan contains 
no mechanisms for ensuring spending 
cuts and maintaining budget dis
cipline. In every past agreement to cut 
spending, increase taxes and reduce the 
deficit, the deficit has actually risen. 
As Ross Perot said this morning, "if 
you give the Congress more money, it's 
like giving a friend who's trying to 
stop drinking a liquor store. The point 
is they will spend it.'' Ross is exactly 
right. And that's exactly why it is im
perative that the President support the 
line-item veto and that Congress pass a 
balanced budget amendment. 

Fourth, although he certainly looks 
and sounds sincere, the President is 
not being honest with the American 
people. As I noted earlier, the Amer
ican people should understand that the 
new taxes that they are being asked to 
pay are supporting new spending pro
grams. In addition, they should also be 
told that this is not the end of the tax 
game. As disclosed in the Wall Street 
Journal this week, the President will 
seek to increase taxes by up to an addi
tional $90 billion later this year to pay 
for health care reforms. Moreover, the 
President has given no indication of 
how he will pay for the programs which 
he alluded to in last night's address, 
but which will not be forthcoming 
until later in the year. 

Instead of requiring Congress to sac
rifice and control its profligate spend
ing habits, the President is asking the 
middle class and the elderly to make 
sacrifices to support new pork barrel 
projects and spending for special inter
est groups. 

What the Clinton plan does is
Increase the tax burden on the mid

dle class; 
Increase the tax burden on the 

elderly; 
Gut America's national security ap

paratus; 
Increase Government spending on 

wasteful pork-barrel projects; 
Increase inflationary pressures and 

raise long-term interest rates; and 
Cause the loss of jobs. 
What the Clinton plan does not do 

is-
' Reduce the deficit by half as prom
ised; 

Cut $2 in spending for every $1 in tax 
increases as promised; 
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Cut taxes on the middle class as 

promised; and 
Contain a line-item veto. 
In offering this plan of action, the 

President has wrapped himself in the 
American flag and told us that it is our 
patriotic duty to embrace his propos
als. I frankly resent Bill Clinton tell
ing me what it takes to be a patriot. I 
do not have to impose new taxes or 
lower the standard of living for the 
middle class and the elderly to prove 
my patriotism to Bill Clinton. 

I suspect the President is right on 
one count though-the American peo
ple are willing to make sacrifices in 
order to balance the budget. However, 
according to recent polls, and what Ar
izonans are telling me, they are under
standably skeptical that any sacrifice 
on their part will be responsibly used 
by Congress to reduce the deficit. Of 
course, they are right. History has 
demonstrated compellingly that tax in
creases merely support increased 
spending. In fact, in every instance 
since 1960 in which Congress passed a 
significant tax increase, the budget 
deficit also increased. 

President Clinton says this time is 
different. But should the American 
people believe a President who has al
ready discarded many of his most ar
dent campaign promises? Who, accord
ing to a Wall Street Journal story, is 
already planning up to $90 billion in 
new tax increases later in the year to 
pay for health care reforms? Should 
the American people believe a Congress 
which so clearly lacks the discipline 
and fortitude to control it's own waste
ful spending habits? 

Maybe some taxes will have to be in
creased to completely eliminate the 
budget deficit. However, the American 
public should not be asked to commit 
one thin dime in additional taxes until 
Congress and the President have actu
ally demonstrated a commitment to 
curbing their voracious appetite for 
spending. 

We should not even consider an in
crease in taxes until Congress has en
acted meaningful spending cuts. 

We should not even consider an in
crease in taxes until Congress has 
given the President the line-item veto. 

We should not even consider an in
crease in taxes until we have passed a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. · 

If the President is serious about defi
cit reduction, then he should be mobi
lizing his favorite constituencies to 
support these vi tal reforms to the 
budget process. Since Congress is not 
able to make the necessary hard 
choices, institutional reforms are nec
essary to instill a little backbone. 

Mr. President, the American people, 
and my constituents in Arizona, under
stand that the enormous budget deficit 
is a cancer in the economy, burdening 
the present, threatening our future, 
and slowly eating away at our standard 
of living. 

Arizonans are a tough breed. The 
frontier spirit that led to Arizona's set
tlement still burns around the Grand 
Canyon State. These Arizonans, as well 
as most Americans across the eco
nomic and political spectrum, possess 
the intestinal fortitude to make sac
rifices and swallow the bitter pill of 
medicine necessary to reduce the budg
et deficit. 

However, they will not, and should 
not, tolerate placebos and feel good so
lutions, or spoonfuls of sugar being 
doled out to special interest groups. 

They don't trust the Congress to pre
scribe the right treatment and, after 
getting a good look at the operation 
President Clinton is planning for them, 
they will understand that much of it is 
unnecessary surgery and that he is en
gaging in major medical malpractice. 

An examination of the various ele
ments of the President's plan dem
onstrates quite clearly why it is unfair, 
unworkable and intellectually dishon
est. 

AN ECONOMIC STIMULUS PACKAGE-OR PORK 
BARREL POLITICS? 

One element of the President's plan 
is a $31 billion so-called stimulus pack
age. No self-respecting economist be
lieves that a stimulus of this mag
nitude will affect a $6 trillion econ
omy-it's simply a gnat on an ele
phant. 

Cast in its best light, this tax and 
spend package is simply an excuse to 
dole out several billion dollars to fa
vored interest groups. At worst, it is a 
crass political attempt to be able to 
take credit for the economic recovery 
which was promised by President Bush, 
and which is now well underway-inci
dentally, a recovery which candidate 
Bill Clinton said would not take place 
without a $60 billion stimulus package. 

The stimulus package proposed by 
President Clinton is unnecessary be
cause our economy has steadily 
strengthened over the course of the 
past year. Since June, the average an
nual growth rate has been 3.6 percent
far better than the German and Japa
nese economies the President wants to 
emulate. Economists ·generally believe 
that growth on the magnitude of 3 per
cent will continue for the foreseeable 
future. In addition, productivity has 
increased and inflation and interest 
rates continue to be at historic lows. I 
will be willing to bet my bottom dollar, 
however, that the Clinton administra
tion will soon be claiming credit for 
the economic recovery. 

While job growth has lagged overall 
economic performance, the unemploy
ment rate has fallen from 7.9 percent in 
June to 7.1 percent today and claims 
for jobless benefits continue to decline. 
Moreover, as I will more fully discuss 
in a moment, the Clinton plan poten
tially will result in a net loss of jobs, 
rather than create the hundreds of 
thousands promised. 

When one takes a close look at the 
composition of the stimulus package, 

it becomes clear that it simply is 
meant to appease special interest 
groups. Included are funds for Pell 
grants, Head Start, AIDS research, im
munization programs, enhanced natu
ral resources, and waste water grants, 
among others. 

Some of these are actually worth
while programs, ones that I have sup
ported and will continue to support, as 
long as they are funded by current rev
enues. Many of them are worthless, 
wasteful pork barrel projects. The 
point is, however, that they will do 
nothing to stimulate the economy. 

The most obvious point to make 
about the stimulus package, however, 
is that it simply increases the deficit. 
Why in the world does someone who 
says he is serious about deficit reduc
tion want to first increase the deficit 
by $31 billion? As economist Robert 
Samuelson has noted, if a bigger deficit 
for 1993 is OK for 1993, why not for 1994 
or 1995? The economy is already experi
encing a $300 billion plus stimulu&
how much more is needed? 

MORE TAXES AND MORE SPENDING 

President Clinton is proposing to in
crease taxes by $360 billion over the 
next 5 years, the biggest tax increase 
in the history of this country. These 
new taxes will strike at families all 
across the economic spectrum. While 
candidate Clinton told the American 
public that he would not balance the 
budget on the backs of the middle 
class, that only families who made 
more than $200,000 would be subjected 
to higher taxes, President Clinton now 
·proposes raising taxes on families 
which make as little as $30,000. He is 
also imposing new taxes on elderly in
dividuals who make as little as $25,000 
or couples who make as little as 
$32,000. When President Bush told mid
dle-class America to watch its wallet, 
he obviously knew what he was talking 
about. 

Apart from the question of fairness 
and broken promises, the fundamental 
point to be made is that revenues are 
not the problem, spending is. The budg
et deficit is not the result of lower tax 
receipts-it is solely the result of in
creased governmental spending. While 
revenues relative to gross domestic 
product have averaged 19 percent over 
the past 30 years, spending has steadily 
increased to 24 percent of GDP. 

Moreover, increasing taxes will not 
reduce the deficit. As I noted earlier, 
after each of the significant tax in
creases imposed since 1960, a higher 
deficit followed. More recently, the 
1990 budget summit, which resulted in 
increased taxes and a purported agree
ment to eliminate the budget deficit, 
actually led to a much greater deficit. 
In fact, on average, since 1947, for every 
dollar of higher taxes, spending has in
creased by $1.59. 

WHERE ARE THE JOBS? 

President Clinton has said that he is 
the jobs President and intends to ere-
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ate 8 million jobs over the next 4 years. 
It is surprising then that his economic 
plan shows such callous disregard for 
the working men and women of this 
country. In addition to burdening mid
dle-class families with higher taxes and 
freezing the pay of more than 2 million 
Federal workers, President Clinton's 
plan will cause significant job losses in 
many industries. 

For example, President Clinton has 
proposed gutting the defense budget 
well below that which was proposed by 
President Bush and now by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. These cuts could result 
in the loss of 400,000 service jobs over 
the next 4 years, as well as hundreds of 
thousands of civilian layoffs. In fact, 
my home State is still reeling from 
previous defense cutbacks. Now the 
President is proposing draconian cuts 
that may leave deep wounds in Arizo
na's economy. 

Furthermore, tax increases, espe
cially of the magnitude contemplated 
by the President will inevitably lead to 
additional job losses in the affected in
dustries. When Congress imposed a new 
luxury tax on boats in 1990 because 
they were used by the rich, it simply 
served to result in job losses for ordi
nary Americans in the boat manufac
turing industry. 

Finally, any jobs that might be cre
ated as a result of additional spending 
on infrastructure projects such as 
those proposed by President Clinton 
are really only short-term make work 
jobs. My Republican colleagues and I 
are committed to working with the 
President to foster structural job for
mation, such as occurred during the 
1980's when 19 million new jobs were 
created. 

A PLAN OF ACTION 

Mr. President, a credible and com
prehensive deficit reduction and eco
nomic growth plan requires that we 
take coordinated actions on several 
fronts. I am committed to just such a 
program, as are my Republican col
leagues. 

First, we must cut Government 
spending, and do so before even consid
ering the possibility of any tax in
creases or revenue raisers. 

Second, . we must reform the budget 
process to ensure that spending cuts 
are actually made and that Congress 
adheres to deficit reduction targets. 
Therefore, the President must support 
the line-item veto and Congress must 
enact a balanced budget amendment. 

Third, we need to have in place poli
cies that promote free and open trade 
with our trading partners. It is vital 
that President Clinton demonstrate 
commitment to free trade principles by 
actions, not words. He can do so in 
short order by instructing his trade 
team to work towardrapid completion 
of the current round of the GATT talks 
and to act swiftly on the North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. 

Administration officials have esti
mated that a new GATT Agreement 

alone could add $1.1 trillion to Ameri
ca's GNP over 10 years, saving the av
erage family $16,800 by cutting the 
price of goods, and by creating more 
than 2 million new jobs. The failure of 
the GATT round, on the other hand, 
could fuel protectionist sentiments 
here and abroad, and quash hopes for 
global economic growth. 

Similarly, the NAFTA could result in 
the creation of 316,000 new jobs in this 
country, as well as tens of thousands of 
jobs in my home State of Arizona, in 
addition to adding considerably to 
overall economic output in Arizona, 
the United States and Mexico. Presi
dent Clinton says that we must have 
safeguards to protect our workers and 
the environment. I agree that it is im
portant that we negotiate these side 
agreements, but they should not fore
stall moving forward on the underlying 
agreement. 

Fourth, we must also take steps to 
reduce or eliminate artificial barriers 
to capital formation that result from 
unnecessary or unduly burdensome reg
ulations and governmental mandates. 
Business, especially the small busi
nesses and entrepreneurs which are the 
backbone of our Nation's and Arizona's 
economy, and which create the vast 
majority of new jobs, must have ready 
access to low cost capital in order to be 
able to grow and prosper in an increas
ingly competitive global economy. 

Banks ability to lend to business has 
been severely impacted by recent laws 
enacted by Congress, and by new rules 
imposed by the banking regulators. 
The American Bankers Association has 
estimated that these laws cost the 
banking industry $11 billion per year; 
funds which could be used to make $86 
billion in new loans. 

While many small companies rely on 
banks for their financing needs, others 
look to the capital markets to raise 
seed capital from investors. The cap
ital markets are also the primary 
source of funding for larger companies. 
Unfortunately, our Federal and State 
securities laws are increasingly impos
ing significant costs on market partici
pants. According to some commenta
tors, a quarter or more of the proceeds 
of a public offering of securities by a 
small company goes to legal or admin
istrative costs. Again, these are funds 
which could be used for additional in
vestment in new plant or equipment. 

Fifth, we need to reform our Nation's 
civil justice system. This may seem to 
be unrelated to an overall economic 
growth program, but it is actually a 
vital component. For example, as 
President Clinton has correctly noted, 
the cost of health care has soared in 
this country in recent years. What he 
fails to understand is one of the prin
cipal reasons that costs have soared so 
dramatically is that liability costs 
have skyrocketed. Our civil justice sys
tem encourages litigation-expensive, 
time-consuming and wasteful li tiga-

tion that rarely benefits the persons 
who may be harmed by wrongful con
duct, but always benefits the lawyers 
involved. 

Liability concerns impact not only 
the medical industry, but virtually 
every sector of the business commu
nity. Proponents of the existing litiga
tion system believe that it is necessary 
to protect consumers and punish cor
porate wrongdoers. Unfortunately, the 
cost of our litigiousness is ultimately 
passed on to, and born by, consumers. 
Unless we reform our civil justice sys
tem, we will not be able to signifi
cantly lower health care costs and our 
businesses will have difficulty compet
ing effectively in global markets. 

Mr. President, if we are, indeed, to 
embark on a bold new course to im
prove our standard of living and ensure 
our children's future, then we must dis
card the tired rhetoric and failed poli
cies of the past. We cannot tax our way 
to prosperity. We cannot spend our way 
to prosperity. 

The people of Arizona, and all Ameri
cans, are willing to do their fair share 
to ensure prosperity for our children. 
But, Mr. President, I refuse to ask 
these individuals to give more unless 
we, Congress, do more first. We must 
cut Government spending, eliminate 
waste and pork barrel politics, impose 
budget discipline through a balanced 
budget amendment and a line-item 
veto. 

We must also work together to foster 
an economic environment which will 
encourage investment and savings, pro
mote free and open trade, and allow 
businesses to grow and prosper to cre
ate new high-paying jobs for all Ameri
cans. 

If we are to ask Americans to make 
sacrifices, we must ensure that there 
are commensurate rewards. Ultimately 
that is the price that they will require. 
The real test of any plan is not how the 
rhetoric sells inside the beltway, but in 
places such as Tucson, Freedonia, Pres
cott and Mesa, that really matters. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC PROGRAM 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer some of my thoughts regarding 
our country's economic situation and 
the President's program for confront
ing it. 

Mr. President, I want to begin my re
marks by saying that I am not speak
ing out of a spirit of partisanship, but 
rather on the basis of my firmly held 
beliefs regarding the challenges facing 
our country, and the measures that 
must be taken to address them. 

I believe I can truly say that I have 
resisted all temptation to take pure, 
old, partisan potshots at our new Presi
dent. Like all Americans, I feel a stake 
in his success, particularly on the issue 
of the Federal deficit. I have told him, 
and I have told others, that if the 
President comes before this Congress 
and asks us to cast some tough votes to 
control runaway Government spending, 
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I am ready to swallow hard and to do 
that. 

I have always been of the belief that 
some broken promises by the new 
President were inevitable. When Presi
dent Clinton was still candidate Clin
ton, I reviewed his budget plans, and I 
knew then-and said then-that the 
numbers would not add up to real defi
cit reduction. Some unpopular shifts 
would have to be made after he became 
President. I certainly did not feel an 
immediate interest in clubbing the 
President with that reality, if the only 
result was to deter him from pursuing 
the measures that needed to be taken. 

But I do wish to share with my col
leagues some of the facts regarding the 
Federal budget. I think we are all 
aware of most of them. Last year enti
tlement spending went up by a whop
ping 24 percent. Some of that was in 
temporary increases-such as unem
ployment compensation. Most of that, 
though, was in the form of systematic 
increases that stand to continue 
unabated unless we reform the way 
that the Government spends money. 

That is so important to understand. 
-It is not a problem of insufficient tax
ation. No matter how you measure it, 
Federal taxation is at a historic high
whether measured in constant dollars 
or as a percentage of GDP-we're ap
proaching 20 percent of GDP. If your 
entitlement spending goes up 24 per
cent per year, then without spending 
reforms, tax increases only buy you a 
couple of years before you have to raise 
taxes again. And that is what we have 
been doing now for decades. 

Some in this Chamber will argue that 
individuals who are not willing to vote 
for huge tax hikes are not serious 
about deficit reduction. That is simply 
not the case. I held my nose and voted 
for the unpopular 1990 budget agree
ment-and that one had more taxes 
than I was comfortable with. I would 
have liked to see more spending cuts, 
and fewer tax increases, but I took the 
political heat and I voted for that one. 

Now I am confronted with a package 
which relies even more heavily on tax 
increases-$330 billion over 6 years
than the 1990 budget agreement did. 

Mr. President, I would suggest to you 
that this is no longer, if it ever was, a 
question of political philosophy. It is a 
question of simple math. There is no 
tax rate that will keep up with the 
mandatory spending increases that are 
already built into the law. That is true 
regardless of your own beliefs regard
ing appropriate levels of Federal tax
ation. Tax hikes in the absence of the 
type of spending reform that we need, 
not only pose all of the problems for 
the economy that we are aware of, but 
are effectively irrelevant to the long
term problem of eliminating the budg
et deficit. 

Mr. President, I am strongly with the 
President when he calls for sacrifice
shared sacrifice. But my colleague 

from Texas, Senator PHIL GRAMM, has 
said it best-we've asked for enough 
sacrifice from those taxpayers who are 
pulling the wagon-it's time we ask for 
more sacrifice from those riding in it
like wealthy Americans who are enjoy
ing the benefits of nonmeans tested en
titlement programs. Currently, 80 per
cent of entitlement spending is not in 
any way means tested. 

That is the issue. 
That is what drives the deficit. 
Mr. President, we do not lack for po

litical courage on this side of the aisle. 
But I would say to this Chamber that 
true political courage lies in confront
ing the real structural causes of our 
national deficit. 

That is the sort of change that Amer
icans are telling us that they want, and 
which I am willing to cast the tough 
votes to help them get. 

In the absence of that kind of re
structuring, however, I am unwilling to 
support sticking the public with a new 
tax bill of $330 billion. That will only 
hurt the economy, and it will ulti
mately not even help with the deficit. 
We can do better than that, and it is 
my hope that together we will. We 
surely must. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer my initial response to the com
prehensive plan offered by the Presi
dent last evening. 

We all agree that we must plant the 
seeds of long-term economic growth. 
We must embark on a path of long 
term deficit reduction. Achieving both 
simultaneously will be difficult. Presi
dent Clinton, to his credit, has offered 
some ideas worth looking at-putting a 
lid on the growth of the Federal bu
reaucracy, immunizing every young 
child, just to name a few. 

South Dakotans are willing to do 
their fair share to reduce the budget 
deficit, and put our economy on the 
track of long-term growth. Is the 
President asking too much from South 
Dakotans? I think so. In fact, I believe 
the impact of the President's plan will 
be devastating for South Dakota. 

Mr. President, we all know small 
business is an important part of this 
Nation's economy. Nationally, 92.8 per
cent of all businesses are small busi
nesses. The Small Business Adminis
tration reports that from June 1991 to 
June 1992, small businesses created 
173,000 jobs, while firms with more than 
500 employees lost 235,000 jobs. Small 
businesses accounted for two out of 
every three new jobs from ·1982 to 1990. 
These companies employed 57.3 percent 
of all private, nonfarm workers in 1990. 

The bottom line is simple: If you 
hamper small business development, 
you hobble our country's economy. I 
am concerned that President Clinton's 
proposals to increase income tax rates 
would do just that. 

Eight out of ten small businesses pay 
taxes as individuals rather than as cor
porations. Thus, raising taxes on indi-

viduals means raising taxes on the vast 
majority of small businesses. Indeed, 21 
million small businesses nationwide 
and some 15,000 in my home State of 
South Dakota could see their income 
tax burden increase. 

President Clinton proposes to raise 
the top individual income tax rate to 
39.6 percent. He also intends to in
crease the corporate income tax rate to 
36 percent. Just think of it-not only 
will small businesses see their income 
tax bills increase, some could end up 
paying more in taxes than our Nation's 
major corporations. A mom and pop 
shop could end up paying proportion
ately more tax than IBM and General 
Motors. 

President Clinton calls this only a 
tax on the rich. A tax increase only on 
the weal thy? Think again. According 
to U.S. Treasury Department figures, 
67 percent of the revenue paid by the 
top 2 percent of taxpayers is paid by 
small businesses and family farms, 
many of which file as individuals under 
subchapter S of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

Speaking of taxes, I have some ini
tial thoughts on the proposed energy 
tax. This levy would impose taxes on 
most fuels, according to the heat con
tent of the fuel measured in British 
thermal units. Included are coal, natu
ral gas, nuclear energy, and oil. 
Hydroelectricity also would be taxed 
using a different formula. 

This tax also hits South Dakotans 
hard, especially farmers and ranchers. 
Farmers, ranchers, and small busi
nesses in my State and other smaller 
States consume more fuel in producing 
and marketing their products. They 
must drive farther than anyone else in 
conducting their business. And an un
usual amount of energy is consumed in 
processing agricultural products, all of 
which adds to their cost. 

Added to that, the cold winter weath
er in Northern States like South Da
kota require the use of more energy in 
heating homes, apartments, and places 
of business. How will the elderly, re
tired couple pay for it? Obviously, at 
first glance, this is an unfair tax which 
should not be thrust on the people of 
South Dakota and other farm States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article from the Huron, 
South Dakota, Plainsman on the pro
posed energy tax be placed in the 
RECORD following the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

Unfortunately, South Dakota farm
ers face more than just higher fuel 
taxes. Again, rural America is ready to 
do its share in reducing the Nation's 
budget. The key is a fair share. Yet, 
when you analyze the President's pro
posal, and begin to add the cumulative 
effect of that proposal on rural Amer
ica, the results are staggering. 

Take for example the proposed 
changes in the Rural Electric Adminis
tration [REA] loan program. The REA 
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plays a vi tal role in providing elec
tricity to South Dakota's farm and 
ranch families. The President's pro
posal will raise the electric rates of 
South Dakota REA users 15 to 20 per
cent. The proposal also likely will halt 
all new construction; forgo needed up
grades; result in less reliable service; 
and hamper the ability of REAs to re
spond to disasters such as tornadoes, 
ice storms, and fires. 

The President's proposal to phase out 
certain timber sales will mean job 
losses and tighter lumber supplies in 
the Black Hills area of my State. Tight 
timber supplies arising from costly ap
peals of timber sales from our national 
forests already have cost many South 
Dakotans their jobs. This proposal will 
cost more families their livelihood and 
put some mills in the Black Hills in 
jeopardy of closing down. 

Furthermore, the President's elimi
nation of the honey program would 
wreak economic havoc on South Da
kota. For those who do not know, 
South Dakota is the third largest 
honey-producing State in the Nation
a $12.3 million industry in South Da
kota. Nationally, the $9.7 billion bene
fit to agriculture from bee pollination 
would be diminished. President Clinton 
stated last night we should subsidize 
those programs that work. Well, ac
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, the honey program will save the 
federal government $3 million in fiscal 
year 1996 and $2 million in 1997. Mr. 
President, the honey program works 
just fine. 

The proposal to reduce payments 
under the wool and mohair program 
will reduce the incomes of 4,000 wool 
and mohair producers in South Dakota. 
Grazing on public lands is an essential 
component to the survival of countless 
western communities. Bankers in 
South Dakota have warned that with
out grazing on public lands, many 
small towns in western South Dakota 
are going to go by the wayside. 

For South Dakota timber suppliers, 
farmers and ranchers, the President is 
offering them economic extinction, not 
economic stimulus. 

Mr. President, in developing a deficit 
reduction plan, the Government should 
take a page from the lesson books of 
small business. Cash flow is often the 
most critical problem facing the small 
entrepreneur. When this happens, the 
small business owners goes to his local 
banker for help. The business person 
and the banker have a well established 
relationship-the bank has already 
loaned money to the business on a 
number of occasions. 

As a prudent business person himself, 
the banker tells the business owners 
that he will lend additional money to 
the business on one condition: the busi
ness owner must demonstrate a will
ingness to reduce expenses. 

The owners must get the business' 
economic house in order first. Words 

and promises are not enough. The busi
ness owner must produce a firm plan 
for reforming the business and reduc
ing expenses. Do that, says the banker, 
and then we can talk about providing 
you with more money to fix other prob
lems you may have, or to expand into 
other areas. 

Mr. President, the Federal Govern
ment is like a business with a severe 
cash flow problem. Its new CEO, Presi
dent Clinton, has gone to the bank
the American taxpayers-to ask for an 
additional loan. Before that loan is 
given-before new taxes are approved
this Government should get its finan
cial house in order. We should be look
ing for ways to reform programs, and 
reduce wasteful spending. Only when 
we can do no more on that front, 
should we consider asking the Amer
ican people to provide more money to 
this enterprise we call the United 
States Government. 

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

ENERGY TAX COULD SOCK FARMERS, 
RANCHERS 

(By Robert Pore) 
South Dakota farmers could be hit hard by 

a broad-based energy tax that President Bill 
Clinton is expected to propose tonight in his 
State of the Union address, spokesmen for 
the state's two largest farm organizations 
said Tuesday. 

"The big concern first is to see what the 
president's proposal will be," said Chuck 
Groth of the South Dakota Farmers Union. 
"It would be unfortunate if agriculture has 
to assume a disproportionate burden of any 
energy tax without some sort of exemption." 

Farmers and ranchers now can write off 
taxes they pay on fuel used in the field. 
Farmers are exempted from paying taxes at 
the time of sale for diesel and propane. 

President Clinton will speak to a joint ses
sion of Congress tonight to outline his eco
nomic proposals to reduce the nation's $300 
billion budget deficit. Clinton is expected to 
recommend a tax on the heating content of 
all types of energy. 

Mike Held, administrative director for the 
South Dakota Farm Bureau, said an energy 
tax would burden farmers more than other 
parts of society. 

"Agriculture would pay a larger part of the 
bill with an energy tax," he said. "It would 
be a double whammy for South Dakota. Be
cause we are a rural state, we drive a lot of 
miles to get where we are going. Also, be
cause we live in a northern climate, we use 
a lot of energy in heating our homes." 

He said South Dakota is the most agricul
tural-oriented state in the nation, and that 
an energy tax would ripple through the en
tire state economy. 

"Agriculture is a very energy-dependent 
from the fuel, fertilizer and chemicals farm
ers use to produce their crops to transpor
tation to processing," Held said. "It would 
also have an inflationary effect as those 
higher energy costs are passed along to the 
consumer.'' 

Groth said farmers can't absorb higher en
ergy costs at a time when input costs are up 
but commodity prices are flat. 

"It seems like that for the last 15 years 
farmers have either been in a recession or de
pression or teetering on the edge of both" 

Groth said. "This could have a devastating 
affect, but we won't know until we see all 
the details." 

He said he believes farmers are sympa
thetic to reducing the deficit. 

"But agriculture has been assuming too 
much of the pain and sacrifice as this nation 
continues to pursue a cheap food policy," 
Groth said. 

Held said Farm Bureau research shows 
that farmers could see their income decline 
as much as 4 percent if an energy tax raises 
more than $10 billion. 

Groth said farmers can't afford to lose any 
more income with commodity prices below 
their cost of production. 

"Farmers can't pass along their cost when 
they sell their commodities .• they just have 
to absorb it" Groth said. 

"Energy, whether it's fuel, fertilizer or 
chemicals, is a large part of those input 
costs." 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S STATE OF 
THE UNION ADDRESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
West Virginia is now recognized. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the dis
tinguished Presiding Officer. 

Mr. President, for about 25 years I 
have, to the best of my ability, served 
the people of my home State of West 
Virginia as an elected official. I have 
worked very hard to bring economic 
development to a rural State. We are 
not, as in the case of Arkansas, nec
essarily a wealthy State. I have fought 
to make health care available and af
fordable to as many people of my State 
as possible, for our working families, 
for our seniors, and for our children. I 
have battled to ensure a good edu
cation for West Virginia's children, to 
see that their parents obtained the 
training that they need to hold down a 
job, to attract new businesses as best 
as I possibly could, and to put our peo
ple to work. 

As I moved from the State office to 
the Senate, I have tried to broaden the 
battle, fighting for economic growth 
and health care reform for all Ameri
cans and at the same time, ever since I 
arrived in the Senate, the burden of 
these battles has grown heavier every 
single day. The deficit has grown. Two 
Presidents in a row ignored the needs 
of working American families. Health 
care costs spiraled completely out of 
control while an entire administration 
claims that there was not anything in 
the world they could do about it, and, 
indeed, they did nothing about it. The 
greatest economic engine in the world, 
Mr. President, slowed down almost to 
the point of standstill. 

Mr. President, last night we were 
given the chance to lift that burden. I 
felt the possibility of renewing the 
strength and the vitality that we as 
Americans have when we are at our 
very best, and that is to unite and to 
pursue, as Americans-Republicans and 
Democrats-a common goal. And to be 
honest, I felt, to paraphrase President 
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Kennedy, who in a sense influenced me 
into public office in the first place, 
that after years of self-absorption, of 
just a concern · about ourselves, and a 
very short-term vision, we are really fi
nally ready to ask what we can do for 
our country. 

President Clinton has called upon 
that which is great within all of us, 
within all of us who are Americans, our 
patriotism, our commitment to our 
children and to our future. I hope that 
we will respond with the same fire and 
the same commitment that have al
ways marked our Nation's greatest mo
ments. 

Far too many years obstructionists 
and allies of an unfair status quo have 
stymied the move toward, for example, 
health care reform, middle-class in
vestment, real deficit reduction, and 
the development of a competitive dy
namic self-sustaining national econ
omy. 

Mr. President, those people's days 
have passed. Those critics do not count 
anymore. With his speech last night, 
President Clinton embraced the work
ing families of West Virginia who 
elected me to this body, and my job is 
now to work with the President to see 
that these families receive the benefits 
the passage of the economic program 
will bring to them-jobs and training; a 
chance for their children to earn a col
lege education; and the security of 
knowing that when they are sick, yes, 
they will be able to see a doctor. 

Mr. President, as a soldier in the bat
tle for health care reform, I hope that 
all Americans heard the President's 
passionate and steadfast commitment 
to changing our course. I had the feel
ing in fact that he was ad libbing, not 
reading from the teleprompter, but ad 
libbing particularly that health care 
portion of the speech because he felt so 
strongly about it that the words were 
not enough for him on the page. He had 
to reach inside himself and speak out 
more strongly and he did. It came 
through so clearly. 

No single aspect of the President's 
package is more important to our econ
omy and to our people than his com
mitment to reform our health care sys
tem. Uncontrolled health care costs 
will dwarf any efforts that we make to 
balance tbe budget, and continue to 
drive companies out of business and 
threaten every single family in Amer
ica with ruin. 

I say it is time to slay the beast. But 
much more important, the President of 
the United States said last night that 
it is time to slay that beast. 

President Clinton has asked some 
sacrifice of almost everyone, and there 
is frustration over the thought of 
spending more in tough times. But I 
say this: To older Americans, if you are 
angry at the idea of doing a little bit 
more, turn your anger toward those 
who made this taxation necessary. To 
the businesses angered at perhaps an 

energy tax, be angry at those who built 
the deficits that demand this kind of 
action. And to working families, bat
tered and neglected for so long, trans
form whatever frustration you are feel
ing into an energy that we need to get 
this program of economic recovery and 
deficit reduction passed, and take the 
unfair burden, once and for all, off the 
shoulders of working Americans. 

Much has been made of the Presi
dent's deficit reduction plan, especially 
by the people who created this multi
billion-dollar drag on our economy. 
They did it back in the 1980's. Then 
they pledged to cut taxes by a few 
dimes a week for middle-class Ameri
cans, but forgot to mention the hun
dreds of billions of dollars in deficits 
that they were running up year after 
year after year. Now invoking the 
needs of that same middle class they 
have pledged "not a dime's worth" of 
revenue increases unless the spending 
is cut. Of course we are still paying for 
the last dime they saved us, so to 
speak, in the 1980's. 

Where were these defenders of dimes 
when billions were being spent on mis
siles without a mission, tax cuts for 
the very wealthy, for the top 1 percent, 
and the S&L? Where were they then? 

We are not going to be fooled again? 
None of us are. Their priorities are get
ting reelected, protecting privilege, 
and defending their particular special 
interests, the same special interests 
who got us into this mess in the first 
place. Ours are getting the budget bal
anced-something they have talked 
about and something that we are going 
to do-and investing in the middle 
class who have suffered during this 
whole process. 

The key to the Clinton proposal is 
not blind slashes of the bureaucracy. 
But the President knows that cuts 
must be made and they must start at 
the top. He has already cut the White 
House staff by 25 percent and then di
rected his Cabinet Secretaries to cut 
administrative costs in the agencies by 
$9 billion. He has challenged Congress 
to match his cuts, and I pledge, as one 
Senator, to meet that challenge. 

The President's plan also includes 150 
specific budget cuts, some of which are 
painful, some of which would be hard 
to make, but all of which are made be
cause he understands and has con
vinced me among others that a deficit 
budget is now a real cancer, stopping 
the great potential of our future in 
America. 

The contributions that working 
Americans make to economic revital
ization, in other words, are not going 
to be wasted, because we are going to 
be efficient and prudent about the way 
we do Government. 

Maybe they will say it is the first 
time a Democrat ever was that way. 
Maybe it will be. But that is the way 
President ClintOl.J. is, and that is the 
way he is going to be. Every new dime 

the President has asked for will pay 
back $1, or a job, or a healthy child, or 
a better education. While ineffective 
and unresponsive programs are cut 
back, the President has asked us to in
vest in transportation, to create jobs, 
and streamline our economy. In envi
ronmental cleanup, to make our world 
better for our children. In energy re
search, so we never have to go to war 
for oil like we did very recently. And a 
massive investment in the technology 
development policies that will keep us 
the most competitive, the most cre
ative, the most imaginative, and the 
best-trained work force on the globe. 

The fact is, Mr. President, more Gov
ernment spending is not better. Less 
Government spending is not better. 
Better Government spending is better. 

The time for talk has, in the judg
ment of this junior Senator, entirely 
passed. The American people demand 
action. Our President has shown the 
way. We cannot allow tawdry partisan
ship or the failed policies of a very dif
ferent era to zap our resolve. Our work 
in the coming months will determine 
how America enters the 21st century 
with strength. · 

We can be a proud and competitive 
Nation again, healthy and free of debt, 
dedicated to the working people who 
have made us what we are today. Or, 
we can be a tottering giant shackled by 
our obligations, unmet and unfulfilled, 
and governed for the benefit of the 
lucky few, which has been the history 
of the last 12 years. 

Mr. President, the speech that I 
heard last night by the President of the 
United States is the best political 
speech that I have ever heard. But 
much more importantly, it was the 
best blueprint for the future of Amer
ica that I have ever heard come out of 
a politician's mouth, much less a Presi
dent's mouth. 

I have faith in our future because of 
his leadership. We can and we must in 
this body work with President Clinton 
and the American people, and we must 
keep this country great. 

I believe we are going to do that. 
I thank the Presiding Officer. I yield 

the floor. 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what 

is the parliamentary situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the time now allot
ted to Senators is available upon rec
ognition, and I recognize the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this afternoon I was 

listening to the ranking Republican 
member of the Budget Committee, Sen
ator DOMENICI, and he said something 
that was very disturbing that I cer
tainly had not heard at that time. He 
said Leon Panetta, President Clinton's 
new Director of the Office of Manage-
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ment and Budget, had announced this 
morning that apparently he was off on 
his projections on how much deficit 
spending was going to be reduced. We 
have been told, and the President said 
in his speech, that this program, if en
acted, would save $500 billion. 

The Senator from New Mexico said 
that Mr. Panetta apologized for that, 
or maybe he just announced, that the 
correct figure was $325 billion. I imme
diately began to check this out, and, as 
best I can find out, the New York 
Times said the figure did not add up, 
and they used the $325 billion figure; 
but it was a 4-year figure, rather than 
the President's 5-year figure. So the 
President's figure of $476 billion is still 
the operative figure. That is how much 
deficit reduction we are going to have 
over the next 5 years. 

The Senator from New Mexico went 
on to say that he thought the Presi
dent's package was a pretty good pack
age, if it were not for the $30 billion 
stimulus. I must say that the stimulus 
is a problem for me. But I will tell you 
the reason I come down on the side of 
going ahead with the stimulus. No. 1, 
the President correctly pointed out 
last evening that even though the 
economy has been improving, the 
growth rate has been up, interest rates 
are down, the economic recovery is not 
reflected in the unemployment rate. 
There are still about 8 million to 9 mil
lion people in this country who are un
employed. 

So you have a phenomenon here that 
is rather rare, unique, and different 
than in the past recessions. You have a 
recovery that looks like it is on its 
way, but it is not reflected in putting 
people back to work. So the President 
said last night: "Let us have a recovery 
that will put America back to work." 
And everybody in the Chamber sprang 
to their feet and applauded. Then he 
said the way to do this is to do the 
stimulus program. The Senator from 
New Mexico says that is not needed, 
and why should we do it? I say we need 
it because we need to get the unem
ployment rate well below 7.1 percent, 
and you cannot do it in this recovery 
without a stimulus. 

No. 2, when the Defense Department 
comes out with its new spending cuts, 
it is going to mean a lot of lost jobs. 
What we need to do, then, is to go 
ahead with the stimulus, start building 
highways, start building more airports, 
all of those things we know we have to 
do, and create jobs, so that when the 
defense industry starts laying off, we 
have something in place to help. 
Southern California, incidentally, has 
lost 800,000 jobs in the last 2 years, de
fense related jobs, and they are going 
to lose a lot more. So let us start get
ting people back to work to cushion 
what we know is to come-more dis
location because of Defense cuts. 

If we do not do that, if you do not 
have a stimulus, and you cut the kind 

of figures the President is saying we 
should cut, you are going to have a lot 
of unemployment, and the unemploy
ment rate is likely to go well above 7.1 
percent, and the recovery is over. I 
think it is very dangerous not to do the 
stimulus. 

Finally, Mr. President, the people of 
this country elected Bill Clinton Presi
dent, and he told them repeatedly that 
is what he was going to do. Now the 
press criticizes him because he has bro
ken promises. Here is one he wants to 
keep, and they want to criticize him 
for that. It is tough to be President and 
keep everybody happy. He is doing pre
cisely what he said he would do, and I 
intend to help him with that. 

He also said something else last 
night. He said two "somethings" that 
were very important to me. For 12 long 
year&-and you can put any kind of a 
twist you want to on it--we were told 
that we Democrats were the "taxers 
and spenders,'' and all the time we 
were being told we were the taxers and 
spenders, they were borrowing and 
spending. Which do you think is worse, 
going out into the markets and going 
further in debt, borrowing from the fu
ture, borrowing from our children and 
grandchildren, in order to satisfy our
selves now, and at every whim and ca
price, stand up and rhetorically, day 
after day after day, pretend that some
how we can keep doing it? 

Mr. President, the proof is in the 
pudding. The day Ronald Reagan held 
up his hand and said "I will," the debt 
was $980 billion. Today, it is over $4 
trillion, quadrupling in 12 years. As I 
said earlier, it was the most profligate, 
irresponsible economic policy in the 
history of the world. You are looking 
at a Senator that did not vote for any 
of it. I want that put on my epitaph. A 
country lawyer from Charleston, AR, 
had enough horseback common sense 
to know that you could not cut taxes 
by $2.5 trillion over a 12-year period, 
squander an additional $1 trillion on 
defense, and balance the budget. When 
you look back on it, you think about 
it, the sheer craziness, the zaniness of 
such a proposal, but it swept across 
this body and so here we are-what to 
do. 

So the President said last night, 
"Those of you who disagree with this 
or who want to cut more, be my guest. 
You just tell me where you want to 
cut." Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI of the 
Ways and Means Committee in the 
House said to the Republicans, "If you 
want more cuts, send them to me. We 
will have hearings on them. We will 
hear you out." And that is what the 
President said last night. If you want 
to cut more, do like I have, be specific 
and send me your cuts; send them to 
your floor and to the chairmen of your 
committees and consider them. 

I am going to tell you something. If 
there is anything about this program I 
do not like, it is that it does not cut 
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enough. There are some things I am 
going to have a terrible time cutting, 
but there are a lot of things that are 
not in there I want to cut. 

Last year, Senator SASSER and I 
stood on this floor until we both al
most collapsed, saying to our col
leagues: Here is the chance to save $250 
billion over the next 35 years on pro
grams that have absolutely no eco
nomic or socially redeeming value, and 
no military value. Yesterday morning, 
I got on the elevator, and one of my 
good Republican friend&-and they are 
all my friends, I like to believe-one 
had a button on that said, "it's spend
ing, stupid." A take off on "it's the 
economy, stupid." I took one and put it 
in my pocket. I like to keep souvenirs 
like that. I certainly did not keep it be
cause I thought it made that much 
sense. 

But I can tell you I agree with my 
Republican colleagues on spending 
cuts. I would like to think they are se
rious when they say you can do this 
with spending cuts. I am going to help 
them, and I hope they will help me. 
But they are going to have to improve, 
because they did not help last year. 
They are going to have to rethink their 
positions if they are really serious 
about spending cuts, because I will tell 
you what happened last year. I was spe
cific last year, and I intend to be spe
cific again this year. 

Last night, I started off trying to tor
pedo the superconducting super 
collider down in Texas. Like all 
projects around here, it started at $4 
billion. Everything starts at $4 billion. 
The first thing you know, it is up to 
$5.9. The next thing you know, it is up 
to $8.2, and every time you pick up the 
paper, you see where the cost overruns 
are out of sight. It is the biggest slab of 
pork ever invented, next to the space 
station. 

The super collider is designed to de
termine the origin of matter. I am not 
a physicist. I would not know it if I 
found it. Senator BYRD says you can 
find it in First Genesis. If that is true, 
we ought not to spend $20 billion over 
the next 25 years. 

You know if I were a physicist, I 
would be curious about the origin of 
matter and I would want to know the 
origin of matter. But I am not a physi
cist so I am not that curious. But I tell 
you something else, Mr. President, you 
know why I do not have a condomin
ium in Aspen is because I cannot afford 
it. I might like one, but I cannot afford 
it. I do not have an oceanfront home in 
Florida because I cannot afford it. And 
the U.S. Government has no business 
embarking on a program like that that 
is going to cost $20 billion over the 
next 35 years because we cannot afford 
it. 

But my Republican colleagues after I 
show them should join me now and let 
us torpedo this super collider and let us 
be serious about cuts. You can save 
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over $500 million this year, in 1993. The 
total direct savings over the life of 
that project is $22 billion. Add interest 
at 41/2 percent for 35 years, and the rea
son I use 41h percent is because the fig
ure ought to be 7¥2 percent but I am 
taking inflation off. The real interest 
rate is 4¥2 percent. You add that and 
that will give the U.S. Senate an op
portunity over the next 35 years to 
save $41 billion. 

You know why I lost? Jobs. Louisi
ana, Texas, they all say it is going to 
cost a lot of jobs in my State a.nd there 
is the vote. I lost. Senator SASSER and 
I lost 62 to 31. 

But, Mr. President, that was our high 
watermark on Republican votes. How 
many Republican votes do you think 
we got to save $41 billion? There it is, 
eight. Eight Republican votes. That 
was on August 3. 

September 9, after we came back 
from recess, we take after the space 
station, Senator SASSER and I, and we 
said to this entire body you can save 
$1.6 billion and terminate it, have 
enough to terminate the cost and still 
save $607 million in 1993 alone and over 
the life of the project, 35 years, direct 
savings of $111 billion and when you 
add interest, $275 billion. 

This figure is a very conservative es
timate. A lot of people say that figure 
ought to be $200 billion, and if it is, 
this one probably ought to be over $400 
billion. So we said to you Republicans 
who want to save money you want to 
cut. We "ain't" talking about $500,000 
to restore Lawrence Welk's home; we 
are talking about real money. 

We improved a little bit. We only got 
beat 63 to 34 on that one and from the 
Republicans we got 4 votes, 4 Repub
lican votes from the fiscal conserv
atives who want to cut. 

So then, Mr. President, we turned to 
SDI, Strategic Defense Initiative, to 
protect us against the Soviet Union 
which does not exist anymore. The 
President had asked for $5.4 billion; the 
committee came out with $4.3 billion. 
Senator SASSER and I wanted to cut a 
billion off that and let it go to $3.3 bil
lion and save a billion dollars. And we 
debated that for a day or two and, lo 
a.nd behold, Senator NUNN moved to 
table our amendment. And guess what? 
It was not tabled. I never saw so many 
shocked people in my life. 

I assumed when Senator NUNN moved 
to table, it was all over. But you know 
the Senate had a sudden spate of san
ity. I have not seen the Senate break 
out with sanity many times, but it did 
on August 7, and we won 49 to 43. Not 
only did we only get five Republican 
votes, the leader put in a quorum call 
and virtually held the quorum call 
until we went on recess in August and 
they could twist arms out of their 
sockets out of the 30-day period. They 
did and when we came back here guess 
what? We lost 48 to 50. 

There were a lot of sore arms, and a 
lot of new elbow replacements had to 

take place after that. And that was 
with all the big fiscal conservatives 
and cutters. There it is, Mr. President, 
five votes. Of the 48 votes Senator SAS
SER and I got just trying to cut a pal
try $1 billion out of SDI, we got five 
Republican votes. 

So this time it was all over. We lost 
50 to 48. And we ultimately were able 
to save $500 million on it. The figure 
turned up to $3.8 billion for 10 days of 
hard work by Senator SASSER and me. 
We cut the budget $500 million, one
half of $1 billion. And here is what we 
could have saved, $1 billion this year, 
$72 billion in direct savings over the 
life of SDI, $166 billion over a 35-year 
period. We got five Republican votes. 

And, finally, Mr. President, we went 
after the intelligence budget. Every
bo<!.y knows what the New York Times 
and the Washington Post reported the 
intelligence budget to be. I am not sup
posed to say anything. I am absolutely 
convinced the intelligence figures are 
kept secret so you cannot get up out 
here and tell the American people the 
truth about how outrageous it is. But 
in any event, we tried to save $1 bil
lion-! will not belabor this. We lost. 
You want to know how many Repub
licans we got trying to cut $1 billion, 
and I can tell you it is a paltry sum 
compared to what the Intelligence 
Committee saves. I promise you CNN 
will give you free today what we have 
been spending many billions for. But 
nobody wants to cut even though the 
Soviet Union does not exist anymore. 
We said please join us in $1 billion, $1 
billion savings on the intelligence. No, 
they could not do it. We could save $35 
billion in direct expenditures over the 
next 35 years, $81 billion when you 
compute the interest on it. 

Mr. President, by this time we got 
down to the Trident II missile. It is 
hard to believe we almost had enough 
Trident II missiles. The day we debated 
stopping the production of that mis
sile, we had almost enough warheads 
for all the warheads we were allowed 
under the START II Treaty, and they 
wanted to build more. 

I tried, but I was going to get my 
brains knocked out. They settled for a 
study. The Pentagon came back with 
their own study. And what did they 
say? Exactly what I said on the floor 
last year. Save $13 billion over 35 years 
and $45 billion, and here is the proof, 
Mr. President, about what great budget 
cutters our friends are on the other 
side of the aisle. 

We had a chance to save $5 billion in 
1992, $253 billion over the next 35 years 
in direct expenditures, and over the 
next 35 years counting the interest we 
have to pay, because we had to borrow 
every dime of it, $608 billion. 

And our high watermark was eight 
Republican votes. 

Mr. President, on this one right here 
on intelligence, where we tried to cut 
$1 billion on intelligence, you know 

how many Republican votes we got on 
that? Zip, zero, not one. So it rings a 
little below. 

So this year, Senator SASSER and I 
will be back at this desk and that desk 
right over there. We are going to be of
fering all these great budget cutters 
yet another opportunity to prove their 
mettle. 

And finally, Mr. President, the argu
ment is incessantly made in this body: 
You cannot cut the space station. It 
costs too many jobs in Maryland and 
Texas and Louisiana, and you name it. 
You cannot cut here. It is going to cost 
jobs. 

Do you know how many jobs we cre
ate in the space station for each billion 
dollars we spend? Ten thousand. We 
have about 25,000 people working and 
we are paying $2¥2 billion for it. That is 
10,000 people per billion, or $100,000 for 
each job. 

Do you know how much we get when 
we build highways for a billion dollars? 
Fifty-thousand jobs; five times as 
many. 

You could cut the space station out, 
put half of the $2 billion on the deficit, 
the other billion building highways, 
and create over twice as many jobs as 
it is creating right now. 

Mr. President, that is my sermon
ette. That is the reason I intend to sup
port the President on what he is trying 
to do, because time is running out. We 
do not have any choices anymore. We 
may think we do, but we do not. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the 

Chair. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that I be allowed to proceed as if 
in morning business for a very brief pe
riod of time for the purpose of intro
ducing a piece of legislation and then I 
wish to make some comments on the 
matter that is before the body. 

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

The Senator from Nebraska is recog
nized. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. EXON pertaining 

to the introduction of S. 412 are located 
in today's RECORD under "Statements 
on introduced Bills and Joint Resolu
tions.") 

THE CRISIS THAT CONFRONTS US 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have lis
tened to some of the speeches today on 
the matter of the crisis situation that 
faces the United States of America 
today with regard to the correction of 
the crash course toward total bank
ruptcy of the United States and all 
that this great country stands for. 

It is not an overstatement to say 
that last night, in the joint session be
tween the House and the Senate, our 
new, young, vigorous President alerted, 
I think for the first time, all of the 
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country to the critical lack of fiscal 
discipline that has been rampant in 
these United States for the last several 
years, and alerted, probably for the 
first time, all Americans, or most 
Americans at least, to the crisis that 
confronts us. 

Mr. President, I just listened with 
great interest to my good friend and 
colleague from the State of Arkansas. 
And the RECORD will show that this 
Senator was with him on many of the 
votes that failed. Most of those votes 
should not have failed because, had we 
accepted those, we would be at least 
somewhat further down the road to fi
nancial sanity or some type of order 
that has been lacking for a long, long 
time. 

I heard my friend from Arkansas say 
that he was one of those that did not 
vote for the Reagan tax cut package in 
the early 1980's. I wish that I could 
make that statement on the floor of 
the United States Senate tonight, but I 
cannot. The fact of the matter is that 
that was early in my time in the U.S. 
Senate and I cast a vote in support of 
the President at that time; I must 
admit, though, with some reservations. 

It is clear to me that that vote that 
was cast, over the objection of a very 
few people in the Senate, including my 
learned friend from Arkansas, was the 
beginning of the absolute fiscal crisis 
that faces the United States today, so 
well explained by the President last 
evening. 

That was the time, though, you re
member, Mr. President, when President 
Reagan came into office and-1 must 
say, probably with all good intentions 
and honesty-promised to balanced the 
budget of the United States of America 
in 4 years. Now, many people have for
gotten about that, but the fact is that 
it was made. 

I simply say that that first 4 years of 
the Reagan administration was when 
we went on this binge of not taxing and 
spending, but of borrowing and borrow
ing and borrowing and spending. 

I recall the last year of the Jimmy 
Carter administration-and it came up 
this morning in the Budget Committee 
deliberations-when we had before the 
Budget Committee our former distin
guished colleague, now Secretary of 
the Treasury, and his assistant, Dr. 
Alice Rivlin. At that time, Dr. Rivlin, 
I believe, was the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

I asked her if she remembered, I be
lieve it was, in 1979-she said she 
thought I was correct-the Budget 
Committee being called to the White 
House by the President because it was 
discovered that the latest projections 
had indicated that we were going to 
have the astounding figure of an $80 
billion deficit in the budget for that 
fiscal year. 

She said, "Yes, I do remember that 
very well." 

I said, "Wasn't it true at that time 
that we were under a trillion dollars in 
the national debt?" 

And she said, "That is correct." 
Let me deviate for just a moment, if 

I might, and emphasize something that 
I think is critically important and that 
many people of the United States are 
coming to realize and understand. But 
I have found that there is a great lack 
of understanding of the difference be
tween the deficit and the national debt. 
We throw these big figures around and 
many Americans, I think, become 
somewhat confused by the difference 
between the deficit and the national 
debt. 

As most people now are finally com
ing to understand-but I want to repeat 
it once again-the deficit that we hear 
so much about, that has been hovering 
at about $300 billion a year, in that 
area for some time now, is the dif
ference between what we take in and 
what we expend in a fiscal year. In 
other words, we have a total budget of 
the Federal Government of about $1.5 
trillion. But we have been taking in, in 
receipts, about $1.2 trillion. The dif
ference, then, at the end of each fiscal 
year, is the deficit that we have for al
lowing expenditures to exceed receipts. 

Of course, we have a very happy and 
ingenious system taking care of that. 
At the end of each fiscal year we just 
transfer money to the national debt. 
Whether it is $80 billion, like we had 
back in 1979, or the $300 billion, ap
proximately, we had last year and will 
have again this year, we magically do 
away with that by transferring it to 
the national debt. So that each and 
every year, at the end of the fiscal year 
and the beginning of the new fiscal 
year on October 1, we just do away 
with our terrible spending ways and 
start all over, clean. 

On the first day of the fiscal year, lo 
and behold, we are in balance for a day. 
Then the second day it all starts to 
catch up with us once again. 

I only deviated to compare that pe
riod in 1979 with today. Jimmy Carter 
was President of the United States. He 
was liberally referred to as another one 
of those tax-and-tax and spend-and
spend Democrats. Some big spender; he 
had an $80 billion deficit. And the total 
national debt of the United States was 
under $1 trillion. 

What has been the situation since 
that time? In the last 12 years, we have 
never even come close to the meager
! use the term advisedly-$80 billion 
deficit we had under Jimmy Carter. 
Our deficit has skyrocketed now to the 
$300 billion range. 

But even more devastating, lest we 
forget, is the fact that the national 
debt of the United States-long term, 
money that is owed-is going to have 
to be paid back. And the interest on 
that national debt is eating us alive. It 
is by far the largest percentage in
crease in the last few years, and will be 

in the years immediately to come, the 
interest that the coupon clippers re
ceive, many of them foreigners-the in
terest they receive for loaning us 
money to put over temporarily to an
other day our wasteful spending habits. 

When Jimmy Carter left office it was 
under $1 trillion. In 12 years, because of 
our wasteful spending habits we did not 
tax and tax and spend and spend. We 
borrowed and borrowed and borrowed 
and borrowed and borrowed and spent, 
to the point where we are now not just 
over the $1 trillion figure, but past that 
into the $2 trillion figure; and past that 
into the $3 trillion figure; and past 
that, now, to over $4 trillion in debt. 

The famed budget summit and agree
ment that was entered into at Andrews 
Air Force Base last year guaranteed
and I have said this before-that the 
Federal debt would go over $5 trillion. 
It was very clear, even when we looked 
at anybody's proposal, Democrats' or 
Republicans', that that debt is going to 
continue to go up as far as we can see 
into the future, probably to $6 trillion 
or $7 trillion. 

That is why it is critically important 
that we respond to the outstanding 
courage that I think it took for our 
young President to talk to the people 
on Monday night and outline his pro
grams to the joint session of the Con
gress last evening. It is time that 
America wake up, and it is interesting 
to note that the wake up call that the 
President gave to the public last night 
has evidently been well received. We 
have heard today of two or three dif
ferent and separate polls that indicate 
70 percent of the people polled-and 
these are reputable polling firms that 
did these polls, national news organiza
tions-70 percent of the people said 
they support the President of the Unit
ed States. 

Yet we have the detractors. Last 
night on my way home, after hearing 
the President of the United States, I 
was skating across the dial and I came 
upon one of these hate talk shows. I 
was absolutely astonished to hear this 
hate peddler telling about how this 
President is ruining America. This 
President is selling America down the 
river. This President is a very dan
gerous man. And he, this learned talk 
show host, said: I am starting tonight a 
movement to impeach-impeach-the 
President of the United States, basi
cally for what he told the people last 
night. 

Yet, this morning we found out, ac
cording to the polls, that 70 percent of 
the people thought the President was 
saying the right thing. I think it is 
time we try to place not only our fiscal 
house in order, Mr. President, but I 
think it is time we place our passion, 
our illogical statements, and some of 
the rabble rousers that have promi
nent, well paid positions today, in 
proper perspective as only people who 
are speaking one person's opinion. 
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With regard to what has gone on on 

the floor of the Senate today, and some 
of the statements that were made in 
the Budget Committee this morning, I 
would simply say that I salute the 
President for what he has done. He has 
sent the wake up call. 

Mr. President, this Senator is not to
tally happy with all of the proposals 
that were made by the President last 
evening. I am not totally sold on all of 
the tax increases. In am not totally 
sold on all of the budget cuts. I am not 
totally sold on the package that is gen
erally referred to as the $30 billion 
package to stimulate the economy. 

But that is what our Government is 
all about. I, for one, will not give a 
blank check to the President of the 
United States on this or any other 
matter. The House and the Senate will 
work their will. There will be some 
changes made in the President's pro
gram, I am sure. And if I were called to 
vote tonight up or down on the Presi
dent's package, without any amend
ment, I doubt very much if I would 
vote to support it. 
_ Yet, on the other hand, I am here to 
say the President has laid out a plan, a 
specific plan, a plan with a lot of pain, 
a plan that most of us thought would 
cause great political pain if it went 
through. 

I am concerned, since I have had 
some experience in budget matters. As 
Governor of my State of Nebraska for 8 
years, I balanced the budget of that 
State each and every year for 8 year&
because I wanted to. But even more im
portantly, maybe, was the factor that I 
knew that the Constitution said I had 
to, as Governor of the State of Ne
braska. 

I have been here, and I have . been 
amazed at what has happened over the 
years. I said earlier that one of the 
great mistakes that I made was that 
first big vote, in voting for the Reagan 
tax-cut package that put us on this 
road to ruin as far as sound fiscal poli
cies were concerned. 

So I was part of that, and I take that 
responsibility. On the other hand, Mr. 
President, I have never voted for-I 
have never voted for-an increase in 
the debt ceiling when it went above $1 
trillion. And I do not intend to vote for 
further borrowings or further increase 
in the debt ceiling unless I can become 
convinced that we have agreed upon a 
plan that will get us on a glide path to 
a balanced budget. I will not vote for a 
debt ceiling increase. 

One of the problems that I think we 
have had, especially these last 12 years, 
in going from under $1 trillion to $4 
trillion in national debt was in the end 
we always found it most convenient of 
all, after the failure of Gramm-Rud
man, Gramm-Rudman 2, son of 
Gramm-Rudman, the famed budget 
summit at Andrews Air Force Base last 
year where the· President, then Presi
dent Bush, went back on his read my 

lips tax pledge, all of those have been 
well-intentioned and well-meaning. 
But, Mr. President, I want to say that 
I did not vote for any of them because 
I was convinced that despite their good 
intentions, despite the fact they were 
going to be enforced by caps, they were 
going to be enforced by sequesters, we 
were going to face the bullet. We never 
faced the bullet. In the end for one rea
son or another, we never met the bogy 
or the goal that was outlined. 

If there is one shortcoming that I see 
as a possibility in the President's new 
plan, it is the fact that without a bet
ter enforcement mechanism that is 
currently outlined, we could find our
selves right back in the soup once 
again. In this case the best laid plans 
put forward forthrightly by a new 
President would fall by the way side. 

I have been very much disturbed by 
the talk in the Budget Committee this 
morning and the talk from the floor 
today about why do we not cut the 
budget more? I would like to cut the 
budget more. I think that is a great 
idea, but as Senator BUMPERS so well 
said, and others probably said it today 
that I have not heard, those people who 
are saying cut the budget, cut the 
budget, cut the budget, the new Presi
dent of the United States has outl_ined 
specifically where he would cut the 
budget and he has taken the political 
heat and will take the political heat as 
a result thereof. 

So I simply say that those who criti
cize his plan and want to cut more, if 
they are sincere, have an obligation to 
not just give a Chamber of Commerce 
speech, or a Rotary speech about cut
ting the budget. I think they have a re
sponsibility to come forth and say, 
"and here is where we would cut." But 
I have not heard that today from that 
side of the aisle. I heard Senator BUMP
ERS on this side of the aisle come forth 
with a plan for cutting the budget, 
most of which I have supported in the 
past. 

I simply say and hope that the mes
sage that the President said last night 
I am afraid has been fractured by the 
debate and statements that I have 
heard today that let us stop looking 
backward, let us look to the future, let 
us stop trying to find fault and recog
nize that whose ever fault it was-and 
it was everybody's fault to some ex
tent-this is the time to get together 
for a workable plan. 

So I will be working with the Presi
dent, with my colleagues on that side 
of the aisle and on this side of the aisle 
to take the President's plan as a frame
work, to make some changes that we 
will make in it, I believe, in our delib
erations, including hearings. I am on 
the Budget Committee and I will have 
some input there. 

I simply say that I wish that every
body who had talked for or against this 
plan today would have come out forth
rightly and said what I firmly believe: 

At least we owe a debt of gratitude 
that we have an elected President 
today who has told the American peo
ple the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, and that is 
something new. I am not saying maybe 
everything he proposes is right, but be
cause of that action, maybe-just 
maybe, Mr. President-we will have a 
coming together in the U.S. Senate and 
in the House of Representatives to 
come up with a plan that would do 
what President Clinton said we should 
do and to what extent and how far we 
should go in that particular area. The 
crisis is here. We should salute the 
President for bringing it to our atten
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

EXON). The Senator from South Dakota 
is recognized. 

IT IS TIME TO STEP UP TO THE PLATE 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
commend the Senator from Nebraska 
for his comments just stated. Given his 
long experience in the Senate, he 
speaks with a good deal of credibility 
on the many budget questions he so 
eloquently addressed tonight. I appre
ciate his contribution and his colloquy 
this evening, as I do the participation 
of so many of our colleagues who have 
come forth all day long and contrib
uted to what I think has been a very 
successful discussion of the intent and 
the determination expressed so well by 
the President last night. 

I think it is fair to say that all our 
Democratic colleagues share the en
thusiasm, the determination, the ideal
ism and the great fervor that the Presi
dent so eloquently expressed last night. 
In talking with my colleagues today 
and last night, I was amazed at the 
number of people who concluded, as I 
did, that it was perhaps the single best 
speech given by a President to a joint 
session of Congress in the time we have 
been here. I certainly felt that way. I 
felt that way for two reasons: First, for 
what it asked and, second, for the cour
age it showed. His message was clear 
and straightforward: It is time to step 
up to the plate. That is what the Presi
dent said last night. He reminded us 
that this is a defining moment, and 
how we respond, all of us-Republicans 
and Democrats, the Congress, the exec
utive branch-how we address the prob
lems that he laid out last night will 
chart our greatness or our decline in 
the next generation. 

I am pleased, as the Senator from Ne
braska pointed out, with the overnight 
reaction of the American people. I am 
pleased, frankly, but not really sur
prised. The American people said all 
along, last year and during the begin
ning of this year, that they want the 
truth. They do not want to be told 
what we think they want to hear. They 
do not want to be lied to. They do not 
want politics as usual. Last night they 
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got what they have been asking for. 
They got the truth, warts and all. 

Bill Clinton did not just ask us to get 
into the batter's box and swing at some 
very tough pitches by ourselves. What 
he said last night is that he will be 
there, too. He got into the batter's box 
himself last night, big time. He used 
honest numbers for the first time in a 
dozen years. He did not assume our 
economy will grow like magic, as has 
been assumed for so long now. He did 
not give us a bunch of baloney about 
eating our cake and having it, too. He 
used conservative, almost pessimistic, 
projections about our economy. And he 
made his budget come out anyway. 

He did not lie. He put spending cuts 
and tax increases that he was asking 
for right out there, up front, for every
body to see. He even asked us, the priv
ileged ones inside the beltway, to cut 
our spending, too-100,000 fewer Gov
ernment jobs, cuts in the way we do 
business here in the Congress, and pain 
for Government employees as we freeze 
their pay. 

The President challenged us to hit 
three of the toughest pitches there are. 
But they are the ones that matter the 
most to our American future. We rec
ognize that. Privately, we know what 
he was telling us last night is the 
truth. Privately, we acknowledge that 
these are very tough choices. But those 
are the tough pitches. 

The first tough pitch is to reduce the 
deficit, to really reduce the deficit 
with spending cuts and fair taxes. We 
have been told now for the last 12 years 
that all we have to do is use discre
tionary spending reductions alone as a 
method by which to reduce the deficit. 
Well, the Senator from Nebraska laid it 
out very well. Using that technique, we 
started with $800 billion in 1979, and 
now in 1993 we are at over $4 trillion. 

The President proposes a tax of 36 
percent on people in the highest in
come bracket-less than 2 percent of 
all taxpayers. I recall so vividly Presi
dent Reagan in 1981 making a similar 
proposed tax on the highest income 
brackets. His was not 36 percent; it was 
35. 

And the President said last night 
that he was going to take the advice of 
many experts in the tax and energy 
fields in coming forth with a new pro
posal, a Btu tax, a tax which, as you 
analyze it, may be the most fair of all 
the energy consumption taxes to be 
considered, a tax which amounts to 
about $10 to $15 for families with in
comes of less than $40,000 a year. 

Perhaps most dramatically of all, the 
President came forth last night with 
cuts or the elimination of Federal 
spending in 150 programs. That is not 
easy, and that is the honest, real pain 
that we have needed for so long. 

Second, the President reminded us of 
the urgency of thinking about tomor
row, of investing in tomorrow, invest
ing in our people first and foremost, 

with the Women, Infants, and Children 
Program, with Head Start, with edu
cation, with health care, recognizing if 
our people are not doing well, our econ
omy and our country cannot do well. 
He proposed last night that we invest 
again in our businesses, in new tax 
tools and capital gains reductions, and 
in the investment tax credit. And he 
proposed that we invest in infrastruc
ture. 

The third pitch was to put people 
back to work, not just with any job&
slaves have job&-but with good jobs, 
jobs with honor and jobs with dignity, 
jobs with meaning, jobs that allow the 
American people to hold their head 
high and proclaim honestly their belief 
in their future and that of their chil
dren. 

These are tough pitches, Mr. Presi
dent. We know that. If they were easy, 
the President's predecessors would 
have come up with them over the last 
12 years, but they did not. And the al
ternative, as he said so well last 
night-to do nothing-is even tougher. 
To do nothing would leave us with debt 
out of control, a $600 billion deficit by 
1997, a second-rate economy, and the 
loss of all trust in the Government for 
perhaps a generation. No one should be 
misled about the consequences of fail
ure, not just for the economy, not just 
for the deficit, but for the institution 
of Government itself. 

I know we hate to admit it; as we 
talk among ourselves, we recognize the 
difficulty of facing reality when it 
comes to the low perception that peo
ple have of Government today. We la
ment it; we worry about it; and some
times we even blame others for it. 

But the time for excuses is over. The 
Nation now needs action. We have a 
President willing to lead the charge, to 
step into the batter's box. He is asking 
us to join that team. The tough choices 
are there, and some of us might right
fully ask: Are the tough choices bad 
politics? Well, maybe. But tough 
choices are good government, and I 
have always felt that good government 
is good politics. 

For most of 200 years, in the best of 
American history, at that time when 
our country needed it the most, during 
the Civil War, during World War I, dur
ing the Great Depression, during World 
War II, during civil rights unrest, our 
leaders challenged the American people 
to think of their future, to think of us 
as a country, not just as individuals, to 
think of we, not me. When we did so, 
when our leaders convinced us to do 
that during those difficult times, our 
country moved forward, making it 
much better for those who followed. 

This is our time. Will it be we or me? 
Let us hope the answer to that ques
tion is clear. With leadership, with the 
courage that the President showed last 
night, we can succeed. We can look 
back on this time as a shining moment 
in American history when we did what 

was right, when we responded to the 
call as only we can. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con

sent that the Senate proceed to execu
tive session to consider the following 
nomination reported today by the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources; that the Senate proceed to the 
immediate consideration of Madeleine 
Kunin, to be Deputy Secretary of Edu
cation. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominee be confirmed; that any 
statements appear in the RECORD as if 
read; that the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table; that the President 
be immediately notified of the Senate's 
action; and that the Senate return to 
legislative session. 

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

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to legislative session. 

MEASURE PLACED ON CALENDAR 
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con

sent that H.R. 750, an act to tempo
rarily extend the Export Administra
tion Act, received from the House be 
placed on the calendar. 

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

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION 
OF BEVERLY BYRON 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to rise today to support the 
nomination of Beverly Byron to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. I, as well as other Mem
bers of the Senate, can readily attest 
to her many fine personal and profes
sional qualities. I have known Beverly 
over the years from our service with 
Maryland's congressional delegation, 
and can think of no one better quali
fied than her for her new responsibil
ities. I can strongly attest to her dedi
cation, impeccable record of public 
service, fairness, sound judgment, and 
compassion. As a past Chair of the 
House Armed Services Subcommittee 
on Military Personnel and Compensa
tion she has been on the cutting edge, 
dealing with the tough issues that face 
our military and that impact on the 
decisions of base closure. 

Those of us who call her friend real
ize the challenges that ·face Beverly as 
a Commission member. However, we 
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also know that the Commission is get
ting our very best at a time when our 
country needs her the most. I can say 
with pride that Beverly Byron will get 
the job done with fairness and dedica
tion. 

TRIBUTE TO BILL WISECARVER 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise to 

thank Bill Wisecarver of my staff for 
his over 3 years of loyal and dedicated 
service to me and to the U.S. Senate. 
During his tenure, a lot has happened 
in the world, and some would say that 
Bill has had pretty good seats. The 
Berlin Wall, long the symbol of slavery 
and oppression collapsed before our 
eyes. The people of Eastern Europe and 
the old Soviet Union took their first 
long awaited breaths of freedom. Sad
dam Hussein rose to seize the worlds 
oil supplies and brutalized the tiny 
emirate to the south. America took to 
arms and dramatically crushed the 
vaunted republican guard freeing Ku
wait. Coups and historic arms control 
agreements, dramatic shifts in the bal
ance of power, peaceful transitions and 
bloody conflict. It has been an interest
ing time. And through it all, Bill has 
not been a spectator. He has been an 
active participant. 

Every veterans group in America 
knows Bill Wisecarver as a friend. He 
has served the veterans community 
with compassion and understanding. A 
10-year veteran of active duty in the 
Marine Corps himself, Bill understands 
the needs of our military personnel and 
has served them well. And through it 
all, Bill completed his studies at 
Georgetown Law School, and passed 
the bar last summer. Bill could give 
moonlighting a good name. 

Like many of my colleagues in the 
Senate, I have relied on his good coun
sel, his tireless research, and his 
unyielding commitment to the causes 
of justice and freedom. Bill Wisecarver 
has earned the respect of everyone who 
has had the privilege of working with 
him. He is, in every sense, a patriot. 

I am pleased to note, that Bill is not 
lost to the Senate. As he takes his new 
post, as minority counsel for the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, I wish 
him all the best-and I look forward to 
working with him in his new position. 
For now, though, let me say thank you 
Bill, and well done. 

COMMENDING HEIDI HIXON 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 

taken this opportunity to thank Heidi 
Hixon of my staff for her outstanding 
service to me, and to the U.S. Senate. 

Heidi is departing my office to assist 
Congressman PAT ROBERTS of Kansas 
with the Rural Health Care Coalition 
he is organizing in the House. She will 
be deeply missed, but this is important 
work that will make a real difference 
to the people of Kansas and rural com
munities all across America. 

Heidi is a team player. She has a spe
cial enthusiasm and deep commitment 
to public service. Congressman RoB
ERTS and the Rural Health Care Coali
tion will be well served by the good 
work I know Heidi will do. Wakeeny, 
KS has sent Washington a very special 
person. I wish Heidi all the best in her 
new position, and I thank her for her 
loyal service to me, to Kansas, and to 
the Senate. 

SALUTE TO JIM McMILLAN 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have 

often joked that my wife and I are the 
only two lawyers in Washington, DC 
that trust each other. I want to amend 
that statement today by adding the 
name of Jim McMillan to the list of 
lawyers I trust. 

Jim has served as my legal counsel 
for the past 3 years, and he is returning 
next week to private practice. 

A graduate of Harvard Law School, 
Jim provided me-and many other Re
publican Senators-with guidance on a 
wide variety of issues, including paren
tal leave, banking, extension of unem
ployment benefits, striker replace
ment, job training, and ethics. 

Many of these issues were time sen
sitive ones that have been on the front 
lines of public debate throughout Jim's 
tenure, meaning lots of late nights and 
hard work. I am just glad that Jim was 
not charging by the hour. 

I am especially grateful for Jim's 
work in exposing Lawrence Walsh's 
Iran-Contra investigation · for the po
litically motivated travesty of justice 
and monumental waste of tax dollars it 
truly is. 

I would venture to say that Mr. 
Walsh has not accomplished as much in 
6 years as Jim usually does in 1 week. 

Mr. President, my entire staff joins 
with me in wishing Jim luck, and in 
thanking him for 3 outstanding years 
of public service. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STRA
TEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TREA
TY II 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, when 

the Senate considered the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty [START] late 
last year, I argued that its ratification 
was paramount to future arms control 
efforts including the joint understand
ing signed by former President George 
Bush and Russian President Boris 
Yeltsin on June 17, 1992. In a statement 
on September 30, 1992, I commended 
former President Bush and President 
Yel tsin for reaching this initial agree
ment that laid the groundwork for 
START II. 

On January 17, 1993, former President 
Bush and President Yeltsin achieved 
yet another notable success by signing 
START II. The concessions they each 
made in order to sign the treaty in the 
last days of the Bush administration is 

a testament to their dedication to re
ducing the nuclear threat. Again, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
offer my sincere congratulations to 
them. 

The agreement reached calls for the 
United States and Russia to reduce 
their strategic nuclear weapons by 
roughly two-thirds. Specifically, 
START II would limit each side to a 
level of 3,000 to 3,500 by the year 2003 or 
possibly by the end of the decade. The 
treaty also rolls back another con
troversial milestone in the nuclear 
arms race by eliminating all multiple
warhead-MffiV'd-land-based missiles 
that are considered to be the most dan
gerous and most destabilizing nuclear 
weapons. Under the agreement, Russia 
is required to destroy all of its large 10-
warhead SS-18 missiles, and the United 
States must dismantle or modify its 10-
warhead MX missiles. 

In my earlier statement, I urged the 
administration to implement the nu
clear reductions outlined in the joint 
understanding on an accelerated time 
schedule. As I mentioned then, the de
struction and bloodshed that have 
plagued Yugoslavia unfortunately 
prove that regional conflicts can erupt 
anywhere in the world, and the insta
bility that exists in some of the former 
Soviet republics has the potential to 
develop into similar destructiveness. 
As a result, time is still of the essence 
with respect to reducing nuclear weap
ons. 

Ivo Daalder, director of the Project 
on Rethinking Arms Control at the 
University of Maryland's Center for 
International and Security Studies, 
also recommends that the United 
States move swiftly to implement 
START II. In an editorial that ap
peared in the Washington Post on Jan
uary 27, Daalder suggests that the ad
ministration reduce our forces to 
START II levels by the end of 1993. Mr. 
Daalder urges the Clinton administra
tion to "take some 3,600 warheads off 
land- and sea-based missiles, convert
ing up to 100 bombers to perform con
ventional missions only and removing 
a!l MX missiles from their silos." Al
though Mr. Daalder suggests that 
President Clinton should consider tak
ing these steps unilaterally, I would 
emphasize his point that it is necessary 
for President Clinton to work with 
President Yeltsin to achieve Russian 
reductions during the same timeframe. 

I realize that it would be difficult for 
the United States and Russia to reduce 
their forces to START II levels by the 
end of 1993. Nonetheless, I believe that 
Mr. Daalder's proposal to implement 
START II on an accelerated time 
schedule merits consideration. Under 
his proposal, the United States could 
save countless defense dollars other
wise required to keep these nuclear 
forces active for another decade. Per
haps more importantly, such a move by 
the United States would likely 
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strengthen President Yeltsin's ability 
to get START II approved by the Rus
sian parliament. Finally, this action 
would provide the United States and 
Russia with the opportunity to proceed 
rapidly to additional arms control ef
forts. It is essential to the security in
terests of the United States, Russia, 
and the world community that we im
plement the nuclear reductions out
lined in START II so we can con- · 
centrate on the next step toward elimi
nating the nuclear threat that con
fran ts us all. 

Mr. President, I ask that the afore
mentioned article by Mr. Ivo Daalder 
be printed at the close of these re
marks and commend this article to my 
colleagues' attention. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Jan. 27, 1993] 

SETI'ING A START II EXAMPLE 
(By Ivo H. Daalder) 

It used to be that negotiating arms control 
agreements with the Soviet Union was the 
hard part. Once an agreement was reached, it 
was sure to be ratified and implemented. But 
one of the inevitable consequences of the re
cent changes in Russia is that neither ratifi
cation nor implementation of the just-com
pleted START II treaty can be ensured. It 
will be up to President Clinton to help Boris 
Yeltsin save· the treaty. 

Ever since Presidents Bush and Yeltsin 
agreed to the basic framework of START II 
in June 1992, the agreement has been in trou
bled Moscow. Opposition to the agreement 
has centered on the requirement for large
scale reductions in Russia's land-based mis
siles, including the elimination of the large 
SS-18 missiles, which have been the back
bone of its strategic arsenal. 

During the final days of negotiation, the 
Bush administration made significant con
cessions to help Yeltsin in countering his 
hard-line opposition. The United States 
agreed to allow Russia to convert rather 
than destroy 90 SS-18 silos for use of the 
smaller SS-25 missile. Moscow will also be 
permitted to retain 105 SS-19 missiles by re
moving five of their six warheads. Most sig
nificant, the United States acceded to Rus
sia's request to inspect American B-2 bomb
ers, a right Washington had successfully de
nied the Soviet Union in earlier START ne
gotiations. 

These American concessions were suffi
cient to clinch the deal Bush and Yeltsin 
signed in Moscow Jan. 3. The question re
mains whether they are also sufficient to 
persuade the sizable political opposition in 
the Russian parliament to vote in favor of 
the treaty's ratification. 

The Clinton administration can help 
Yeltsin by moving swiftly to implement the 
START II treaty. Specifically, Clinton 
should announce that the United States will 
reduce its forces to START II levels by tak
ing some 3,600 warheads off land- and sea
based missiles, converting up to 100 strategic 
bombers to perform conventional missions 
only and removing all MX missiles from 
their silos. 

These steps could be achieved within a 
year, so that by the end of 1993 only the 3,500 
warheads allowed under START II would re
main deployed. In addition, the United 
States should declare its intention to de
stroy all warheads and missiles removed 
from service and invite Russia to verify this 
commitment through co-site inspections. 

While making clear that the United States 
will undertake these steps unilaterally and 
unconditionally, Clinton should urge Yeltsin 
to match the initiative within the same time 
frame. 

A unilateral initiative along these lines of
fers many gains at little cost. As Gen. Colin 
Powell told Congress last July, "With a U.S. 
force structure of about 3,500 weapons, we 
have the capability to deter any actor in the 
other capital no matter what he has at his 
disposal." This being the case, the United 
States can safely go down to START II levels 
even if Russia does not immediately follow 
suit. 

But Yeltsin is likely to reciprocate. In 
moving unilaterally, the United States 
would clearly demonstrate that it is not try
ing to exploit Russian weaknesses but mere
ly to reduce the nuclear danger common to 
all . The forces of reform would be strength
ened, nullifying the suspicions of the old 
guard and arguments in favor of the status 
quo. 

A Russian commitment to match this ini
tiative would ensure that START II reduc
tions were fully implemented within a year 
and that those weapons withdrawn from 
service would in fact be destroyed. An agree
ment to verify these steps through reciprocal 
on-site inspections would reassure both sides 
that commitments were being implemented. 

The time to implement START II is now. 
The United States can lead the way with 
bold and decisive action. This would provide 
Yeltsin with the · incentive he needs to 
counter his hard-line opposition, thus ensur
ing not just the ratification but the full im
plementation of this historic agreement. 

A VISION OF CHANGE FOR AMER
ICA-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT-PM 5 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
with accompanying report from the 
President of the United States; pursu
ant to the order of August 4, 1977, re
ferred jointly to the Committee on the 
Budget and the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
To accompany my address to the 

Joint Session of the Congress, I am 
submitting this report, entitled A Vi
sion of Change tor America. This report 
describes the comprehensive economic 
plan I am proposing for the Nation. 

I am asking you to join with the 
American people in their call for 
change. My vision is one of fundamen
tal change-to invest in people, to re
ward hard work and restore fairness, 
and to recognize our families and com
munities as the cornerstones of Ameri
ca's strength. 

For more than a decade, our govern
ment has been caught in the grip of the 
failed policy of trickle-down econom
ics. While the rich get richer, middle
class Americans pay more taxes to 
their government and get less in re
turn. My plan will put an end to gov
ernment that benefits the privileged 
few and mark the beginning of an eco
nomic strategy that puts people first. 

My plan has three key elements: eco
nomic stimulus to create jobs now 

while laying the foundation for long
term economic growth; long-term pub
lic investments to increase the produc
tivity of our people and businesses; and 
a serious, fair, and balanced deficit-re
duction plan to stop the government 
from draining the private investments 
that generate jobs and increase in
comes. 

The change will not be easy, but the 
cost of not changing is far greater. We 
must ensure that our children's genera
tion is not the first to do worse than 
their parents. We must restore the 
American dream. 

We have already heard the clamor of 
the powerful special interests who op
pose change because they profit from 
the status quo. But the American peo
ple have demanded change, and it is 
our responsibility to answer their call. 
With that in mind, I ask for your help 
and support to restore our economy 
and give our people hope. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WIDTE HOUSE, February 17, 1993. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

At 4:41 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hayes, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: · 

H.J.Res. 101. A joint resolution to des
ignate February 21 through February 27, 
1993, as " National FFA Organization Aware
ness Week." 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill, received yesterday 
from the House of Representatives for 
concurrence, was read the first and sec
ond times by unanimous consent, and 
placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 750. An act to extend the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1979 and to authorize ap
propriations under the Act for fiscal years 
1993 and 1994. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, without amend
ment: 

S. Res. 71. An original resolution authoriz
ing financial expenditures by the commit
tees of the Senate (Rept. No. 103-5). 

S. Res. 72. An original resolution to au
thorize the printing of a collection of the 
rules of the committees of the Senate. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive report of 
committee was submitted: 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

Madeleine Kunin, of Vermont, to be Dep
uty Secretary of Education. 
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(The above nomination was reported 

with the recommendation that the 
nomination be confirmed, subject to 
the nominee's commitment to respond 
to requests to appear and testify before 
any duly constituted committee of the 
Senate.) 

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. GORTON: 
S. 386. A bill to authorize a certificate of 

documentation for the vessel Pandacea; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 387. A bill to amend title 35, United 

States Code, to impose a 2-year moratorium 
on the patenting of certain human tissues 
and organs, on human gene cells and on ani
mal organisms, in order to provide time for 
Congress to fully assess, consider and re
spond to the economic, environmental and 
ethical issues raised by the patenting of such 
entities, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 388. A bill to protect individuals engaged 

in a lawful hunt on Federal lands, to estab
lish an administrative civil penalty for per
sons who intentionally obstruct, impede, or 
interfere with the conduct of a lawful hunt, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. DASCHLE: 
S. 389. A bill to amend the Solid Waste Dis

posal Act to regulate above-ground storage 
tanks used to store regulated substances, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 390. A bill to extend the existing suspen

sion of duty on metal oxide varistors; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

·By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
CAMPBELL): 

S. 391. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to treat for unemployment 
compensation purposes Indian tribal govern
ments the same as State or local units of 
government or as nonprofit organizations; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER: 
S. 392. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1995, the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain piston engines; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 393. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for 
urban and rural enterprise zones, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 394. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for pay
ments or contributions to certain coopera
tive research organizations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. PRYOR): 

S. 395. A bill to provide for a program for 
the diversification of the activities of cer
tain Federal laboratories; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
STEVENS, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 396. A bill to establish the Small Busi
ness Capital Access Program to enhance the 

availability of financing for small business 
c·oncerns; to the Committee on Small Busi
ness. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. 397. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to tem
porarily suspend the duty on mercuric oxide; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 398. A bill to amend the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to pro
vide duty-free status for hosiery knitting 
machines and parts thereof, and for hosiery 
knitting needles; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 399. A bill to provide for the conveyance 

of lands to certain individuals in Butte 
County, California; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself and 
Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 400. A bill to amend the Employee Re
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to pro
vide for the treatment of settlement agree
ments reached with the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 401. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to delay the effective date for 
penalties for States that do not have in ef
fect safety belt motorcycle helmet safety 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for himself 
and Mr. THuRMOND): 

S. 402. A bill to amend the Social Security 
Act to increase the domestic service wage 
exclusion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 
S. 403. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to allow a tax credit for 
fuels produced from offshore deep-water 
projects; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and Ms. MI
KULSKI): 

S. 404. A bill to amend title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and the Age Discrimina
tion in Employment Act of 1967 to improve 
the effectiveness of administrative review of 
employment discrimination claims made by 
Federal employees, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 405. A bill to create an environmental 
innovation research program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Mr. WOFFORD: 
S. 406. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to cor
rect the rate of duty on certain mixtures of 
caseinate; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 407. A bill to create a National Commis
sion on School Finance To Meet the National 
Education Goals; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 408. A bill to promote small business 

lending to small business concerns in States 
in which there is a declining number of fed
erally-insured financial institutions; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 409. A bill to extend the terms of various 
patents, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. SIMON, and Mr. DECONCINI): 

S. 410. A bill to establish within the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs a program to improve the 
management of rangelands and farmlands 
and the production of agricultural resources 
on Indian lands, and for other purposes; to 
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 411. A bill to freeze domestic discre

tionary spending for fiscal years 1994 and 
1995 at fiscal year 1993 levels; to the Commit
tee on the Budget and the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, jointly, pursuant to 
the order of August 4, 1977, with instructions 
that if one Committee reports, the other 
Committee have thirty days to report or be 
discharged. 

By Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. KERREY, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. HATCH, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. PACK
WOOD): 

S. 412. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, regarding the collection of cer
tain payments for shipments via motor com
mon carriers of property and nonhousehold 
goods freight forwarders, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S.J. Res. 49. A joint resolution to designate 

the week of March 28, 1993, through April 3, 
1993, as "Distance Learning Week"; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. Res. 71. An original resolution authoriz

ing financial expenditures by the commit
tees of the Senate; from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration; placed on the cal
endar. 

S. Res. 72. An original resolution to au
thorize the printing of a collection of the 
rules of the committees of the Senate; from 
the Committee on Rules and Administration; 
considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GORTON: 
S. 386. A bill to authorize a certifi

cate of documentation for the vessel 
Pandacea; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
DOCUMENTATION FOR THE VESSEL "PANDACEA" 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to provide 
for the necessary documentation for 
the vessel Pandacea. The Pandacea is a 
38-foot sailboat-CG #665892. The vessel 
is owned by Judy and Donald Padgett 
of Seattle, WA. The vessel was built in 
1984 in Taiwan. The first owners were 
U.S. citizens, as are the Padgetts. The 
Padgetts have owned the sailboat, a 
Panda 38, since 1986. 

The Padgett's plan to take an off
shore cruise that could last several 
months. They plan to travel along the 
coast of Mexico and in the Caribbean. 
As Mr. Padgett possesses a U.S. Coast 
Guard masters license he would like to 
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charter the boat to supplement his in
come while cruising. Mr. Padgett an
ticipates that his charters would be of 
short duration intended primarily for 
sightseeing and occasionally for fish
ing. As the vessel was constructed in 
Taiwan, Mr. Padgett needs a Jones Act 
waiver to obtain coastwise and fish-

. eries pri vileges.• 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 388. A bill to protect individuals 

engaged in a lawful hunt on Federal 
lands, to establish an administrative 
civil penalty for persons who inten
tionally obstruct, impede, or interfere 
with the conduct of a lawful hunt, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 
SPORTING HUNTING SAFETY AND PRESERVATION 

ACT OF 1993 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today the Sport
ing Hunting Safety and Preservation 
Act of 1993. Sports hunting is a vener
able tradition in our country and in my 
State and provides recreation for mil
lions of our citizens. But, it is more 
than just a sport; sports hunting; when 
carried out pursuant to law, is a nec
essary and beneficial element in the 
proper conservation and management 
of healthy, abundant, and biologically 
diverse wildlife resources. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would make it unlawful to interfere 
with, or obstruct lawful hunting or 
fishing on Federal lands. In addition, 
this bill would permit State agencies 
with wildlife management jurisdiction, 
the Justice Department, and private 
parties to obtain injunctive relief to 
enjoin obstruction of, or interference 
with, lawful hunting. Finally, this bill 
would permit private parties to bring a 
civil action for damages for obstruct
ing or interfering with a lawful hunt on 
Federal lands. Persons found guilty of 
violating its provisions would be sub
ject to civil penalties. 

Mr. President, I urge speedy passage 
of this measure. 

By Mr. DASCHLE: 
S. 389. A bill to amend the Solid 

Waste Disposal Act to regulate above
ground storage tanks used to store reg
ulated substances, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANKS ACT OF 1993 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce legislation to correct the 
glaring oversight in Federal law that 
leaves the environment and the public 
vulnerable to hazardous substance and 
petroleum leaks from aboveground 
storage tanks. 

This is the third consecutive Con
gress I have introduced this legislation, 
and I anticipate it will be the last. 
With a new environmentally conscious 
administration in place and RCRA re
authorization high on the list of Con
gress' legislative priorities, this is the 

year I believe we will finally take ac
tion to prevent and control above
ground tank spills. 

It is not a minute too soon, Mr. 
President. It is an appalling fact that 
no single Federal statute, or combina
tion of statutes, adequately addresses 
the prevention and cleanup of spills 
from many aboveground storage tanks . 
The EPA has no authority to protect 
ground water from spills from these fa
cilities. While the Federal Government 
has moved to tighten regulation of 
higher profile tanker spills at sea or in 
harbors, leaks from aboveground tank 
farms go largely unnoticed outside the 
communi ties affected by them. 

It may be difficult to picture dan
gerous transparent vapors or contami
nated ground water. But that does not 
make such spills any less dangerous to 
the people who live near them. And no 
one knows that fact better than the 
residents of Sioux Falls, SD. 

In 1987, a slow leak of at least 20,000 
gallons of gasoline from an above
ground storage tank facility in my 
State's largest city went undetected 
until the underground water source 
was completely contaminated and gas
oline fumes had infiltrated an elemen
tary school to the point where school
children had to be evacuated. Today, 6 
years later, the ground water remains 
contaminated, the Hayward Elemen
tary School has been torn down, local 
residents continue to live with the fear 
that the aquifer below their homes con
tains gasoline, and, most disturbing of 
all, there is no national program in 
place to prevent a similar spill from 
occuring again. 

A proper detection system would 
have identified this Sioux Falls leak 
well before it reached the crisis stage. 
It would have precluded the evacuation 
and condemnation of the Hayward Ele
mentary School building. It would have 
prevented any harm to drinking water 
and the astronomical cost of cleanup. 

The Sioux Falls spill is not an iso
lated incident. There were over 110 
known petroleum spills from above
ground storage tanks from 1987 to 1991 
in South Dakota alone, and this does 
not include hazardous substances 
leaked from tanks or spills from pip
ing. In the absence of comprehensive 
Federal legislation, my State has 
forged ahead to develop prevention, de
tection and cleanup rules, which are 
currently being implemented. However, 
effective State regulation remains the 
exception rather than the rule nation
wide. 

And make no mistake about it; na
tionwide, we do have a serious problem 
with aboveground storage tank leaks. 

EPA's rough estimates for known re
leases during the 3-year period from 
1988 to 1990 show an average of 6,000 
spills nationally that released an aver
age \or 14 million gallons of petroleum 
or some other regulated substance. In 
1991, a General Accounting Office re-

port decried the absence of an effective 
Federal program to prevent pollution 
from petroleum facilities. And it has 
been reported that an EPA official in
volved in the cleanup of a recent 
aboveground storage tank spill de
clared that he could "go to every [tank 
farm] in the country and find a prob
lem.'' 

It has been demonstrated that the 
absence of regulation of many above
ground storage tanks has set stage for 
future disasters waiting to happen. 
Furthermore, there is no way of know
ing how many aboveground storage 
tank leaks do occur, or what potential 
leaks lurk ahead, because no com
prehensive data collection system for 
assessing the state of these facilities 
exists. 

Few areas are exempt from this po
tential threat. I urge my colleagues to 
examine their own backyards. 

In fact, consider a recent incident in 
our backyard here in Washington. I 
refer to the spill that occurred in the 
summer of 1991 just across the Poto
mac River in Fairfax, VA, when an es
timated 250,000 gallons of diesel oil, jet 
fuel, and gasoline leaked from a tank 
farm and spread about 1,000 feet. Po
tential leaks into basements, wells, 
and streams now threaten the area. 
Risks of fire and explosions also exist. 

While Virginia State law sets pen
alties on the industry for spills, it has 
no provision for prevention. State offi
cials have already begun working to 
fill that gap. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today will establish a com
prehensive approach for dealing with 
the problem of inadequate regulation 
of aboveground storage tanks. The bill 
addresses this problem by amending 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act to estab
lish regulations designed to prevent, 
detect, control and clean up spills from 
these facilities. It will not duplicate 
any existing law. Its emphasis is on the 
prevention of future spills through the 
establishment of standards for con
struction, corrosion protection, com
patibility, and integrity of new and re
built tanks. These standards will en
sure that quality tanks are constructed 
and maintained properly. 

The bill will also require release de
tection systems, periodic inspections, 
and secondary containment. These 
safeguards should prevent leaks such 
as those that occurred in Sioux Falls 
and Fairfax. 

To address spills that do occur, the 
bill will authorize the development of 
corrective action plans, allow for shut
ting down faulty tanks, and establish 
financial responsibility for cleanup. 

Finally, the bill will establish a noti
fication system to identify existing 
tanks, tanks not in operation, and fu
ture tanks. It will provide us with 
more accurate aggregate numbers and 
facilitate monitoring of the tanks. 

Each one of us who investigates this 
problem in our home States will find 
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that our constituents potentially face 
enormous problems from leaking 
aboveground storage tanks. It is time 
to take action to minimize the poten
tial for future aboveground leaks and 
give EPA the authority to ensure that 
cleanup of spills is conducted quickly 
and correctly. 

It is extremely fortunate that, as far 
as we know, no one in South Dakota 
became seriously ill from inhaling gas
oline fumes or from drinking contami
nated water as a result of the 1987 spill. 
If we fail to act with a sense of ur
gency, future Americans may not be so 
fortunate. 

It is time we realize that whether a 
leak comes from underground or above
ground tanks, whether it is released 
into surface water or into the ground, 
the effect is equally dangerous and 
should be managed in an equally con
scientious and effective manner. I urge 
my colleagues to join the effort to pre
vent the degradation of our environ
ment and the endangerment of our peo
ple from aboveground storage tank 
spills by supporting effective Federal 
oversight of these facilities. 

Finally, I'd like to praise the excel
lent work of my good friends from Vir
ginia, Senator ROBB and Congressman 
MORAN. Senator ROBB is an original co
sponsor of this legislation, and both he 
and Congressman MORAN are working 
very hard on similar legislation that 
will be introduced in the near future. I 
look forward to working with these re
spected legislators and other affected 
parties to negotiate the final details of 
the program. If we are successful in en
acting a program during this Congress, 
and I believe we will be, it will be in 
large part because of Senator ROBB and 
Congressman MORAN's dedication and 
legislative skill, as well as the leader
ship of the able Senate Environment 
and Public Works Committee Chair
man MAX BAUCUS. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a summary of the legislation 
I am introducing be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

ABOVEGROUNDSTORAGETANK 
REGULATION ACT 

SEC. 10001. DEFINITIONS AND EXEMPTIONS 

The initial section identifies the types of 
tanks that are regulated and those that are 
not; the substances to be regulated; and the 
responsible parties. 

SEC. 10002. NOTIFICATION 

It will require the reporting of existing 
tanks; those taken out of operation; and fu
ture tanks. It also identifies those who share 
in the responsibility of reporting. 

Each state will develop two inventories
one for petroleum and one for all other regu
lated substances defined in CERCLA. 

SEC. 10003. RELEASE DETECTION, PREVENTION 
AND CORRECTION REGULATIONS 

Promulgation of regulations.-The Admin
istrator will issue regulations that will take 
effect no later than 30 months after enact-

ment for petroleum tanks and no later than 
36 months for other regulated substances, 

Distinctions in the Regulations.-The Ad
ministrator may distinguish aboveground 
tanks by type, class, or age. Some of the fac
tors the Administrator may consider in mak
ing these distinctions include the following: 
location of the tanks, soil and climate condi
tions, age of the tank, current industry rec
ommended practices, national consensus 
codes, national fire protection codes, water 
table, size of the tanks, and the compatibil
ity of the regulated substances and the ma
terials of which the tank is fabricated. 

Regulation requirements.-The regulations 
issued will include the following require
ments: maintaining a leak detection system; 
maintaining records of any monitoring or 
leak detection system; prevention require
ments (including certified inspection, sec
ondary containment); reporting or releases; 
corrective action plan; closure of the tank; 
and maintaining evidence of financial re
sponsibility. 

Financial responsibility.-The require
ments for demonstrating financial respon
sibility include: the methods; those liable; 
the minimum liability and listing of waivers 
to that amount; and conditions for suspen
sion of financial responsibility. 

Performance Standards.-The Adminis
trator will issue performance standards for 
new and rebuilt tank standards to take ef
fect no later than 30 months after enactment 
for petroleum tanks and no later than 36 
months for other regulated substances. In
terim prohibition is established during the 
period that is more than 180 days after the 
date of enactment and before the issuance of 
the standards. Installation may be consid
ered during this time if the tank meets spe
cific standards. 

EPA Response Program.-The EPA or a 
State approved program will undertake cor
rective action under specific conditions both 
before regulations are issued and after. It 
stipulates how priority order for corrective 
action will be assigned and the means for re
covering cost. 

SEC. 10004. STATE PROGRAMS 

The Act will allow States to conduct the 
program if the State includes all require
ments and standards of the Federal law and 
provides adequate enforcement of compli
ance. 

The EPA will provide technical assistance 
to States to assist in compliance. 

States considering this option will undergo 
a review and approval process. 

States have the authority to set standards 
or requirements that are more stringent 
than those that are listed. 

SEC. 10005. ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

The owner or operator of an aboveground 
storage tank will, upon the request of EPA, 
State, or designated representative: furnish 
information relating to tanks, associated 
equipment and contents; conduct monitoring 
or testing; or have access for corrective ac
tion. This information will be subject to pub
lic access with some confidentiality excep
tions. 

SEC. 10006. FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT 

The Administrator can issue an order of 
compliance and order prohibiting the use or 
operation of any or all of the facility. In
cludes the procedures, contents of order and 
civil penalties associated with such order. 

SEC. 10007. FEDERAL FACILITIES 

All executive, legislative and judicial 
branches must follow the requirements of 
this section. 

The President may exempt an aboveground 
storage tank of a department, agency or in
strumentality in the Executive branch from 
compliance with a requirement if the Presi
dent determines it to be in the interest of 
the United States to do so. 

SEC. 10008. STUDY OF ABOVEGROUND TANKS 

The Administrator will conduct two stud
ies. One will be completed in 12 months and 
address petroleum. The second will be done 
within 36 months and address all other 
aboveground storage tanks. Elements of the 
study are defined. 

A third study is required of the Adminis
trator which addresses farm and heating oil 
tanks. The elements are different from those 
of the first two. It will include the number 
and location of tanks and analysis of poten
tial releases. A report with recommendation 
of necessity to regulate these tanks will be 
prepared. 

SEC. 10009. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 

This Act authorizes the appropriation of 
such funds necessary to comply with the pro
gram. 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 390. A bill to extend the existing 

suspension of duty on metal oxide 
varistors; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

METAL OXIDE VARISTORS DUTY ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. MACK. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing legislation to extend the 
duty suspension on metal oxide 
varistors which was first enacted into 
law in 1990. This legislation is very 
similar to S. 2243, which I introduced 
during the 102d Congress, to continue 
the duty suspension on this product for 
an additional 5 years, and to legisla
tion I introduced in 1989 to place a duty 
suspension on this product. 

Prior to 1989, when duties were set 
under the Tariff Schedules of the Unit
ed States, metal oxide varistors en
tered the United States duty free under 
a tariff heading devoted to diodes, 
transistors, and other similar semi
conductor devices. When the United 
States converted to the harmonized 
tariff system in 1989, metal oxide 
varistors were reclassified under a non
semiconductor, dutiable heading. Ac
tion taken by Congress in 1990 sus
pended the duty on this product in re
sponse to a view by American industry 
that the reclassification under HTS in
correctly removed metal oxide 
varistors from the zero duty category 
accorded other semiconductor devices. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will extend the duty suspension 
which has been in place for metal oxide 
varistors since 1990, and is identical to 
S. 2243 except that it incorporates a 
change suggested by the International 
Trade Commission. This change limits 
the scope of this legislation to small 
scale metal oxide varistors weighing 
less than 2.5 kilograms, a change which 
will clearly distinguish them from 
large scale arrestors. This modification 
will also alleviate any potential con
cerns of the domestic suppliers of large 
scale arrestors who have indicated that 
they face closed foreign markets for 
their products. 
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In 1990, and again in 1992, the U.S. 

Department of Commerce's Inter
national Trade Administration had no 
opposition to congressional passage of 
this legislation. The Department's po
sition was based upon the fact that no 
adverse effect on domestic industry 
from the duty-free treatment of metal 
oxide varistors was expected, since the 
products had entered duty-free pre
viously with no adverse effect. 

Passage of this legislation is vital to 
several segments of America's elec
tronics industry since the duty in ef
fect for the past few years expired at 
the end of 1992. Therefore, I encourage 
the Committee on Finance to move ex
peditiously on this measure to mini
mize the financial disruption likely to 
result from resumption of the duty.• 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 391. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to treat for unem
ployment compensation purposes In
dian tribal governments the same as 
State or local units of government or 
as nonprofit organizations; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENT UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today on behalf of myself and Senator 
CAMPBELL to introduce a bill that 
would correct a serious oversight in 
the way the Internal Revenue Code 
treats Indian tribal governments for 
unemployment tax purposes. 

The Federal Unemployment Tax Act, 
or FUTA, involves a joint Federal
State taxation system that levies two 
taxes on most employers: A 0.8 percent 
unemployment tax and a State unem
ployment tax ranging up to more than 
9.0 percent of the portion of an employ
er's payroll. Since its enactment in 
1935, FUTA has treated foreign, Fed
eral, State, and local government em
ployers differently from private com
mercial business employers. It exempts 
all foreign, Federal, State, and local 
government employers from the 0.8 
percent Federal FUTA tax. It exempts 
foreign and Federal Government em
ployers from State unemployment pro
grams and allows State and local gov
ernment employers to pay lower State 
unemployment taxes. FUTA also treats 
income tax-exempt charitable organi
zations the same as State and local 
governments. All other private sector 
employers pay both the Federal and 
State FUTA tax rates. The FUTA stat
ute does not expressly include tribal 
government employers within the defi
nition of governmental employers. 

In recent years, tribal governments 
have been subject to differing interpre
tations over whether and how they are 
covered under FUTA. The interpreta
tions of FUTA made by State govern
ments, the U.S. Internal Revenue Serv
ice, and the U.S. Department of Labor 
have varied from region to region and 

State to State, resulting in differing 
treatment of Indian tribal governments 
in different periods of time. 

As one might expect, this has led to 
considerable confusion among tribal 
governments about the amount they 
are supposed to pay. Some tribes have 
paid the Federal FUT A tax and then 
successfully obtained tax refunds be
cause they were deemed exempt. Some 
tribes have not paid, assuming they 
were exempt, and then have been inves
tigated by the IRS for nonpayment of 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in un
employment taxes, plus penal ties and 
interest. Some tribes have paid taxes; 
other tribes have not had to pay. In 
each case, the tribes are identically 
situated but are treated differently 
simply because they are located within 
differing IRS regions or have been scru
tinized by different IRS agents. This 
inconsistency of interpretation has 
also resulted in many former tribal 
government employees being denied 
eligibility to · receive unemployment 
benefits. 

This problem recently surfaced again 
in Minnesota, where one of the latest 
tribal governments to get caught in 
the middle of these conflicting inter
pretations of FUTA is the Red Lake 
Band of Chippewa Indians. The Red 
Lake tribal government is the main 
employer on its reservation in north
ern Minnesota. For years the tribal 
government has operated under the as
sumption, guided by conflicting IRS 
pronouncements and conduct, that it is 
treated under FUTA as if it is a Fed
eral, State or local unit of government. 
As a result, most of the Red Lake trib
al government's employer subdivisions 
have not paid into the State unemploy
ment compensation fund, and those 
former tribal government employees 
who are otherwise eligible have been 
denied unemployment benefits by the 
State because they worked for an ex
empt employer. In recent months the 
IRS has made it plain that it intends 
to levy a large assessment against the 
Red Lake tribal government for unpaid 
unemployment taxes, an assessment 
which could reach hundreds of thou
sands of dollars per year. 

All the more troubling is the fact 
that under FUTA's unique enforcement 
mechanisms, none of the assessed funds 
collected would return to former em
ployees of the Red Lake tribal govern
ment in the form of unemployment 
benefits, nor would such funds return 
to the State of Minnesota. Instead, the 
FUTA enforcement mechanism re
quires the Federal IRS to collect the 
highest possible State and Federal un
employment taxes and place all of 
these funds, not into the State's unem
ployment compensation fund, but in
stead directly into the U.S. Treasury 
without credit or benefit to any work
ers, Indian or otherwise, in Minnesota. 
The result is that these funds, forcibly 
collected from a relatively impover-

ished Indian tribal government's non
Federal accounts, end up as general 
payments into the U.S. Treasury. No 
one can reasonably argue that it is fair 
to impose this kind of taxation without· 
benefit on the meager funds of an In
dian tribal government simply because 
it has followed an interpretation of 
FUTA that some regional offices of the 
IRS and the States previously followed 
but now have abandoned. 

According to a study made by the 
Congressional Research Service several 
years ago, some States have inter
preted FUTA to not permit tribal gov
ernments to contribute into a State 
unemployment fund. Other States, 
such as Minnesota, have permitted but 
not required tribal governments to par
ticipate so long as they pay into the 
State fund as if they were a private, 
commercial for-profit business and not 
a governmental entity. It appears that 
this is a nationwide problem. 

Unless this problem is resolved, 
many former tribal government em
ployees will continue to be denied ben
efits by State unemployment funds. In
dian and non-Indian workers who are 
separated from tribal governmental 
employment should be included within 
our Nation's comprehensive unemploy
ment benefit system. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would permanently resolve this matter 
across the Nation for every Indian trib
al government. For unemployment tax 
purposes, it would require the Federal 
and State Governments to treat feder
ally recognized Indian tribal govern
ment employers, and the same way 
they treat Federal, State, and local 
government employers, and the same 
way they treat other tax-exempt orga
nizations. It would also remove an un
employment tax liability of tribal gov
ernments who did not pay unemploy
ment compensation taxes in the past in 
the belief that they were exempt, pro
vided that no benefits were paid to 
their former employer. 

I have requested a revenue estimate 
from the Joint Committee on Tax
ation. I believe, however, that the bill 
is essentially revenue neutral. The bill 
would require States to pay benefits to 
otherwise eligible former tribal govern
ment employees. It would require trib
al governments to contribute into 
State unemployment funds as do State 
and local units of government and 
other income tax exempt organiza
tions. This means tribes would either 
pay a State's unemployment tax or re
imburse the State's Unemployment 
fund for those amounts paid out in ben
efits to former tribal employees. As a 
matter of fairness, the bill clarifies 
that tribal governments are exempt, 
just as are foreign, Federal, State, and 
local governments, from paying the 
Federal 0.8 percent tax on each tribal 
employee's first $7,000 in annual gross 
compensation, annually this amounts 
to a maximum of $56 per employee. 
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Mr. President, I believe this bill is a 

matter of simple justice. The bill gives 
tribal governments no unfair competi
tive advantage. Operations carried out 
by tribal governments are in many 
ways similar to those carried out by 
Federal, State, and local units of gov
ernment. Moreover, tribal governments 
are also income tax exempt organiza
tions, with combined governmental and 
business purposes uniquely designed 
under Federal Indian law to support 
self-government and self-sufficiency in 
Indian communities and reservations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the bill and a sec
tion-by-section analysis of the bill's 
provisions be inserted into the RECORD 
immediately following my remarks. 

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

S. 391 
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 "Indian Trib
al Government Unemployment Compensa
tion Act Amendments of 1993". 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERN· 

MENTS UNDER FEDERAL UNEM· 
PLOYMENT TAX ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 3306(c)(7) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (defining em
ployment) is amended-

(!) by inserting "or in the employ of an In
dian tribe," after "service performed in the 
employ of a State, or any political subdivi
sion thereof,"; and 

(2) by inserting "or Indian tribes" after 
"wholly owned by one or more States or po
litical subdivisions". 

(b) PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF CONTRIBUTIONS.
Section 3309 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to State law coverage of serv
ices performed for nonprofit organizations or 
governmental entities) is amended-

(!) in subsection (a)(2) by inserting ", in
cluding an Indian tribe," after "the State 
law shall provide that a governmental en
tity"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(3)(B) by inserting ", or 
of an Indian tribe" after "of a State or polit
ical subdivision thereof"; 

(3) in subsection (b)(3)(E) by inserting " or 
the tribe's" after "the State"; and 

(4) in subsection (b)(5) by inserting "or of 
an Indian tribe" after "an agency of a. State 
or political subdivision thereof". 

(c) STATE LAW COVERAGE.-Section 3309 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating 
to State law coverage of services performed 
for nonprofit organizations or governmental 
entities) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(d) ELECTION BY INDIAN TRIBE.-The State 
law shall provide that an Indian tribe may 
elect to make contributions for employment 
as if the employment is within the meaning 
of section 3306 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 or to make payments in lieu of con
tributions under this section, and shall pro
vide that an Indian tribe may make separate 
elections for itself and each subdivision, sub
sidiary, or business enterprise chartered and 
wholly owned by such Indian tribe." 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-Section 3306 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to defini
tions) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(t) INDIAN TRIBE.-For purposes of this 
chapter, the term 'Indian tribe' has the 
meaning given to such term by section 4(e) 
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)), and 
includes any subdivision, subsidiary, or busi
ness enterprise chartered and wholly owned 
by such an Indian tribe." 

(e) TRANSITION RULE.-For purposes of the 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act, service per
formed in the employ of an Indian tribe (as 
defined in section 3306(t) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 (as added by this Act)) 
shall not be treated as employment (within 
the meaning of section 3306 of such Code) if-

(1) it is service which is performed before 
the date of enactment of this Act and with 
respect to which the tax imposed under the 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act has not been 
paid, and 

(2) such Indian tribe reimburses a State 
unemployment fund for unemployment bene
fits paid for service attributable to such 
tribe for such period. 

SECTION-BY -SECTION ANALYSIS 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 2. TREATMENT OF INDIAN TRIBAL GOV
ERNMENTS UNDER FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT 
TAX ACT 
Subsection (a). In GeneraL-This. sub

section (a) amends section 3306(c)(7) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. Section 3306(c)(7) 
provides an exemption from the 0.8% federal 
unemployment tax for employment for a 
state, any of its political subdivisions, or 
any of its wholly owned instrumentalities. 
This subsection of the bill would make em
ployment for a tribal government or any po
litical subdivision or wholly tribally owned 
subsidiary thereof likewise exempt from the 
0.8% federal unemployment tax. 

Subsection (b). Payments in Lieu of Con
tributions.-This subsection amends several 
provisions of section 3309 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. 

Section 3309(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code now requires a state unemployment 
fund to offer coverage and benefits to em
ployees of a state government, its political 
subdivisions and wholly owned instrumental
ities, and to employees of a religious, chari
table, educational or other income tax ex
empt organization described in Section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. These 
employers may then elect to either pay a 
flat tax rate as do private, for-profit com
mercial businesses, or to make contribu
tions, on a reimbursable basis, for all bene
fits paid out to their former employees. Sub
section (b)(l) of the bill would provide the 
same options to a tribal government or any 
political subdivision or wholly tribally 
owned subsidiary thereof. 

Section 3309(b)(3)(B) of the Internal Reve
nue Code now exempts from all unemploy
ment taxes service performed by members of 
a State or political subdivision legislative 
body or judiciary. Subsection (b)(2) of the 
bill would provide the same exemption to a 
tribal government's legislative body or judi
ciary. 

Section 3309(b)(3)(E) of the Internal Reve
nue Code now exempts from all unemploy
ment taxes service designated by State law 
to be a major nontenured policymaking or 
advisory position or a policymaking or advi
sory position that ordinarily does not re
quire more than 8 hours per week. Sub
section (b)(3) of the bill would provide the 
same exemption to the same service so des
ignated by tribal law. 

Section 3309(b)(5) of the Internal Revenue 
Code now exempts from all unemployment 

taxes service that is part of an unemploy
ment work-relief or work-training program 
assisted or financed in whole or in part by 
any Federal or state agency. Subsection 
(b)(4) of the bill would provide the same ex
emption to the same serv1ce assisted or fi
nanced in whole or in part by a tribal gov
ernment. 

Subsection (c). State Law Coverage.-This 
subsection adds a new subsection to section 
3309 of the Internal Revenue Code. Section 
3309 contains provisions relating to State 
law coverage of services performed for non
profit organizations or governmental enti
ties. Subsection (e) of the bill extends to 
tribal governments and their subsidiaries 
certain flexibilities now extended to other 
governments and to charitable organiza
tions. The new subsection provides that a 
state must permit a tribe to choose to pay 
the comparable tax rate paid by commercial 
businesses under the Act, or to choose to re
imburse, like other governments and chari
table organizations, the State fund in lieu of 
such contributions with amounts equal to 
the compensation attributable under State 
law to such service. The new subsection also 
provides that a tribe may make separate 
elections for itself and one or more of its en
terprises, subsidiaries, or subdivisions. 

Subsection (d). Definitions.-This sub
section amends section 3306 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. Section 3306 contains defini
tions relating to the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act provisions. Subsection (c) of the bill 
would add a definition of an "Indian tribe" 
to mean for these purposes a federally recog
nized Indian tribal government, adopting the 
same definition of a tribe as that used in 25 
U.S.C. 450b(e), the Indian Self-Determination 
Act. The bill clarifies that, just as the sub
divisions of a state government are included 
within the definition of a state, and consist
ent with federal Indian law provisions rec
ognizing the unique nature of tribal govern
ment, included within the bill's definition of 
a tribe are its subdivisions, subsidiaries and 
enterprises wholly owned by the tribal gov
ernment. 

Subsection (e). Transition Rule.-This sub
section of the bill provides tax relief to those 
tribal governments who in good faith did not 
pay federal or state unemployment taxes 
deemed due by the U.S. Internal Revenue 
Service under the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act. It ceases all federal assessment and 
collection actions aimed at extracting non
federal funds from tribal governments who 
have not paid unemployment taxes provided 
they reimburse a state fund for all benefits 
paid to otherwise eligible former tribal em
ployees during this period of non-payment. 
This relief is available only for periods prior 
to the date of enactment of this bill. The bill 
does not authorize refund actions for taxes 
already paid nor relief from a tribe's obliga
tion to reimburse a state unemployment 
fund for benefits paid to former tribal em
ployees.• 

By Mr. DURENBURGER: 
S. 392. A bill to extend until January 

1, 1995, the existing suspension of duty 
on certain piston engines; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

PISTON ENGINE DUTY ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
suspend the duties on certain piston 
engines used in all-terrain vehicles 
[ATV], snowmobiles, and burden car
riers. This legislation would be retro
active to January 1, 1993. 
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Polaris Industries L.P., a Minnesota

based company, produces snowmobiles, 
ATV's and burden carriers for the U.S. 
market--as well as for export. Polaris, 
like other domestic manufacturers of 
these vehicles, must foreign source all 
engines for these vehicles since no do
mestic manufacturer currently pro
duces ATV or snowmobile engines. 

Under the TSUS, these engines en
tered duty-free; under the Harmonized 
System of Tariffs, these engines are 
classified in categories which carry a 
3.1-percent duty rate. When Congress 
converted to the Harmonized System, 
it was in tended to enhance the com
petitiveness of the United States. In re
ality, Polaris must raise the prices of 
its products to compensate for the 
added expense of the duty. This places 
Polaris at a competitive disadvantage 
domestically and internationally at a 
time when we continue to be under the 
intense competitive pressure from 
large Japanese companies. 

Mr. President, this bill would extend 
the temporary duty suspension for pis
ton-type engines, with a cylinder ca
pacity greater than 50 cubic centi
meters but not to exceed 1,000 cubic 
centimeters-provided for in subhead
ings 8407.32.20, 8407.32.90. 8407.33.20, 
8407.90-to be installed in vehicles spe
cifically designed for traveling on the 
snow, golf carts, nonamphibious all
terrain vehicles and burden carriers
provided for in subheadings 8703.10.00, 
8704.31.00, 8703.21.00 or 8709. This is not 
difficult provision to administer, as 
only a small number of companies im
port the subject engines which all come 
from one country and enter primarily 
through two ports.• 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 393. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide incen
tives for urban and rural enterprise 
zones, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

ENTERPRISE ZONE TAX ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Enterprise 
Zone Tax Act of 1993. 

Mr. President, as we attempt to craft 
a solution to the economic problems 
faced in America's inner cities I believe 
it is necessary to first identify some of 
the causes. On the economic side they 
are really no great mystery. Manufac
turing and industry, which used to be 
the centerpiece of economic activity 
and employment in our inner cities, 
have largely disappeared. With the loss 
of manufacturing went-in this order
good jobs, wholesale trade, retail busi
nesses, and a large source of local tax 
revenue. At the same time we saw a 
rise in poverty, crime, drug use, home
lessness, and illiteracy. With a shrink
ing tax base, citl.es needed to provide 
more services with less revenue. As a 
result, cities were forced to raise · reve
nue from sources such as residential 
property taxes, which added to the out-

ward migration of many middle-class 
residents and homeowners. Finally, in
frastructure continued to decline, and 
crime rates rose, making cities even 
less attractive to businesses and resi
dents. 

Mr. President, if we conclude that 
the decline of business activity in 
urban America is one of the major 
causes of our present crisis, than it is 
clear that a program to attract busi
ness back to our cities must be a part 
of the solution. I believe enterprise 
zones will help convince businesses to 
build and grow in poor neighborhoods. 
They will create jobs and stimulate en
trepreneurship. And, perhaps most im
portantly, they will help restore the 
tax base to communities that have 
been forced to provide increasing social 
services with decreasing sources of rev
enue. 

The objective of the enterprise zone 
program is to use tax policy, targeted 
spending, and other forms of public pol
icy to direct investment and employ
ment opportunities to distressed urban 
and rural areas that would otherwise 
not occur. The increased investment 
and employment, spurred by the pack
age of incentives should begin to 
counter the inner-city cycle of decay. 

This program recognizes that the 
economic problems affecting many of 
our cities cannot be solved by Federal 
handouts alone. Instead, we must form 
a partnership between governments, 
businesses and communities to develop 
a strategy that will attack chronic 
poverty and urban decay over the long 
term. 

The program also recognizes that 
small businesses have been and will 
continue to be the primary source of 
job creation and economic growth in 
this country. The program focuses spe
cifically on small business capital for
mation which is perhaps the largest 
barrier facing today's entrepreneur. 

We have now had more than 10 years 
worth of experience with enterprise 
zones and we know they work. At the 
State level, 36 States plus the District 
of Columbia have adopted enterprise 
zone programs. I am proud to say that 
the State of Connecticut led the Nation 
in establishing enterprise zones in 1982, 
offering a wide range of State and local 
incentives, as well as administrative 
support to help develop distressed 
urban areas. 

In total, according to the 37 State 
economic development offices, enter
prise zones have created more than 
250,000 jobs and have attracted more 
than $28 billion in capital investments. 
This has all been obtained without 
Federal incentives, which are critical 
to the maximum possible enterprise 
zone success. It is true that some zones 
have not been as effective as others, 
but overall there is a very strong pat
tern of success. 

According to statistics from the Con
necticut Department of Economic De-

velopment, Connecticut's 11 zones have 
attracted over $450 million in new in
vestment, and created or retained more 
than 17,000 jobs, without the benefit of 
accompanying Federal incentives. By 
providing such Federal incentives, we 
can expect to see much greater invest
ment and job creation in these regions. 

Among many others, enterprise zones 
have been endorsed by the National 
Governors Association, the National 
Council of State Legislators, the Coun
cil of Black State Legislators, the Con
ference of Mayors, and the Conference 
of Black Mayors. These organizations 
have called for the adoption of enter
prise zones across the country. 

Mr. President, our former colleague 
and current Secretary of the Treasury 
Bentsen has been-and will continue to 
be-an important proponent of the en
terprise zone concept. Indeed, last year 
the Senate under his able leadership 
passed an enterprise zone initiative in 
the tax bill. Unfortunately, that tax 
bill was vetoed by President Bush. It is 
the Senate passed version, authored by 
Secretary Bentsen, which I am proud 
to reintroduce today. 

This initiative incorporates the best 
ideas from many proposals. It puts 
forth a program for economic growth 
and urban redevelopment which, I be
lieve, begins to facilitate the rebuild
ing of some of America's most dis
tressed urban and rural communi ties 
and is one very promising solution to 
the plight of our decaying local econo
mies. 

I am convinced that, if adopted, this 
program will bring hope to areas with 
little hope; offer jobs to those stricken 
by incessant unemployment; and pro
mote economic growth in areas that 
have for too long experienced only eco
nomic decline . . 

What happened in Los Angeles should 
be taken as a signal that things are not 
well in our cities. Enterprise zones are 
not the whole cure for the social and 
economic ills plaguing our inner cities, 
but they are clearly a big step in the 
right direction. 

Winston Churchill once said that 
"some see private enterprise as a pred
atory target to be shot, others as a cow 
to be milked, but few are those who see 
it as a sturdy horse pulling the 
wagon." The most appealing feature of 
enterprise zones is their attempt to in
volve and utilize private enterprise in 
doing something substantial on a na
tional scale about urban decay and 
chronic poverty. Poverty and decay 
that not only encompasses whole sec
tions of every one of our inner cities 
but also, in too many cases, spans gen
erations. It is a cloud over our Nation's 
future. The unemployed and the pov
erty stricken, whether they are in the 
South Bronx, East St. Louis, New Orle
ans, Minneapolis, Liberty City, or 
Bridgeport are in need of our help. I be
lieve enterprise zones can offer help to 
many inner cities in a long-term, 
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meaningful way. Their adoption is long 
overdue.• 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 394. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
for payments or contributions to cer
tain cooperative research organiza
tions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Cooperative 
Research and Development Act of 1993. 
This bill would provide extra incentive 
for R&D consortia to work together on 
developing cutting edge technology. 

From 1989 to 1990 R&D spending went 
up 2.2 percent, the smallest annual in
crease since the 1970's. To make mat
ters worse, the OECD, which adjusts its 
figures for inflation, indicated that 
U.S. corporate R&D spending may have 
actually declined by 1.6 percent in 1990. 
If we intend to get our economy mov
ing again, to create new jobs, and tore
establish ourselves as the world's lead
ing manufacturing nation, then we 
must invest more in research and de
velopment. 

We must act to correct this situation 
by giving American firms more incen
tives to undertake R&D. While I advo
cate making the credit permanent, an
other way to encourage U.S. companies 
would be to offer an enhanced credit 
for collaborative research and develop
ment. Under collaborative R&D, com
panies can share their costs and make 
their own product development deci
sions based on research findings. 

The legislation I am introducing 
would establish such a credit, enabling 
American companies to leverage their 
R&D spending. This, in turn, would 
help them to compete more effectively 
against foreign firms that spend con
siderably more on product research and 
development. 

If we want to build a better computer 
or a more efficient car, we will have to 
spend money on research and develop
ment. Unfortunately, with the escalat
ing cost of doing business in a global 
economy, spending on such activity 
can often be prohibitive. A tax credit 
for consortia will make R&D efforts 
more affordable. 

This bill will promote cooperation in 
all phases of R&D, reducing duplicative 
efforts, and will let the collaborators in 
the effort decide which findings can be 
commercialized. As competition for 
American companies increasingly 
comes from overseas, it makes sense 
that U.S. firms work together on basic 
research efforts in order to compete 
more effectively. 

Under this bill, companies would re
ceive a 50-percent flat credit, deter
mined in a nonincremental bases, for 
certain qualified cooperative research 
expenditure to qualified research con
sortia. Qualified cooperative research 

consortia are organizations which have 
five or more contributors and are reg
istered under the National Cooperative 
Research Act of 1984. 

Qualified cooperative research ex
penditures include cash, in-kind con
tributions, or the licensing or lease of 
real, personal, or intangible property 
to qualified cooperative research con
sortium. 

With this credit, we are not only at
tempting to make certain R&D efforts 
more affordable but also to encourage 
new research efforts. Further, by put
ting in place such a credit, we are only 
offering American companies the same 
advantage afforded to their foreign 
competitors. 

Last September, I entered into a col
loquy with several of my colleagues 
and with the chairman of the Finance 
Committee on this issue. At that time, 
the chairman indicated that he looked 
forward "to examining all tax propos
als designed to encourage collaborative 
research ventures." I look forward to 
working with the new chairman of the 
committee, Mr. MOYNIHAN, on this leg
islation and this issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be placed in the RECORD im
mediately following my statement. 

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

s. 394 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CREDIT FOR PAYMENTS OR CON

TRIBUTIONS TO CERTAIN COOPERA
TIVE RESEARCH ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a) ALLOWANCE OF RESEARCH CREDIT.-Sec
tion 41(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to credit for increasing re
search activities) is amended by striking 
" and" at the end of paragraph (1), by strik
ing the period at the end of paragraph (2) and 
inserting ". and" , and by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

" (3) 50 percent of the qualified cooperative 
research expenditures (as defined in sub
section (h)) for the taxable year. 

(b) QUALIFIED COOPERATIVE RESEARCH EX
PENDITURES DEFINED.-Section 41 of such 
Code is amended by redesignating subsection 
(h) as subsection (i) and by adding after sub
section (g) the following new subsection: 

" (h) QUALIFIED COOPERATIVE RESEARCH EX
PENDITURES.-For purposes of this section-

" (!) IN GENERAL.- The term 'qualified coop
erative research expenditures' means the ag
gregate amount of qualified contributions to 
qualified cooperative research consortia for 
qualified research. 

" (2) QUALIFIED CONTRIBUTIONS.-For pur
poses of this subsection-

" (A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to the limita
tions of subparagraphs (B), (C), and (D), the 
term 'qualified contributions' means all con
tributions to qualified cooperative research 
consortia for qualified research with respect 
to which the taxpayer elects to have this 
subsection apply. 

" (B) PRIVATE SOURCE FUNDING LIMITA
TION.-

" (i) IN GENERAL.-Qualified contributions 
of a taxpayer shall not exceed the amount 
which bears the same ratio to qualified con
tributions (determined without regard to 

this subparagraph) as the private source 
funding ratio. 

" (ii) PRIVATE SOURCE FUNDING RATIO.-For 
purposes of clause (i) , the private source 
funding ratio is the sum of- · 

" (!) 50 percent of the ratio which the gross 
receipts of the organization (not including 
the amount of any governmental support) for 
the preceding taxable year bears to the total 
gross receipts of the organization for such 
taxable year, plus 

" (II) 30 percent of such ratio for the second 
preceding taxable year, plus 

" (III) 20 percent of such ratio for the third 
preceding taxable year. 

" (C) LIMITATIONS.-For purposes of this 
subsection, the following shall not be taken 
into account in determining qualified con
tributions: 

" (i) Contributions other than cash con
tributions to the extent they exceed cash 
contributions. 

•" (ii) Contributions representing overhead 
allocated to services performed by a tax
payer's employees to the extent such over
head exceeds 25 percent of the salary and 
benefit amounts allocated to such services. 

"(iii) Contributions by a taxpayer to a 
qualified cooperative research consortium to 
the extent they exceed one-third of the con
sortium's total nongovernmental support for 
the consortium's taxable year with or within 
which the taxpayer's taxable year ends. 

" (D) CONSORTIUM WITH FEWER THAN 5 PAR
TICIPANTS.-If a qualified cooperative re
search consortium has less than 5 persons 
making nongovernmental contributions, the 
qualified contributions of each such person 
(determined without regard to this subpara
graph or subparagraph (B)) shall be re
duced-

" (i) by 20 percent if there are 4 such per
sons, or 

"(ii) by 40 percent if there are 3 such per
sons. 

"(3) QUALIFIED COOPERATIVE RESEARCH CON
SORTIUM.-The term 'qualified cooperative 
research consortium' means any organiza
tion-

"(A) which is registered under the National 
Cooperative Research Act of 1984, but only if 
such registration has been published (and is 
in effect) on the last day of the organiza
tion's taxable year with or within which the 
taxpayer's taxable year ends, and 

"(B) which during such taxable year-
"(i) had at least 5 contributors, but only 

if-
" (!) no 3 members contributed more than 

80 percent of total nongovernmental con
tributions, and 

" (II) no single member contributed more 
than 50 percent of total nongovernmental 
contributions, or 

" (ii) had either 3 or 4 contributors, but 
only if-

" (!) no single member contributed more 
than 50 percent (and no 2 members contrib
uted more than 85 percent) of the total non
governmental contributions, and 

" (II) the contributors are engaged in the 
same trade or business. 

"(4) SPECIAL RULES.-For purposes of this 
subsection-

" (A) NONCASH CONTRIBUTIONS.-Qualified 
contributions other than cash (including 
services provided by a taxpayer's employees) 
shall be taken into account at their cost (or 
such other basis determined under regula
tions). 

"(B) OVERHEAD.-The cost of services pro
vided by a taxpayer's employees shall in
clude overhead properly allocable to such 
services. 
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"(5) No DOUBLE BENEFIT.-Amounts taken 

into account under this subsection in com
puting qualified cooperative research ex
penditures shall not be taken into account 
under subsection (a) (1) or (2). 

"(6) PREPAID AMOUNTS.-If any contribu
tions paid or incurred during the taxable 
year to qualified cooperative research con
sortia are attributable to qualified research 
to be conducted after the close of the taxable 
year, such amount shall be treated as paid or 
incurred during the period which the quali
fied research is conducted. 

"(7) REPORTS.-Each qualified cooperative 
research consortium shall provide to the 
Secretary a report containing-

"(A) its certification as such an organiza
tion, 

"(B) its private source funding ratio, and 
"(C) such other information as the Sec

retary may require. 
Each consortium shall provide a copy of the 
report to each contributor." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of enactment 
of this Act.• 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself 
and Mr. PRYOR): 

S. 395. A bill to provide for a program 
for the diversification of the activities 
of certain Federal laboratories; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

DEFENSE LABORATORY DIVERSIFICATION 
PROGRAM ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
Senator PRYOR and I are introducing a 
bill today that would encourage diver
sification of defense laboratories and 
greater cooperation in research and 
production activities with the private 
sector. This bill, very similar to one 
that we introduced last year, as well as 
to an amendment we introduced to last 
year's Defense authorization bill, en
courages greater cooperation between 
Department of Defense research and 
production facilities and United States 
industry in order to enhance their mu
tual technological and productive 
achievements. Under this bill, the Sec
retary of Defense would establish a 
Federal Defense Laboratory Diver
sification Program to facilitate the di
versification of Federal defense labs. In 
conjunction with this process, the Di
rector of Defense Research and Engi
neering in cooperation with each De
fense lab and in consultation with pri
vate industry, is required to develop 
benchmarks for a number of categories 
of diversification activities. The bench
marks will include such things as the 
budget resources, manpower, and facili
ties to be used by each lab and the dol
lar value of patent, royalty, and license 
agreements labs should pursue. 

Defense labs will also be required to 
establish an industry and academic ad
visory panel to promote cooperation 
between the labs and the private sec
tor. These panels will oversee the de
velopment of the lab's research plans 
and the implementation of the overall 
DOD program. Annual reports will be 
submitted to Congress by the Director 
of Research and Engineering at DOD on 

a survey of the nature of research 
being done by the labs under the pro
gram, along with recommendations on 
how the labs can better achieve the 
goals of the program. 

The Director of the Office of Tech
nology Assessment will work with in
dustry to provide an assessment of the 
program from the point of view of the 
business community. The Director of 
Research and Engineering will then use 
the results of the OTA-Industry report 
in improving the implementation of 
the program. 

I am pleased to report that the proc
ess of cooperation between Defense labs 
and industry has already begun. Fed
eral labs have expertise that can be of 
great use to American companies try
ing to keep up in an increasingly com
petitive global marketplace. There are 
any number of examples of cooperative 
efforts already underway. For instance, 
Lawrence Livermore National Labora
tory [LLNL], is working with the State 
of California Department of Transpor
tation to help develop an intelligent 
highway system that would help allevi
ate traffic congestion. Work is also 
taking place on image enhancing and 
processing techniques that would help 
locate cancerous tumors. Los Alamos 
Federal Laboratory is working with 
General Motors to develop a fuel cell 
power system that could be used for 
transportation purposes. Caterpillar 
has been working with LLNL since 1988 
to develop sophisticated earthmoving 
equipment in order to compete against 
foreign manufacturers like Japan's 
Komatsu Ltd. 

All the major weapons labs-includ
ing LLNL, Los Alamos, and Sandia
are poised to make a contribution to 
civilian R&D. This bill would assist 
with that process by developing a plan 
to share research and the development 
of products that have a commercial 
purpose. 

The end of the cold war has made de
fense cuts possible. But it is important 
that in the process of making these 
cuts we do not allow the expertise 
found in our defense labs to be cast 
aside. We must, literally, develop a 
comprehensive approach for turning 
our swords into plowshares. This bill 
would help to achieve that goal by hav
ing DOD establish a permanent pro
gram for cooperation between industry 
and Federal labs. 

This legislation is an important step 
toward making certain that as we 
downsize the military-industrial com
plex, we do so in a way that it is both 
cost effective and will help make 
American industry more competitive. 

We must begin the process of build
ing a constructive partnership between 
business and government. This includes 
helping business to take advantage of 
government resources like the Federal 
Labs Program. If we are to be success
ful in our efforts to strengthen the 
American economy, we must support 

programs such as the one that Senator 
PRYOR and I are introducing today. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be placed in the RECORD im
mediately following my statement. 

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

S. 395 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS. 

(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this Act is to 
encourage greater cooperation between De
partment of Defense research and production 
facilities and United States industry in order 
to enhance their mutual technological and 
productive achievements. 

(b) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) Department of Defense research and 
production facilities possess valuable tech
nological resources that could greatly en
hance the innovation and productivity of 
United States industries. 

(2) As leadership in the development of ad
vanced technology increasingly shifts away 
from the defense sector of the United States 
economy to the commercial sector, the De
partment of Defense will have to draw on 
private sector technical expertise to satisfy 
defense needs. 

(3) Private industry and the Department of 
Defense have independently identified many 
of the same technologies as critical for their 
respective purposes, thereby creating oppor
tunities for the cooperative development and 
production of dual-use technologies. 

(4) Department of Defense production and 
research facilities currently lack adequate 
incentives to carry out cooperative develop
ment activities with private industry and 
adequate means of measuring progress to
ward the goal of developing and producing 
more dual-use technologies. 

(5) Private industry must have more oppor
tunities to provide input into Department of 
Defense research and production facilities in 
order for such facilities to undertake more 
research, development, and production relat
ing to dual-use technologies. 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL DEFENSE LABORATORY DIVER

SIFICATION PROGRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-(1) The 

Secretary of Defense shall, as soon as prac
ticable after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, establish a program to be known as 
the Federal Defense Laboratory Diversifica
tion Program (in this Act referred to as the 
"Program") for the diversification of Fed
eral defense laboratories. 

(2) The laboratories covered by the Pro
gram shall include all Department of De
fense (including its services and agencies) 
owned or operated laboratories and Depart
ment of Defense federally funded research 
and development centers that undertake 
more than $5,000,000 in research (in this Act 
referred to as the "Defense laboratories"). 

(3) The Program shall be managed by the 
Director of Defense Research and Engineer
ing. 

(b) NATURE OF DIVERSIFICATION PROGRAM 
GOALS.-The Program shall undertake co
operation between Defense laboratories and 
private industry in order to-

(1) promote the development and applica
tion of dual-use manufacturing technologies 
to improve quality and efficiency in manu
facture of both civilian and defense-oriented 
products; 

(2) promote the development and commer
cialization of dual-use product technologies; 
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(3) promote the transfer of defense or dual

use technologies from laboratories to the 
private sector for the purpose of commer
cialization, through patent, royalty, and li
cense agreements, cooperative research and 
development agreements, and other coopera
tive agreements and through symposia, 
meetings, and other mechanisms; and 

(4) promote the efficient adoption and ad
aptation of civilian manufacturing product 
and process technologies to defense needs in 
sectors critical to maintaining defense pre
paredness. 

(c) DEVELOPMENT OF BENCHMARKS FOR PRO
GRAM.-(!) The Director of Research and En
gineering, in cooperation with each Defense 
laboratory and in consultation with private 
industry, shall develop benchmarks for each 
category of diversification activity described 
in subsection (b) for each Defense laboratory 
covered by this Act. The benchmarks estab
lished shall cover fiscal years 1993 through 
1995 and include for each such fiscal year-

(A) the budget resources, manpower, and 
facilities to be utilized by each laboratory; 
and 

(B) the dollar value of patents, royalties, 
and licenses broken down by product or SIC 
code to be sought and pursued by each lab
oratory, in implementing the Program. 

(2) In establishing the benchmark under 
paragraph (l)(A) for all Defense laboratories 
covered by the Program, the Director shall 

· establish benchmarks concerning the num
ber and value of cooperative research and de
velopment agreements and other cooperative 
agreements to be established and under
taken, allocating, as appropriate, a mini
mum of two to five percent of budget to such 
cooperative work within two years of the es
tablishment of the Program. 

(3) Program benchmarks shall be estab
lished not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. Upon establish
ment of the benchmarks, each Defense lab
oratory shall promptly proceed to imple
ment same within its overall budget and uti
lizing other funds that may be available for 
implementation of this Act. 

(4) Benchmarks shall be updated each fis
cal year on an ongoing basis. 

(d) INDUSTRY COOPERATION MECHANISMS.
Each Defense laboratory participating in the 
Program shall establish an industry and aca
demic advisory panel to promote cooperation 
between the laboratory and the private sec
tor in carrying out the Program. Each lab
oratory shall utilize its panel to oversee the 
development of each year's research plan and 
the implementation of the Program and its 
benchmarks and to provide advice on how to 
enhance the dual-use properties of the lab
oratory's research work on a project-by
project basis. 

(e) REPORTS BY DIRECTOR.- (!) Not later 
than September 30, 1993, the Director of Re
search and Engineering shall submit to Con
gress a report on-

(A) the results of a survey undertaken by 
the Director delineating the nature of there
search being undertaken at each laboratory 
included in the Program, evaluating the po
tential of each laboratory included in the 
Program to achieve the elements specified in 
subsection (b); and 

(B) recommendations on how each such 
laboratory might become better oriented to 
achieving such Program elements. 

(2) Not later than each of September 30 of 
1994, 1995, and 1996, the Director shall submit 
to Congress a report on-

(1) the extent to which each laboratory 
participating in the Program has effectively 
implemented the benchmarks established by 
the Program; 

(2) the accomplishments under the Pro
gram in achieving the elements described in 
subsection (b); and 

(3) the steps the Director believes nec
essary to improve the effectiveness of the 
Program. 
SEC. 3. INDUSTRY EVALUATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Office 
of Technology Assessment shall, subject to 
the approval of the Technology Assessment 
Board, undertake, in close consultation with 
industrial firms that have cooperated and 
worked with Federal laboratories, an evalua
tion of practices and procedures that have 
proven effective in promoting the elements 
of the Program set forth in section l(b), both 
in laboratories covered by the Program and 
elsewhere. 

(b) ADDITIONAL EVALUATION.-In addition 
to the evaluation under subsection (a), the 
Director shall-

(1) evaluate the effectiveness of the Pro
gram in achieving optimal cooperation with 
private industry in meeting the elements set 
forth in section l(b); and 

(2) make recommendations for any im
provements in practices and procedures for 
cooperating with industry that should be im
plemented. 

(c) SUBMITTAL DATE.-The evaluations re
quired under this section shall be submitted 
not later than 24 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(d) UTILIZATION OF REPORT INFORMATION.
The Director of Research and Engineering 
shall utilize the recommendations and re
sults of such study in ongoing imple~enta
tion of the Program.• 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, 
Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 396. A bill to establish the Small 
Business Capital Access Program to en
hance the availability of financing for 
small business concerns; to the Com
mittee on Small Business. 
SMALL BUSINESS CAPITAL ACCESS PROGRAM ACT 

OF 1993 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Small Busi
ness Capital Access Program, a bill de
signed to bridge the credit gap and 
make bank financing available to the 
countless number of small businesses 
and entrepreneurs presently unable to 
secure financing with conventional 
lending institutions. 

Mr. President, a recent survey by the 
Connecticut Business and Industry As
sociation found that 60.4 percent of all 
businesses responding reported credit 
availability problems within their in
dustries. 

The Small Business Capital Access 
Program is designed to bridge the cred
it gap and make bank financing avail
able to the countless number of small 
businesses and entrepreneurs currently 
unable to secure bank loans at any 
cost. 

This program represents a new and 
innovative market-based approach to 
small business lending. It will enable 
banks to extend credit to firms which 
have previously been unable to obtain 
commercial financing. It will do so 
with a minimum of regulatory over
sight and without sacrificing safety, 
soundness, or conventional credit anal-

ysis. It will focus on small loans from 
a diverse assortment of companies. 
And, the program will accomplish all 
this with a negligible amount of gov
ernment resources and with no hidden 
governmental liability. 

The Small Business Capital Access 
Program is based on a portfolio insur~ 
ance concept rather than the tradi
tional loan-by-loan guarantee process. 
In other words, as opposed to current 
programs where government provides a 
guarantee for each individual loan, this 
program provides a reserve or guaran
tee on a · portfolio of loans. This will en
able banks to evaluate risk on a pooled 
or shared basis and apply an actuarial 
approach to small business credit anal
ysis. The result will be banks making 
far more small business loans with far 
fewer Federal dollars. 

In 1986, the State of Michigan, under 
the leadership of former Governor 
Blanchard, implemented a similar pro
gram which has provided loans to ap
proximately 950 firms, for a total of 
$48.5 million in financing, and has re
sulted in a leverage ratio- that is 
total government obligation to total 
lending-of more than 20:1. 

Here's how it works: 
For each bank participating in the 

program, a special reserve fund would 
be established to cover future losses 
from a portfolio of loans which the 
bank makes under the program. The 
reserve fund would be owned and con
trolled by State government, but ear
marked in each participant bank's 
name. Thus each bank participating in 
the program would have its own sepa
rate earmarked loss reserve. 

Payments would be made into a 
bank's earmarked reserve each time 
the bank makes a loan under the pro
gram. The borrower would make a pre
mium payment of between 1% to 3% 
percent of the loan amount and the fi
nancial institution would match the 
payment. The Federal and State Gov
ernment would then, either directly or 
through a guarantee agreement, match 
the payment. Under this four part 
matching system, a bank could have 
anywhere from a 6 percent to a 14 per
cent loan loss reserve on the portfolio. 

If a bank makes a portfolio of loans 
under the program, it might have are
serve equal to, for example, 10 percent 
of the total amount of that portfolio. 
In such a situation, the bank could sus
tain a loss rate of up to 10 percent on 
that portfolio and still be completely 
covered against loss. This gives the 
bank the ability to absorb a higher loss 
rate-perhaps 5, 6, or 7 percent-than it 
could tolerate on its conventional 
loans--usually 1 or 2 percent. Since 
this arrangement offers the bank a 
higher degree of coverage against loss 
than normally available, the institu
tion may be able to offer more favor
able interest rates and terms to small 
businesses. 

The bank, however, must still be pru
dent in making loans under this pro-
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gram since it is completely at risk for 
any losses that exceed the coverage 
provided by the reserve. Because of this 
incentive for prudence, there will be 
little need for strict regulatory super
vision. This bank would decide whether 
or not and under what terms and condi
tions to make a loan. 

The limited need for regulatory over
sight is a critical component in the im
plementation of this program. Unlike 
other government loan programs which 
require strict oversight due to the gov
ernment's large hidden liability which 
is inherent in any guarantee program, 
the Capital Enhancement Program has 
a limited government liability-at 
most, 3Vz percent of a loan or a port
folio of loans. This compares to tradi
tional SBA programs where the govern
ment exposure is 85 percent of the loan 
amount. 

Also worth noting is the program's 
built-in bias for small loans. Because 
this concept is based on insuring a 
portfolio of loans as opposed to one 
loan, there is a structural incentive to 
build a large portfolio of diverse and 
smaller loans. 

Thus, through this arrangement of 
shared risk, the Small Business Capital 
Enhancement Program would encour
age banks that have been cutting back 
on commercial lending to extend credit 
to those small firms most affected by 
the credit crunch. 

Mr. President, the credit crunch is 
strangling our economy and impeding 
economic recovery. Credit is the fuel of 
economic growth. Without credit, busi
nesses cannot grow; without business 
growth, jobs can not be created; and 
without job creation this economy will 
not recover. It's as simple as that. The 
Small Business Capital Access Pro
gram will significantly expand lending 
to small businesses which will, in turn, 
create jobs and help put us back on the 
road to recovery. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 399. A bill to provide for the con

veyance of lands to certain individuals 
in Butte County, CA; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

BUTTE COUNTY, CA, CONVEYANCE ACT OF 1993 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to provide for the conveyance of lands 
to certain individuals in Butte County, 
CA. The bill is identical to H.R. 457 in
troduced in the House by Congressman 
WALLY HERGER. 

Mr. President, the legislation is nec
essary to resolve boundary and title 
problems between land owners in the 
Stephens Ridge area of Butte County, 
CA, and the Federal Government. The 
problems stem from 1961 when the For
est Service accepted what now appears 
to be an erroneous survey of the 
Plumas National Forest boundary. The 
surveyor could not locate the original 
survey corner established in 1869 so he 
established a new corner. Since then, 

private landowners used the 1961 corner 
to establish boundaries and build im
provements. Now the Forest Service 
has concluded that the 1961 survey is in 
error and 13 parties are occupying 
property was within the boundaries of 
the Plumas National Forest. The prop
erty owners relied upon earlier erro
neous surveys which they believed to 
be accurate and have occupied and im
proved their property in good faith. I 
am not aware of any Federal interest 
in this property and believe the prop
erty owners should be granted relief. 

The bill provides relief. It authorizes 
and directs the Secretary of Agri
culture to convey without consider
ation all right, title, and interest in 
the Federal lands, consisting of less 
than 20 acres, to the 13 claimants. The 
bill describes the property in question 
and the claimants who are entitled to 
relief. The bill also describes the proc
ess to be followed and assigns to the 
Federal Government the responsibility 
to provide for a survey to monument 
and mark the lands to be conveyed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

s. 399 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares that-

(1) certain landowners in Butte County, 
California who own property adjacent to the 
Plumas National Forest have been adversely 
affected by certain erroneous surveys; 

(2) these landowners have occupied or im
proved their property in good faith and in re
liance on erroneous surveys of their prop
erties that they believed were accurate; and 

(3) the 1992 Bureau of Land Management 
dependent resurvey of the Plumas National 
Forest will correctly establish accurate 
boundaries between such forest and private 
lands. 

(b) PURPOSE.-lt is the purpose of this Act 
to authorize and direct the Secretary of Ag
riculture to convey, without consideration, 
certain lands in Butte County, California, to 
persons claiming to have been deprived of 
title to such lands. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purpose of this Act-
(1) the term "affected lands" means those 

Federal lands located in the Plumas Na
tional Forest in Butte County, California, in 
sections 11, 12, 13, and 14, township 21 north, 
range 5 west, Mount Diablo Meridian, as de
scribed by the dependent resurvey by the Bu
reau of Land Management conducted in 1992, 
and subsequent Forest Service land line loca
tion surveys, including all adjoining parcels 
where the property line as identified by the 
1992 BLM dependent resurvey and National 
Forest boundary lines before such dependent 
resurvey are not coincident; 

(2) the term "claimant" means an owner of 
real property in Butte County, California, 
whose real property adjoins Plumas National 
Forest lands described in subsection (a), who 
claims to ha~e been deprived by the United 

States of title to property as a result of pre
vious erroneous surveys; and 

(3) the term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 
SEC. 3. CONVEYANCE OF LANDS. 

Notwithstanding any other prov1s10n of 
law, the Secretary is authorized and directed 
to convey, without consideration, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to affected lands as described in section 
2(1), to any claimant or claimants, upon 
proper application from such claimant or 
claimants, as provided in section 4. 
SEC. 4. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CONVEY

ANCE. 
(a) NOTIFICATION.-Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of this Act, 
claimants shall notify the Secretary, 
through the Forest Supervisor of the Plumas 
National Forest, in writing of their claim to 
affected lands. Such claim shall be accom
panied by-

(1) a description of the affected lands 
claimed; 

(2) information relating to the claim of 
ownership of such lands; and 

(3) such other information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(b) ISSUANCE OF DEED.-(1) Upon a deter
mination by the Secretary that issuance of a 
deed for affected lands is consistent with the 
purpose and requirements of this Act, the 
Secretary shall issue a quitclaim deed to 
such claimant for the parcel to be conveyed. 

(2) Prior to the issuance of any such deed 
as provided in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall ensure that-

(A) the parcel or parcels to be conveyed 
have been surveyed in accordance with the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man
agement, dated November 11, 1989; 

(B) all new property lines established by 
such surveys have been monumented and 
marked; and 

(C) all terms and conditions necessary to 
protect third party and Government Rights
of-Way or other interests are included in the 
deed. 

(3) The Federal Government shall be re
sponsible for all surveys and property line 
markings necessary to implement this sub
section. 

(c) NOTIFICATION TO BLM.-The Secretary 
shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior 
an authenticated copy of each deed issued 
pursuant to this Act no later than 30 days 
after the date such deed is issued. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appointed such 
sums as necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself 
and Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 400. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to provide for the treatment of set
tlement agreements reached with the 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTY CORPORATION 
LEASE SETTLEMENTS ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to amend the 
Employee Retirement Income Security 
Act [ERISA]. I am pleased to say that 
I am joined by my distinguished col
league Senator CAMPBELL. It will solid
ify a recent important settlement 
made by the Government agency that 
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insures pensions, the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation [PBGC] and Con
tinental Airlines. This settlement will 
provide the PBGC with financial secu
rity in its effort to collect nearly $700 
million in unpaid pension contribu
tions. In October 1990, Eastern Airlines 
terminated its pension plans which 
were $700 million underfunded. Under 
ERISA, Continental Airlines, as a 
member of the controlled group, is lia
ble for the pension money owed by 
Eastern Airlines. 

Last October, Continental Airlines 
and the PBGC came to a settlement 
concerning these pension liabilities. 
This agreement has been approved by 
the court as well as the other creditors 
involved. However, due to the novelty 
of the arrangement, some legal ques
tions remain outstanding. My bill 
would resolve this issue by specifically 
permitting in law what has already 
been agreed to by the parties involved. 
It clarifies that the PBGC, which ob
tained 15 planes in the settlement, will 
be protected in the event of a future 
Continental Airlines bankruptcy. 

This will enable the PBGC to obtain 
the maximum amount it can from Con
tinental Airlines. The more money the 
PBGC can obtain for Eastern's pension 
debt, the less money that will have to 
be obtained through raising the PBGC 
premiums paid by other plan sponsors. 
PBGC premiums have already risen 700 
percent over the last 10 years. 

Last October, the Senate unani
mously passed this bill. However, the 
House was unable to complete action 
due to it being late in the session. This 
year, I urge my colleagues to act 
quickly in passing the legislation so 
that we can be sure the agreement re
mains intact. This will bolster the re
tirement security of 60,000 Eastern Air
lines pensioners as well as protect the 
integrity of the defined benefit plan 
pension system that over 40 million 
Americans depend on. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

s. 400 
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 "Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation Lease Settle
ments Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF SETTLEMENT LEASES 

WITH THE PENSION BENEFIT GUAR· 
ANTY CORPORATION. 

Section 4062 of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(f) TREATMENT OF LEASES.-In the case of 
any settlement for liability under title IV of 
this Act entered into by the corporation and 
one or more other parties, if-

"(1) such settlement was entered into be
fore the date of the enactment of the Pen-

sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation Lease 
Settlements Act of 1993, 

"(2) one party to such settlement was a 
debtor under title 11, United States Code, 
and 

"(3) the corporation is a party-in-interest 
to an agreement being entered into as part of 
such settlement, which agreement provided 
that it is to be treated as a lease, 
then, for purposes of such title 11, such 
agreement shall be treated as a lease for pur
poses of section 1110 of such title 11." .• 
• Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join Senator JEFFORDS in 
the introduction of legislation that 
will reinforce a recent settlement made 
by the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor
poration [PBGC] and Continental Air
lines. 

As my colleagues might remember, 
the Senate unanimously passed iden
tical legislation last year, S. 3367. 
Though similar language had also been 
considered by the House, cir
cumstances beyond our control kept 
the bill from passing during the last 
days of the 102d Congress. 

Continental, which has only recently 
begun emerging from bankruptcy court 
protection, has experienced difficulties 
in dealing with PBGC, difficulties 
stemming from ambiguities in current 
law. One of the largest claims against 
Continental was filed by the PBGC. 
Continental, as a member of the con
trolled group of companies which in
cluded Eastern Airlines, was being held 
responsible for the pension shortfall 
the PBGC assumed when Eastern ter
minated its pension plans. 

Because Continental could not make 
a large up-front cash payment, the 
PBGC insisted on receiving assurances 
that it would receive substantial future 
payments. Under the terms of the 
agreement, Continental agreed to 
transfer its ownership interest in 15 jet 
aircraft to the PBGC and lease them 
back. In addition, Continental agreed 
to guarantee the amount that PBGC 
would receive upon the future disposi
tion of the planes. Because the equity 
interest in the planes is being trans
ferred to the PBGC, the agreement re
quires Continental to restructure the 
arrangements it now has with the 
plane's existing debt holders. 

The legislation that Senator JEF
FORDS and I are introducing would clar
ify the fact that this arrangement 
should be considered as a lease in the 
event of a future bankruptcy filing. 
Unless the arrangement is treated as a 
lease, the important protections would 
be lost and the PBGC and the existing 
debt holders could lose rental pay
ments and the ability to foreclose on 
the planes should Continental seek 
bankruptcy protection in the future.• 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 401. A bill to amend title 23, Unit

ed States Code, to delay the effective 
date for penalties for States that do 
not have in effect safety belt and mo
torcycle helmet safety programs, and 

for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

MOTORCYCLE SAFETY PROGRAM ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
protect the States from unfair pen
alties included in the Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1991, ISTEA. Senators who have been 
following this issue will know that our 
colleague, Senator DURENBERGER, re
cently introduced legislation to repeal 
the penalty section of ISTEA. As a co
sponsor of this legislation, I am ex
tremely supportive of his efforts. The 
bill I am introducing today should be 
viewed as a companion bill-not as an 
alternative to the best possible solu
tion of repeal, but rather as a fallback 
position should repeal be unattainable. 

As my colleagues may know, ISTEA 
included pr0visions requiring States to 
have mandated safety belt and motor
cycle helmet laws. While I understand 
and sympathize with the motivation of 
those supporting these mandates, I be
lieve their efforts are misguided. 

Under ISTEA, Public Law 102-240, 
each State is required to have both 
seat belt and motorcycle helmet laws 
in effect before October 1, 1993. If a 
State does not have both in effect by 
this deadline the State will be re
quired, beginning October 1, 1994, to 
shift 1.5 percent of its Federal high
ways funds in three programs, the Na
tional Highway System [NHS], the Sur
face Transportation Program [STP], 
and the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement Program 
[CMAQ], to section 402 safety pro
grams. If by September 30, 1994, a State 
has not enacted both seat belt and hel
met laws the State ·will be required to 
shift 3 percent of its Federal highway 
funds in the NHS, the STP and the 
CMAQ to safety programs. 

Mr. President, the bill I am introduc
ing today would postpone the deadline 
from October 1, 1993, to October 1, 1995. 
While my fellow Senators might dis
agree with me on the merits of man
dating helmet use, they must agree 
that we ought to let States have ample 
opportunity to debate this issue. I am 
concerned with the deadline quickly 
approaching, individual States will not 
have the opportunity to carefully con
sider the ramifications of this issue. 

In closing, I would urge my fellow 
Senators to carefully consider this leg
islation and to discuss the issue with 
motorcycle riders in their States. I 
think that if my colleagues review the 
facts, they will find that mandating 
helmet use makes little practical 
sense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be in
cluded in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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s. 401 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. USE OF SAFETY BELTS AND MOTOR

CYCLE HELMETS. 
Section 153(h) of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended-
(1) in the heading of paragraph (1), by 

striking "1994" and inserting " 1996"; 
(2) by striking " 1995" in paragraph (1) and 

inserting "1997"; and 
(3) by striking "1994" each place it appears 

in paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting 
"1996".• 

By Mr. DURENBERGER (for him
self and Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 402. A bill to amend the Social Se
curity Act to increase the domestic 
service wage exclusion, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

OCCASIONAL EMPLOYMENT EQUITY 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise today to introduce S. 402, the oc
casional employment equity bill. The 
cloud over the nomination of Zoe Baird 
to the Office of Attorney General has 
left in its wake at least one silver lin
ing. It has focused America's attention 
on an issue of vi tal concern to anyone 
who hires what is considered to be a 
"household employee." 

The category of household employees 
includes, among others, babysitters, 
nannies, housekeepers, and the kids 
who shovel your sidewalk and mow 
your lawn. 

The question that is raised here is 
the following: At what pay level is it 
right to require the individuals em
ploying these workers to file for with
holding of Social Security? 

Under current law, an employer must 
withhold Social Security for a house
hold employee who earns more than $50 
per quarter. This threshold was estab
lished in 1954-and not once has it even 
been adjusted for inflation. The $50 is 
ridiculously out of date. Anyone who 
has a lawn to be mowed or a walk to be 
shoveled in snowy weather knows that 
the neighborhood entrepreneurs would 
scoff at such wages. 

As we all know, $50 went a lot further 
in 1954 than it does today. In 1954 a 
babysitter making 20 cents an hour 
would earn $1 per night for a long night 
of work. A total payment of $50 would 
allow the employer to go out 50 nights 
per quarter-or 200 times per year
without having to worry about filing 
withholding forms. 

How far will that same $50 go today? 
Where I come from, not more than two 
or three nights' worth of babysitting. 

So the wage paid to babysitters has 
kept up with the increasing cost of liv
ing-but the laws affecting their em
ployers have failed to reflect these 
changes. The Congressional Budget Of
fice estimates that $50 in 1954 is worth 
about $250 in 1993 dollar&-and the bill 
I am introducing will bring our tax law 
in line with this fact. 

The bill would increase the threshold 
for withholding to $250 per quarter and, 
to prevent this problem from recurring, 
it would provide for automatic infla
tion adjustments in the future. 

At the new threshold of $250 per quar
ter, an employer would be able to use a 
single babysitter at $3 per hour for 6 
hours per week-every week-without 
having to withhold Social Security. 
Any number of different babysitters 
could be employed to increase the aver
age number of hours on the whole. For 
example, if parents knew of three baby
sitters who were available, they could 
all work an average of 6 hours per week 
every week without bumping up 
against the ceiling. 

This bill will help reduce the report
ing burden on ordinary American&
whether it's a parent who hires an oc
casional babysitter, or a senior citizen 
who needs some help in shoveling the 
sidewalk or running errands. I think it 
is unconscionable to ask the employers 
of these occasional household workers 
to contend with the inconvenience of 
Federal paperwork for such a relatively 
insignificant amount of money. 

I ask my colleagues to note carefully 
that this modified provision will not 
encompass full-time nannies or full
time housekeepers. Those who work in 
a full-time capacity deserve to have 
their long-term income security pro
vided for by having their employer 
withhold Social Security. 

Independent contractor&-such as 
professional housecleaning services and 
professional lawn services-do not cur
rently fall under these requirements, 
and my bill does not affect their ex
emption. 

I invite my colleagues to join me in 
my effort to implement this change for 
the sake of the numerous people who 
have voiced their concern over this in
equitable situation. There is currently 
very little compliance with this rule, 
and this bill would offer substantial 
clarification in an area that des
perately needs it. 

In fact, I believe that this bill will re
sult in greater c'ompliance and will in
crease revenue rather than lower it. 
Many people were unaware of this re
quirement prior to the Attorney Gen
eral nominations, and creating a 
threshold which is reasonable by cur
rent standards, and fair to those who 
need occasional help in their daily 
lives, will lay the groundwork for in
creased awareness, understanding and 
compliance. 

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. 402 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Occasional Employment Equity Act". 

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN DOMESTIC SERVICE WAGE 
EXCLUSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 209(a)(6)(B) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 409(a)(6)(B)) is 
amended by striking "$50" and inserting 
"$250 for 1993 (or, in the case of any succeed
ing calendar year, the dollar amount for the 
preceding calendar year increased by the ap
plicable adjustment determined under sec
tion 202(f)(8)(B) for such succeeding calendar 
year)". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
3121(a)(7)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking " $50" and insert
ing "$250 for 1993 (or, in the case of any suc
ceeding calendar year, the dollar amount for 
the preceding calendar year increased by the 
applicable adjustment determined under sec
tion 202(f)(8)(B) of the Social Security Act 
for such succeeding calendar year)". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to service 
performed in calendar quarters beginning 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 
S. 403. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a tax 
credit for fuels produced from offshore 
deep-water projects; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

DOMESTIC ENERGY SECURITY ACT OF 1993 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Frontier Off
shore Production and Economic En
hancement Act. The bill would provide 
a $5 a barrel credit for oil produced 
from deep water production-defined as 
400 meters or more. This legislation is 
vitally needed to reduce our reliance 
on foreign oil, reduce the trade deficit, 
maintain a vital infrastructure, create 
jobs, and minimize the risk of oil 
spills. 

Mr. President, this country continues 
to import an ever-increasing share of 
oil and petroleum products from 
abroad. In 1990, we spent $65 billion on 
oil imports, which amounted to 64 per
cent of our total trade deficit. 

We also spent billions and risked the 
lives of thousands of young Americans 
defending our interest in the Persian 
Gulf. A large part of that interest is 
the oil and gas that lies below the 
desert sands. 

The domestic energy industry contin
ues to decline. Thousands of oil indus
try workers have been laid off and it 
looks like many more may become un
employed in the near future. Over 
400,000 jobs have been lost in the oil 
and gas industry in the last 10 years; 
by some estimates, 40,000 to 50,000 may 
have been lost in 1992 alone. 

Our national security depends on ac
cess to dependable domestic energy re
serves. Unfortunately, our domestic oil 
and gas industry cannot turn on a 
dime. There is no magic spigot that 
can be turned on when the need for se
cure domestic oil reserves becomes 
acute. The expertise needed to develop 
oil and gas is highly skilled and 
trained, particularly now that the re
maining domestic reserves are increas
ingly more difficult to recover. 

Unless we take steps today to help 
preserve a viable domestic industry, 
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the next energy crisis may be chronic 
and very damaging to our economy. 
Unless we act to preserve a core of tal
ent and capital in the United States, 
the domestic industry may not be able 
to deploy the necessary capital invest
ment and trained labor necessary to 
quickly add large increments to our 
overall domestic supply of oil and pe
troleum products. 

Finally, the most recent data ob
tained from the minerals management 
survey shows that only 2 percent of the 
world's oil spills are the result from 
Outer Continental Shelf [OCS] develop
ment. In contrast, 45 percent of the 
world's oil spills come from transpor
tation related, or tanker spills. The 
more we import, the higher risk there 
is of large oil spills. 

An important part of our strategy to 
assure the availability of domestic sup
ply is the development of the Outer 
Continental Shelf [OCS], in particular 
areas in the deep water, well over 1,200 
feet. The OCS contains almost one 
quarter of all estimated remaining do
mestic oil and gas reserves; much of 
the reserves are in deep water. Accord
ing to the Department of the Interior 
estimates, there are 11 billion barrels 
of oil equivalent in the Gulf of Mexico 
in waters of a depth of 200 meters or 
more. The costs of finding and produc
ing oil and gas in deep water areas is 
astronomical; for example, a state-of
the-art rig in deep water, over 3,000 feet 
can cost more than $1 billion, as op
posed to $300 million for a conventional 
fixed leg platform in 800 feet of water. 

Based on similar large-scale projects, 
the development of the deep water of 
the Gulf of Mexico would create tens of 
thousands of jobs in the oil industry 
and a multiple of that in the general 
economy. The investment required to 
find, develop, and produce 5-10 billion 
barrels of oil could range from $50-$100 
billion. Since various studies have esti
mated that every billion dollars' worth 
of investment could create 20,000 jobs; 
a large scale effort could ultimately 
create up to one million jobs. 

Under current economic conditions, 
most oil and gas potential in the deep
water Gulf of Mexico will not attract 
investment, due to the high cost of 
finding and producing hydrocarbons in 
a hostile deep-water environment. 
Therefore, I am introducing legislation 
to provide a $5-per-barrel credit for 
production of qualified fuels, defined as 
domestic crude and natural gas pro
duced from property located under at 
least 400 meters of water. Unlike the 
general business credit, the deep-water 
credit cannot be carried back 3 years. 
Unused credits can be carried forward 
for 15 years. Unused credits can be car
ried forward for 15 years. The credit 
could be used to offset the corporate al
ternative minimum tax since many 
companies in the oil production and 
services industries are subject to the 
minimum tax. 

Mr. President, I must emphasize that 
I have designed the credit to minimize 
revenue loss to the Government. Since 
there is typically 5 to 8 years between 
discovery and production of oil and gas 
in commercial quantities, there will 
not be a negative near-term impact on 
tax revenues. In fact, in the first few 
years, the deep water credit could raise 
revenue. During this interim time pe
riod, significant investments will be 
made to assure that the oil and gas will 
be brought to market. Suppliers, con
tractors, and employees will pay taxes 
on the additional income generated by 
these development activities. Their in
creased spending will increase the 
earnings and stimulate employment in 
many industries throughout the United 
States. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this important legislation. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 404. A bill to amend title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967 to improve the effectiveness of ad
ministrative review of employment dis
crimination claims made by Federal 
employees, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE FAIRNESS ACT OF 1993 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing legislation which is de
signed to drastically overhaul the 
Equal Employment Opportunities com
plaint system. If ever a system cries 
out for change, the present EEO sys
tem does. 

Joining me in this effort are Sen
ators STEVENS, MIKULSKI, SIMON, 
DECONCINI, WOFFORD, AKAKA, 
FEINGOLD, CONRAD, MCCAIN, MOSELEY
BRAUN, LIEBERMAN, and LEVIN. I ask 
unanimous consent that they be listed 
as cosponsors of the bill. 

Although the Federal Government 
has made progress in the area of equal 
employment opportunity, more should 
be done and it is important that the 
Federal Government . should take the 
lead in shattering the glass ceiling. 

Providing for equality of opportunity 
simply makes good business sense. 
When we restrict opportunity, either in 
government or industry, we hurt our
selves and diminish our economic po
tential. 

At our Governmental Affairs Com
mittee hearing on the glass ceiling in 
the Federal agencies, witnesses testi
fied that the EEO complaint process it
self is a barrier to the advancement of 
women and minorities. The EEO com
plaint process is designed to ferret out 
illegal barriers to employment and pro
motion. Therefore, if the complaint 
process is flawed, the barriers can be
come permanent roadblocks to career 
advancement. 

As chairman of the Governmental Af
fairs Committee, I ordered the first 

Governmentwide study of why women 
and minorities in the Federal 
workforce can't seem to rise above the 
so-called glass ceiling that keeps them 
out of top Government jobs. 

During the last session of Congress 
the committee held hearings on the 
EEO .complaint system. We heard com
pelling testimony from several wit
nesses who shared their first-hand ac
counts of the flaws in the EEO system. 

The committee heard from Donald 
Rochon, a former FBI agent, who gave 
an eloquent account of the 4lfz years he 
spent trying to get the system to re
spond to his request for relief from the 
racist situation confronting him in the 
FBI. To say the system failed him 
would be a gross understatement. In 
fact, the person charged with deciding 
his fate was also named in his com
plaint. So, he was in effect required to 
ask for relief from the very people who 
were implicated in the complaint. The 
FBI in investigating itself, held itself 
blameless. That is the outcome of most 
of the cases not only in the FBI, but in 
many other Federal agencies. 

Virginia Delgado testified that she 
ran into much the same problem. She 
was an EEO counselor in the Depart
ment of the Navy, and the system 
again failed when she tried to seek 
some sort of redress from the environ
ment that she considered to be hostile 
and sexist. Five years after she filed 
the suit, the U.S. District Court agreed 
with her. However, in retaliation for 
her complaint she was fired. Her super
visor was found by a Federal district 
judge to have illegally created a hos
tile environment, but the Navy later 
promoted him and he became one of 
their top experts on sexual harassment. 
The level of retaliation illustrated in 
the case of Mrs. Delgado is an example 
of what Federal employees may face 
who file EEO complaints. 

In a program aired in January of this 
year by CBS's "Sixty Minutes," several 
female agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms [ATF] spoke out 
on sexual harassment and the resulting 
retaliation they suffered because they 
filed a complaint. According to many 
of the employees interviewed by my 
staff, the retaliation was often worse 
than the original complaint. 

Ms. Penny Patterson, an ATF inspec
tor, who testified at the Governmental 
Affairs Committee's hearings in Octo
ber 1991 described the same kind of 
"good ole boy" network that the Wash
ington Post reporter Lynne Duke de
scribed in an article which appeared in 
the Washington Post on January 27, 
1993. 

I believe this legislation will move us 
toward a system that will be fair and 
responsive to the individual employee, 
instead of favoring the agency, which 
is now the case. Federal agencies are 
playing fast and loose with the rules 
because they make up the rules. Ac
cording to one Federal enforcement 
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agent, "common criminals are entitled 
to more due process than a Federal em
ployee who files a complaint." 

Mr. President, that is a sad com
mentary on the present EEO system. 

The Federal Employee Fairness Act 
will provide the statutory base for re
vising procedures that govern the proc
ess of EEO claims, a process which has 
not been revised since 1972. 

First of all this legislation would 
take agencies out of the business of 
judging themselves. It would transfer 
the authority for determining the mer
its of EEO claims from the agencies 
against which the claims have been 
filed to the EEOC, an independent 
agency with expertise in investigating 
and evaluating employment discrimi
nation claims. 

Mr. President, the staff of the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee has re
ceived many items of mail detailing 
case after case of agencies conducting 
their own investigations with predict
able results 99 percent of the time; the 
agency finds itself not guilty. 

Second, this legislation would elimi
nate duplication in the processing of 
EEO claims. The bill would eliminate 
the duplication that currently occurs 
when more than 120 different agencies 
each investigate claims and attempt to 
keep their EEO staff trained in the lat
est legal developments by transferring 
to the EEOC the authority for ensuring 
that claims are properly investigated 
and adjudicated. The agencies would 
still retain critical responsibilities for 
counseling complainants, attempting 
to resolve the claims and gathering rel
evant records. But, the bill would 
greatly increase the accountability for 
managing the processing of EEO claims 
by placing principal responsibility in 
one agency, not many agencies. 

In fact in a report issued by the GAO 
entitled "Agencies Estimated Costs for 
Counseling and Processing Discrimina
tion Complaints" we would actually 
save money by consolidating the com
plaint process in a single agency. In 
fact, the CBO estimates that savings 
could be as much as $25 million yearly, 
once provisions of the legislation are 
fully operational. 

Further, Mr. President, the bill 
would impose strict time limitations 
on the complainants, on the Federal 
agencies against which claims have 
been filed and the EEOC which would 
adjudicate the claims. 

The EEOC made a long-awaited 
change in its regulation when section 
1613 went into effect in October 1992. 
Our legislation will statutorily reduce 
the excessive delays currently con
fronting the parties to Federal sector 
EEO claims. The average time to fully 
adjudicate EEO claims in the Federal 
sector was 338 days in fiscal year 1990 
rather than the recommended 180 days, 
the most recent year for which figures 
are available. Some agencies process 
the claims much more slowly, such as 

the Department of Justice which aver
aged 841 days, over 2 years and the De
partment of State which averaged 1,134 
days. 

Under existing law, the complainant 
must file his or her EEO claim within 
30 days. Often, this stringent time 
limit does not allow the Federal em
ployee to determine if a claim should 
be filed. The Federal Employee Fair
ness Act would extend the time within 
which EEO claims can be filed from 30 
days, at present, to 180 days which is 
currently available in the private sec
tor, affording Federal employees time 
to think before they act. 

The bill would provide Federal em
ployees who eventually prevail in the 
system with interest on their awards of 
back pay to compensate for delay, just 
as employees in the private sector have 
recovered for years. 

Another feature of the bill is that it 
ensures that hearings will be based on 
a complete and fair record. The bill 
would provide the parties with the 
right to conduct limited discovery of 
each other's position and authorize the 
administrative judges to ensure that 
the record is complete. Hearings would 
be based largely on a record compiled 
by the parties, with assistance from 
the judges where a party needs assist
ance and not, as is the current prac
tice, on a record largely prepared from 
investigations that the agencies con
duct of themselves. 

The legislation further provides these 
same procedural improvements to vic
tims of age discrimination. The bill 
would amend the Age Discrimination 
in Employment Act to adopt the same 
procedural improvements that would 
be made to title VII. In addition, the 
bill would allow employees to file with
in the same 2-year period that is avail
able to employees in the private sector. 
And finally, it simplifies and stream
lines the processing of mixed cases 
where civil service and employment 
discrimination claims are mixed to
gether, rather than the current system 
that requires separate consideration. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Comptroller 
General, Charles Bowsher, testified be
fore the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee on January 8, 1993, concerning the 
GAO transition series and critical is
sues facing the Federal Government. 
He told us that investment in human 
resources for Government operations is 
one of those critical issues. And GAO 
found that "the President and the Con
gress need to emphasize to agency 
heads that they must have programs in 
place and hold their senior managers 
accountable for achieving a representa
tive work force, particularly at higher 
grade levels." 

According to census figures and the 
Department of Labor's Workforce 2000 
report, our Federal work force will be 
different in 7 years. It will be more di
verse; it will contain more women; it 
will contain more minorities; and it 

will require more technological exper
tise. We must ensure that the work 
force is well-trained and efficient. And 
we must ensure that Federal employees 
are secure in the knowledge that they 
will be treated fairly in the workplace, 
and that talent and performance will 
be rewarded. 

Mr. President, the Federal Employee 
Fairness Act will help to remove the 
obstacles now experienced in the cur
rent EEO complaint process and re
store employee confidence in the sys
tem. 

That is the very least we must do. 
I ask unanimous consent that a copy 

of the legislation and the Washington 
Post article of Lynn Duke be printed in 
the RECORD immediately after my re
marks. 

Additionally, I ask unanimous con
sent that the statement of Senator 
BARBARA MIKULSKI of Maryland be 
printed in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing these remarks. 

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

s. 404 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TTILE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Federal Em
ployee Fairness Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO ADMINIS

TRATIVE DETERMINATION OF FED
ERAL EMPLOYEE DISCRIMINATION 
CLAIMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-Section 701 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (f) by striking "The term" 
and inserting "Except when it appears as 
part of the term 'Federal employee', the 
term"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(o) The term 'Commission' means the 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commis
sion. 

"(p) The term 'entity of the Federal Gov
ernment' means an entity to which section 
717(a) applies, except that such term does not 
include the Library of Congress. 

"(q) The term 'Federal employee' means an 
individual employed by, or who applies for 
employment with, an entity of the Federal 
Government. 

"(r) The term 'Federal employment' means 
employment by an entity of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

"(s) The terms 'government', 'government 
agency', and 'political subdivision' do not in
clude an entity of the Federal Government.". 

(b) EEOC DETERMINATION OF FEDERAL EM
PLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION CLAIMS.-Section 
717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 
2000e-16) is amended-

(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) in the second sentence, by redesignat

ing paragraphs (1) through (3) as subpara
graphs (A) through (C), respectively; 

(B) in the fourth sentence, by redesignat
ing paragraphs (1) and (2) as subparagraphs 
(A) and (B), respectively; 

(C) by designating the first through fifth 
sentences as paragraphs (1), (2), (4), (5), and 
(6), respectively, and indenting accordingly; 

(D) in paragraph (2) (as designated by sub
paragraph (C) of this paragraph)-
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(i) in subparagraph (B) (as redesignated by 

subparagraph (A) of this paragraph) by strik
ing " and" at the end; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph) by strik
ing the period and inserting "; and"; and 

(iii) by adding after subparagraph (C) the 
following: 

" (D) require each entity of the Federal 
Government--

" (i)(l) to make counseling available to a 
Federal employee who chooses to notify such 
entity that the employee believes such en
tity has discriminated against the employee 
in violation of subsection (a), for the purpose 
of trying to resolve the matters with respect 
to which such discrimination is alleged; 

"(II) to assist such employee in identifying 
the respondent required by subsection (c)(1) 
to be named in a complaint alleging such 
violation; 

"(III) to inform such employee individually 
of the procedures and deadlines that apply 
under this section to a claim alleging such 
discrimination; and 

" (IV) to make such counseling available 
throughout the administrative process; 

"(ii) to establish a voluntary alternative 
dispute resolution process, as described in 
subsection (e)(1), to resolve complaints; 

"(iii) not to discourage Federal employees 
from filing complaints on any matter relat
ing to discrimination in violation of this sec
tion; and 

"(iv) not to require Federal employees to 
participate in such counseling or dispute res
olution process."; and 

(E) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as des
ignated by subparagraph (C) of this para
graph) the following: 

" (3) The decision of a Federal employee to 
forgo such counseling or dispute resolution 
process shall not affect the rights of such 
employee under this title."; 

(2) by striking subsection (c); 
(3) in subsection (d)-
(A) by striking " (k)" and inserting "(j)"; 
(B) by striking " brought hereunder" and 

inserting " commenced under this section" ; 
and 

(C) by striking ", and the same" and all 
that follows and inserting a period and the 
following: "The head of the department, 
agency, or other entity of the Federal Gov
ernment in which discrimination in viola
tion of subsection (a) is alleged to have oc
curred shall be the defendant in a civil ac
tion alleging such violation. In any action or 
proceeding under this section, the court, in 
the discretion of the court, may allow the 
prevailing party (other than an entity of the 
Federal Government) a reasonable attorney's 
fee (including expert fees and other litiga
tion expenses), costs, and the same interest 
to compensate for delay in payment as a 
court has authority to award under section 
706(k). " ; 

(4) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 
as subsections (m) and (n), respectively; 

(5) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c)(1)(A) Except as provided in subpara
graph (B), a complaint filed by or on behalf 
of a Federal employee or a class of Federal 
employees and alleging a claim of discrimi
nation arising under subsection (a) or para
graph (4) shall-

" (i) name as the respondent the head of the 
department, agency, or other entity of the 
Federal Government in which such discrimi
nation is alleged to have occurred (referred 
to in this section as the 'respondent' ); and 

"(ii) be filed with the respondent, or with 
the Commission, not later than 180 days 
after the alleged discrimination occurs. 
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" (B) A complaint described in subpara
graph (A) shall be considered to be fiied in 
compliance with subparagraph (A), if not 
later than 180 days after the alleged dis
crimination occurs, the complaint is filed-

"(i) with such department, agency, or en
tity; or 

"(ii) if the complaint does not arise out of 
a dispute with an agency within the intel
ligence community, as defined by Executive 
order, with any other entity of the Federal 
Government, regardless of the respondent 
named. 

"(2) If the complaint is filed with an entity 
of the Federal Government other than the 
department, agency, or entity in which such 
discrimination is alleged to have occurred-

"(A) the entity (other than the Commis
sion) with whom the complaint is filed shall 
transmit the complaint to the Commission, 
not later than 15 days after receiving the 
complaint; and 

" (B) the Commission shall transmit a copy 
of the complaint, not later than 10 days after 
receiving the complaint, to the respondent. 

"(3)(A) Not later than 3 days after the re
spondent receives the complaint from a 
source other than the Commission, the re
spondent shall notify the Commission that 
the respondent has received the complaint 
and shall inform the Commission of the iden
tity of the Federal employee aggrieved by 
the discrimination alleged in the complaint. 

"(B) Not later than 10 days after the re
spondent or the Merit Systems Protection 
Board receives the complaint from a source 
other than the Commission, the respondent 
or the Board shall transmit to the Commis
sion a copy of the complaint. 

" (4)(A) No person shall, by reason of the 
fact that a Federal employee or an author
ized representative of Federal employees has 
filed, instituted, or caused to be filed or in
stituted any proceeding under this section, 
or has testified or is about to testify in any 
proceeding resulting from the administra
tion or enforcement of this section-

" (i) discharge the employee or representa
tive; 

" (ii) discriminate against the employee or 
representative in administering a perform
ance-rating plan under chapter 43 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

" (iii) in any other way discriminate 
against the employee or representative; or 

"(iv) cause another person to take an ac
tion described in clause (i) , (ii) , or (iii). 

" (B) Any Federal employee or representa
tive of Federal employees who believes that 
the employee or representative has been dis
charged or otherwise discriminated against 
by any person in violation of subparagraph 
(A), may file a complaint in accordance with 
paragraph (1). 

" t<!)(1) Throughout the period beginning on 
the date the respondent receives the com
plaint and ending on the latest date by 
which all administrative and judicial pro
ceedings available under this section have 
been concluded with respect to such claim, 
the respondent shall collect and preserve 
documents and information (including the 
complaint) that are relevant to such claim, 
including not less than the documents and 
information that comply with rules issued 
by the Commission. 

" (2) If the complaint alleges that a person 
has--

" (A) participated in the discrimination 
that is the basis for the complaint; or 

" (B) at the time of the discrimination
"(i) was a supervisor of the Federal em

ployee subject to the discrimination; 
"(ii) was aware of the discrimination; and 

" (iii) failed to make reasonable efforts to 
curtail or mitigate the discrimination, 
the respondent shall ensure that the person 
shall not be designated to carry out the re
quirements of paragraph (1), or to conduct 
any investigation related to the complaint. 

"(e)(1)(A) The respondent shall make rea
sonable efforts to conciliate each claim al
leged in the complaint through alternative 
dispute resolution procedures during-

"(i) the 30-day period; or 
"(ii) with the written consent of the ag

grieved Federal employee, the 60-day period, 
beginning on the date the respondent re
ceives the complaint. 

"(B) Alternative dispute resolution under 
this paragraph may include a conciliator de
scribed in subparagraph (C) , the respondent, 
and the aggrieved Federal employee in a 
process involving meetings with the parties 
separately or jointly for the purposes of re
solving the dispute between the parties. 

"(C) A conciliator shall be appointed by 
the Commission to consider each complaint 
filed under this section. The Commission 
shall appoint a conciliator after considering 
any candidate who is recommended to the 
Director by the Federal Mediation and Con
ciliation Service, the Administrative Con
ference of the United States, or organiza
tions composed primarily of individuals ex
perienced in adjudicating or arbitrating per
sonnel matters. 

"(2) Before the expiration of the applicable 
period specified in paragraph (1)(A) and with 
respect to such claim, the respondent shall

"(A) enter into a settlement agreement 
with such Federal employee; or 

"(B) give formal written notice to such 
Federal employee that such Federal em
ployee may, before the expiration of the 90-
day period beginning on the date such Fed
eral employee receives such notice, either-

"(i) file with the Commission-
" (!) a written request for a determination 

of such claim under subsection (f) by an ad
ministrative judge of the Commission; 

" (II) if such claim alleges an action appeal
able to the Merit System Protection Board, 
a written request electing that a determina
tion of such claim be made under the proce
dures specified in either subparagraph (A) or 
(B) of section 7702(a)(2) of title 5, United 
States Code; or 

" (ill) if such claim alleges a grievance that 
is subject to section 7121 of title 5, United 
States Code but not appealable to the Merit 
Systems Protection Board, a written request 
to raise such claim under the administrative 
and judicial procedures provided in such sec
tion 7121; or 

" (ii) commence a civil action in an appro
priate district court of the United States for 
de novo review of such claim. 

"(3) Such Federal employee may file a 
written request described in paragraph 
(2)(B)(i), or commence a civil action de
scribed in paragraph (2)(B)(ii), at any time-

"(A) after the expiration of the applicable 
period specified in paragraph (l)(A); and 

" (B) before the expiration of the 90-day pe
riod specified in paragraph (2). 

"(f)(1)(A) If such Federal employee files a 
written request under subsection 
(e)(2)(B)(i)(l) and in accordance with sub
section (e)(3) with the Commission for a de
termination under this subsection of the 
claim described in subsection (a), the Com
mission shall transmit a copy of such re
quest to the respondent and shall appoint an 
administrative judge of the Commission to 
determine such claim. 

"(B) If such Federal employee files a writ
ten request under subclause (II) or (Ill) of 
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subsection (e)(2)(B)(i) and in accordance with 
section (e)(3), the Commission shall trans
mit, not later than 10 days after receipt of 
such request, the request to the appropriate 
agency for determination. 

" (2) Immediately after receiving a copy of 
a request under subsection (e)(2)(B)(i), the 
respondent shall transmit a copy of all docu
ments and information collected by the re
spondent under subsection (d) with respect 
to such claim-

" (A) to the Commission if such request is 
for a determination under this subsection; or 

"(B) to the Merit Systems Protection 
Board if such request is for a determination 
under the procedures specified in section 
7702(a)(2)(A) of title 5, United States Code. 

" (3)(A)(i) If the administrative judge deter
mines there are reasonable grounds to be
lieve that to carry out the purposes of this 
section it is necessary to stay a personnel 
action by the respondent against the ag
grieved Federal employee, the administra
tive judge may request any member of the 
Commission to issue a stay against such per
sonnel action for 15 calendar days. 

" (ii) A stay requested under clause (i) shall 
take effect on the earlier of-

"(1) the order of such member; and 
"(II) the fourth calendar day (excluding 

Saturday, Sunday, and any legal public holi
day) following the date on which such stay is 
requested. 

" (B) The administrative judge may request 
any member of the Commission to extend, 
for a period not to exceed 30 calendar days, 
a stay issued under subparagraph (A). 

" (C) The administrative judge may request 
the Commission to extend such stay for any 
period the Commission considers to be ap
propriate beyond the period in effect under 
subparagraph (A) or (B). 

"(D) Members of the Commission shall 
have authority to issue and extend a stay for 
the periods referred to in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B), respectively. The Commission shall 
have authority to extend a stay in accord
ance with subparagraph (C) for any period. 

" (E) The respondent shall comply with a 
stay in effect under this paragraph. 

" (4)(A) The administrative judge shall de
termine whether the documents and infor
mation received under paragraph (2) comply 
with subsection (d) and are complete and ac
curate. 

" (B) If the administrative judge finds that 
the respondent has failed to produce the doc
uments and information necessary to comply 
with such subsection, the administrative 
judge shall, in the absence of good cause 
shown by the respondent, impose any of the 
sanctions specified in paragraph (6)(C) and 
shall require the respondent-

" (i) to obtain any additional documents 
and information necessary to comply with 
such subsection; and 

"(ii) to correct any inaccuracy in the docu
ments and information so received. 

" (5)(A) After examining the documents and 
information received under paragraph (4), 
the administrative judge shall issue an order 
dismissing-

" (i) any frivolous claim alleged in the com
plaint; and 

" (ii) the complaint if it fails to state a 
nonfrivolous claim for which relief may be 
granted under this section. 

" (B)(i) If a claim or the complaint is dis
missed under subparagraph (A), the adminis
trative judge shall give formal written no
tice to the aggrieved Federal employee that 
such Federal employee may, before the expi
ration of the 90-day period beginning on the 
date such Federal employee receives such 
notice-

"(!) file with the Commission a written re
quest for review of such order; or 

"(II) commence a civil action in an appro
priate district court of the United States for 
de novo review of such claim or such com
plaint. 

"(ii) Such Federal employee may com
mence such civil action in the 90-day period 
specified in clause (i). 

" (6)(A)(i) If the complaint is not dismissed 
under paragraph (5)(A), the administrative 
judge shall make a determination, after an 
opportunity for a hearing, on the merits of 
each claim that is not dismissed under such 
paragraph. The administrative judge shall 
make a determination on the merits of any 
other nonfrivolous claim under this section, 
and on any action such Federal employee 
may appeal to the Merit Systems Protection 
Board, reasonably expected to arise from the 
facts on which the complaint is based. 

"(ii) In making the determination required 
by clause (i) , the administrative judge 
shall-

"(!) decide whether the aggrieved Federal 
employee was the subject of unlawful inten
tional discrimination in a department, agen
cy, or other entity of the Federal Govern
ment under this title, section 102 of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, sec
tion 501 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
section 4 of the Age Discrimination in Em
ployment Act of 1967, or the Equal Pay Act 
of 1963; 

"(II) if the employee was the subject of 
such discrimination, contemporaneously 
identify the person who engaged in such dis
crimination; and 

" (Ill) notify the person identified in sub
clause (II) of the complaint and the allega
tions raised in the complaint. 

" (iii) As soon as practicable, the adminis
trative judge shall-

"(!) determine whether the administrative 
proceeding with respect to such claim may 
be maintained as a class proceeding; and 

" (II) if the administrative proceeding may 
be so maintained, describe persons whom the 
administrative judge finds to be members of 
such class. 

" (B) With respect to such claim, a party 
may conduct discovery by such means as 
may be available in a civil action to the ex
tent determined to be appropriate by the ad
ministrative judge. 

" (C) If the aggrieved Federal employee or 
the respondent fails without good cause to 
respond fully and in a timely fashion to a re
quest made or approved by the administra
tive judge for information or the attendance 
of a witness, and if such information or such 
witness is solely in the control of the party 
who fails to respond, the administrative 
judge may, in appropriate circumstances--

"(i) draw an adverse inference that the re
quested information, or the testimony of the 
requested witness, would have reflected unfa
vorably on the party who fails to respond; 

" (ii) consider the matters to which such in
formation or such testimony pertains to be 
established in favor of the opposing party; 

"(iii) exclude other evidence offered by the 
party who fails to respond; 

" (iv) grant full or partial relief to the ag
grieved Federal employee; or 

"(v) take such other action as the adminis
trative judge considers to be appropriate. 

" (D) In a hearing on a claim, the adminis
trative judge shall-

" (i) limit attendance to persons who have 
a direct connection with such claim; 

" (ii) bring out pertinent facts and relevant 
employment practices and policies, but-

"(!) exclude irrelevant or unduly repeti
tious information; and 

"(II) not apply the Federal Rules of Evi
dence strictly; 

" (iii) permit all parties to examine and 
cross-examine witnesses; 

" (iv) require that testimony be given under 
oath or affirmation; and 

" (v) permit the person notified in subpara
graph (A)(ii)(lll) to appear at the hearing

" (!) in person; or 
" (II) by or with counsel or another duly 

qualified representative. 
"(E) At the request of any party or the ad

ministrative judge, a transcript of all or part 
of such hearing shall be provided in a timely 
manner and simultaneously to the parties 
and the Commission. The respondent shall 
bear the cost of providing such transcript. 

"(F) The administrative judge shall have 
authority-

"(i) to administer oaths and affirmation; 
"(ii) to regulate the course of hearings; 
"(iii) to rule on offers of proof and receive 

evidence; 
" (iv) to issue subpoenas to compel-
"(!) the production of documents or infor

mation by the entity of the Federal Govern
ment in which discrimination is alleged to 
have occurred; and 

" (II) the attendance of witnesses who are 
Federal officers or employees of such entity; 

" (v) to request the Commission to issue 
subpoenas to compel the production of docu
ments or information by any other entity of 
the Federal Government and the attendance 
of other witnesses, except that any witness 
who is not an officer or employee of an en
tity of the Federal Government-

" (!) may be compelled only to attend any 
place---

"(aa) less than 100 miles from the place 
where such witness resides, is employed, 
transacts business in person, or is served; or 

" (bb) at such other convenient place as is 
fixed by the administrative judge; and 

" (II) shall be paid fees and allowances, by 
the party that requests the subpoena, to the 
same extent that fees and allowances are 
paid to witnesses under chapter 119 of title 
28, United States Code; 

"(vi) to exclude witnesses whose testimony 
would be unduly repetitious; 

" (vii) to exclude any person from a hearing 
for contumacious conduct, or for mis
behavior, that obstructs such hearing; and 

" (viii) to grant any and all relief of a kind 
described in subsections (g) and (k) of sec
tion 706. 

" (G) The administrative judge and Com
mission shall have authority to award a rea
sonable attorney's fee (including expert fees 
and other litigation expenses), costs, and the 
same interest to compensate for delay in 
payment as a court has authority to award 
under section 706(k). 

" (H) The Commission shall have authority 
to issue subpoenas described in subparagraph 
(F)(v). 

" (!) In the case of contumacy or failure to 
obey a subpoena issued under subparagraph 
(F), the United States district court for the 
judicial district in which the person to whom 
the subpoena is addressed resides or is served 
may issue an order requiring such person to 
appear at any designated place to testify or 
to produce documentary or other evidence. 

"(7)(A)(i) The administrative judge shall 
issue a written order making the determina
tion required by paragraph (6)(A), and grant
ing or denying relief. 

" (ii) The order shall not be reviewable by 
the respondent, and the respondent shall 
have no authority to modify or vacate the 
order. 

" (iii) Except as provided in clause (iv) or 
subparagraph (B), the administrative judge 
shall issue the order not later than-
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"(I) 210 days after the complaint contain

ing such claim is filed on behalf of a Federal 
employee; or 

"(Il) 270 days after the complaint contain
ing such claim is filed on behalf of a class of 
Federal employees. 

"(iv) The time periods described in clause 
(i) shall not begin running until 30 days after 
the administrative judge is assigned to the 
case if the administrative judge certifies, in 
writing, that such 30-day period is needed to 
secure additional documents or information 
from the respondent to have a complete ad
ministrative record. 

"(B) The administrative judge shall issue 
such order not later than 30 days after the 
applicable period specified in subparagraph 
(A) if the administrative judge certifies in 
writing, before the expiration of such appli
cable period-

"(i) that such 30-day period is necessary to 
make such determination; and 

"(ii) the particular and unusual cir
cumstances that prevent the administrative 
judge from complying with the applicable pe
riod specified in subparagraph (A). 

"(C) The administrative judge may apply 
to the Commission to extend any period ap
plicable under subparagraph (A) or (B) if 
manifest injustice would occur in the ab
sence of such an extension. 

"(D) If the aggrieved Federal employee 
shows that such extension would prejudice a 
claim of, or otherwise harm, such Federal 
employee, the Commission-

"(!) may not grant such extension; or 
"(ii) shall terminate such extension. 
"(E) In addition to findings of fact and con

clusions of law, including findings and con
clusions pertaining specifically to the deci
sion and identification described in para
graph (6)(A)(ii), such order shall include for
mal written notice to each party that before 
the expiration of the 90-day period beginning 
on the date such party receives such order-

"(i) the aggrieved Federal employee may 
commence a civil action in an appropriate 
district court of the United States for de 
novo review of a claim with respect to which 
such order is issued; and 

"(ii) unless a civil action is commenced in 
such 90-day period under clause (i) with re
spect to such claim, any party may file with 
the Commission a written request for review 
of the determination made, and relief grant
ed or denied, in such order with respect to 
such claim. 

"(F) Such Federal employee may com
mence such civil action at any time-

"(i) after the expiration of the applicable 
period specified in subparagraph (A) or (B); 
and 

"(ii) before the expiration of the 90-day pe
riod beginning on the date such Federal em
ployee receives an order described in sub
paragraph (A). 

"(G) The determination made, and relief 
granted, in such order with respect to a par
ticular claim shall be enforceable imme
diately, if such order applies to more than 
one claim and if such employee does not-

"(i) commence a civil action in accordance 
with subparagraph (E)(i) with respect to the 
claim; or 

"(ii) request review in accordance with 
subparagraph (E)(ii) with respect to the 
claim. 

"(g)(l) If a party timely files a written re
quest in accordance with subsection 
(f)(5)(B)(i) or (f)(7)(E)(ii) with the Commis
sion for review of the determination made, 
and relief granted or denied, with respect to 
a claim in such order. then the Commission 
shall immediately transmit a copy of such 

request to the other parties involved and to 
the .administrative judge who issued such 
order. 

"(2) Not later than 7 days after receiving a 
copy of such request, the administrative 
judge shall transmit to the Commission the 
record of the proceeding on which such order 
is based, including all documents and infor
mation collected by the respondent under 
subsection (d). 

''(3)(A) After allowing the parties to file 
briefs with respect to such determination, 
the Commission shall issue an order applica
ble with respect to such claim affirming, re
versing, or modifying the applicable provi
sions of the order of the administrative judge 
not later than-

"(i) 150 days after receiving such request; 
or 

"(ii) 30 days after such 150-day period if the 
Commission certifies in writing, before the 
expiration of such 150-day period-

"(!) that such 30-day period is necessary to 
review such claim; and 

"(II) the particular and unusual cir
cumstances that prevent the Commission 
from complying with clause (i). 

"(B) The Commission shall affirm the de
termination made, and relief granted or de
nied, by the administrative judge with re
spect to such claim if such determination 
and such relief are supported by substantial 
evidence in the record taken as a whole. The 
findings of fact of the administrative judge 
shall be conclusive unless the Commission 
determines that they are clearly erroneous. 

"(C) In addition to findings of fact and con
clusions of law, including findings and con
clusions pertaining specifically to the deci
sion and identification described in sub
section (f)(6)(A)(ii), the Commission sb,all in
clude in the order of the Commission formal 
written notice to the aggrieved Federal em
ployee that, before the expiration of the 90-
day period beginning on the date such Fed
eral employee receives such order, such Fed
eral employee may commence a civil action 
in an appropriate district court of the United 
States for de novo review of a claim with re
spect to which such order is issued. 

"(D) Such Federal employee may com
mence such civil action at any time-

"(i) after the expiration of the applicable 
period specified in subparagraph (A); and 

"(ii) before the expiration of the 90-day pe
riod specified in subparagraph (C). 

"(h)(l) In addition to the periods author
ized by subsections (f)(7)(F) and (g)(3)(D), an 
aggrieved Federal employee may commence 
a civil action in an appropriate district court 
of the United States for de novo review of a 
claim-

"(A) during the period beginning 300 days 
after the Federal employee timely requests 
an administrative determination under sub
section (f) with respect to such claim and 
ending on the date the administrative judge 
issues an order under such subsection with 
respect to such claim; and 

"(B) during the period beginning 180 days 
after such Federal employee timely requests 
review under subsection (g) of such deter
mination with respect to such claim and end
ing on the date the Commission issues an 
order under such subsection with respect to 
such claim. 

"(2) Whenever a civil action is commenced 
timely and otherwise in accordance with this 
section to determine the merits of a claim 
arising under this section, the jurisdiction of 
the administrative judge or the Commission 
(as the case may be) to determine the merits 
of such claim shall terminate. 

"(i) A Federal employee who prevails on a 
claim arising under this section, or the Com-

mission, may bring a civil action in an ap
propriate district court of the United States 
to enforce-

"(!) the provisions of a settlement agree
ment applicable to such claim; 

"(2) the provisions of an order issued by an 
administrative judge under subsection 
(f)(7)(A) applicable to such claim if-

"(A) a request is not timely filed of such 
claim under subsection (g)(l) for review of 
such claim by the Commission; and 

"(B) a civil action is not timely com
menced under subsection (f)(7)(F) for de novo 
review of such claim; or 

"(3) the provisions of an order issued by 
the Commission under subsection (g)(3)(A) 
applicable to such claim if a civil action is 
not commenced timely under subsection 
(g)(3)(D) for de novo review of such claim. 

"(j) Any amount awarded under this sec
tion (including fees, costs, and interest 
awarded under subsection (f)(6)(G)), or under 
title 28, United States Code, with respect to 
a violation of subsection (a), shall be paid by 
the entity of the Federal Government that 
violated such subsection from any funds 
made available to such entity by appropria
tion or otherwise. 

"(k)(l) An entity of the Federal Govern
ment against which a claim of discrimina
tion or retaliation is alleged under this sec
tion shall grant the aggrieved Federal em
ployee a reasonable amount of official time, 
in accordance with regulations issued by the 
Commission, to prepare an administrative 
complaint based on such allegation and to 
participate in administrative proceedings re
lating to such claim. 

"(2) An entity of the Federal Government 
against which a claim of discrimination is 
alleged in a complaint filed in a civil action 
under this section shall grant the aggrieved 
Federal employee paid leave for time reason
ably expended to prepare for, and participate 
in, such civil action. Such leave shall be 
granted in accordance with regulations is
sued by the Commission, except that such 
leave shall include reasonable time for-

" (A) attendance at depositions; 
"(B) meetings with counsel; 
"(C) other ordinary and legitimate under

takings in such civil action, that require the 
presence of such Federal employee; and 

"(D) attendance at such civil action. 
"(3) If the administrative judge or the 

Commission (as the case may be), makes or 
affirms a determination of intentional un
lawful discrimination as described in sub
section (f)(6)(A), the administrative judge or 
Commission, respectively, shall, not later 
than 30 days after issuing the order described 
in subsection (f)(7) or (g)(3), as appropriate, 
submit to the Special Counsel the order and 
a copy of the record compiled at any hearing 
on which the order is based. 

"(4)(A) On receipt of the submission de
scribed in paragraph (3), the Special Counsel 
shall conduct an investigation in accordance 
with section 1214 of title 5, United States 
Code, and may initiate disciplinary proceed
ings against any person identified in a deter
mination described in subsection 
(f)(6)(A)(ii)(Il), if the Special Counsel finds 
that the requirements of section 1215 of title 
5, United States Code, have been satisfied. 

"(B) The Special Counsel shall conduct 
such proceedings in accordance with such 
section, and shall accord to the person de
scribed in subparagraph (A) the rights avail
able to the person under such section, in
cluding applicable due process rights. 

"(C) The Special Counsel shall impose ap
propriate sanctions on such person. 

"(1) This section, as in effect immediately 
before the effective date of the Federal Em-
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ployee Fairness Act of 1993, shall apply with 
respect to employment in the Library of 
Congress."; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

"(o)(1) Each respondent that is the subject 
of a complaint that has not been resolved 
under this section, or that has been resolved 
under this section within the most recent 
calendar year, shall prepare a report. There
port shall contain information regarding the 
complaint, including the resolution of the 
complaint if applicable, and the measures 
taken by the respondent to lower the aver
age number of days necessary to resolve such 
complaints. 

"(2) Not later than October 1 of each year, 
the respondent shall submit to the Commis
sion the report described in paragraph (1). 

"(3) Not later than December 1 of each 
year, the Commission shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of the House of Rep
resentatives and of the Senate a report sum
marizing the information contained in the 
reports submitted in accordance with para
graph (2). 

"(p)(1) The Commission, in consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the Director of the 
Information Security Oversight Office of the 
General Services Administration, shall pro
mulgate regulations to ensure the protection 
of classified information and national secu
rity information in administrative proceed
ings under this section. Such regulations 
shall provide, among other things, that com
plaints under this section that bear upon 
classified information shall be handled only 
by such administrative judges, Commission 
personnel, and conciliators as have been 
granted appropriate security clearances. 

"(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1), the 
term 'classified information' has the mean
ing given the term in section 606(1) of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
426(1))." 0 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO THE AGE DISCRIMINA
TION IN EMPLOYMENT ACT. 

(a) ENFORCEMENT BY EEOC.-Section 15 of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act 
of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 633a) is amended-

(1) by striking subsections (c) and (d); and 
(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol

lowing: 
"(c)(1) Any individual aggrieved by a viola

tion of subsection (a) may file a complaint 
with the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission in accordance with subsections 
(c) through (m), and subsections (o) and (p), 
of section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

"(2) Except as provided in subsection (d) 
and paragraph (3), such subsections of sec
tion 717 shall apply to a violation alleged in 
a complaint filed under paragraph (1) in the 
same manner as such section applies to a 
claim arising under section 717 of such Act. 

"(3) The Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, and the administrative judges 
of the Commission, shall have authority to 
award such legal or equitable relief as will 
effectuate the purposes of this Act to an in
dividual described in paragraph (1) with re
spect to a complaint filed under this sub
section. 

"(d)(1) If an individual aggrieved by a vio
lation of this section does not file a com
plaint under subsection (c)(1), such individ
ual may commence a civil action in an ap
propriate district court of the United States 
for de novo review 0f such violation-

"(A) not less than 30 days after filing with 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission a notice of intent to commence such 
action; and 

"(B) not more than 2 years after the al
leged violation of this section occurs. 

"(2) On receiving such notice, the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission 
shall-

"(A) promptly notify all persons named in 
such notice as prospective defendants in such 
action; and 

"(B) take any appropriate action to ensure 
the elimination of any unlawful practice. 

"(3) Except as provided in paragraph (4), 
section 717(m) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(as redesignated by section 2 of the Federal 
Employee Fairness Act of 1993) shall apply to 
civil actions commenced under this sub
section in the same manner as such section 
applies to civil actions commenced under 
section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

"(4) The court described in paragraph (1) 
shall have authority to award such legal or 
equitable relief as will effectuate the pur
poses of this Act to an individual described 
in paragraph (1) in an action commenced 
under this subsection.". 

(b) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENCE CIVIL AC
TION.-If a complaint filed under section 15 of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act 
of 1967 (29 U.S.C. 633a) with the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission is pend
ing in the period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act and ending on Decem
ber 31, 1993, the individual who filed such 
complaint may commence a civil action 
under such section not later than June 30, 
1994. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
(a) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES.-Section 7121 

of title 5, United States Code, is amended
(1) in subsection (a)(1) by inserting "ad-

ministrative" after "exclusive"; and 
(2) in subsection (d}-
(A) by inserting "(1)" after "(d)"; 
(B) in the first and second sentences by 

striking "An" and inserting "Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2), an"; and 

(C) in the last sentence by striking "Selec
tion" and all that follows through "any 
other" and inserting the following: 

"(3) An employee may commence, not later 
than 120 days after a final decision, a civil 
action in an appropriate district court of the 
United States for de novo review of a"; and 

(D) by inserting after the second sentence 
the following: 

"(2) Matters covered under section 7702 of 
this title, or under a law administered by the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis
sion, may be raised under the negotiated 
grievance procedure in accordance with this 
section only if an employee elects under sub
clause (II) or (Ill) of section 717(e)(2)(B)(i) of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to proceed under 
this section.". 

(b) ACTIONS INVOLVING DISCRIMINATION.
Section 7702 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 7702. Actions involving discrimination 

"(a)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, in the case of any employee or 
applicant for employment who-

"(A) is affected by an action which the em
ployee or applicant may appeal to the Merit 
System Protection Board; and 

"(B) alleges that a basis for the action was 
discrimination prohibited by-

"(i) section 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 (42 u.s.c. 2000e-16); 

"(ii) section 6(d) of the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(d)); 

"(iii) section 501 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 791); 

"(iv) sections 12 and 15 of the Age Dis
crimination in Employment Act of 1967 (29 
U.S.C. 631 and 633a); or 

"(v) any rule, regulation, or policy direc
tive prescribed under any provision of law 
described in clauses (i) through (iv) of this 
subparagraph, 
the employee or applicant may raise the ac
tion as provided in paragraph (2). 

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the em
ployee shall raise the action by filing a com
plaint with the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Commission in accordance with sec
tion 717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
shall make a request under section 
717(e)(2)(B)(i) selecting the procedures speci
fied in one of the following subparagraphs: 

"(A) The administrative and judicial pro
cedures provided under sections 7701 and 
7703. 

"(B) The administrative and judicial proce
dures provided under section 7121. 

"(C) The administrative and judicial proce
dures provided under section 717 of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. 

"(3) The agency (including the Board and 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission) that carries out such procedures 
shall apply the substantive law that is ap
plied by the agency that administers the par
ticular law referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
that prohibits the conduct alleged to be the 
basis of the action referred to in subsection 
(a)(1)(A). 

"(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the employee shall have 90 days in which to 
raise the action under the procedures speci
fied in subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection 
(a)(2), if-

"(A) an employee elects the procedures 
specified in subsection (a)(2)(C); and 

"(B) the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission dismisses under section 
717(f)(5)(A) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 a 
claim that is based on the action raised by 
the employee. 

"(2) No allegation of a kind described in 
subsection (a)(1)(B) may be raised under this 
subsection. 

"(c) If at any time after the 120th day fol
lowing an election made under section 
717(e)(2)(B)(i) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
to raise an action under the procedures spec
ified in subsection (a)(2)(A) of this section 
there is no judicially reviewable action, an 
employee shall be entitled to file, not later 
than 240 days after making such election, a 
civil action in an appropriate district court 
of the United States for de novo review of 
the action raised under subsection (a). 

"(d) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to affect the right to trial de novo 
under any provision of law described in sub
section (a)(1) after a judicially reviewable ac
tion.". 
SEC. 5. ISSUANCE OF PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES 

AND NOTICE RULES. 
Not later than 1 year after the date of the 

enactment of this Act, the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission shall issue-

(1) rules to assist entities of the Federal 
Government in complying with section 717(d) 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as added by 
section 2 of this Act, and 

(2) rules establishing-
(A) a uniform written official notice to be 

used to comply with section 717 of such Act, 
as added by section 2 of this Act; and 

(B) requirements applicable to collecting 
and preserving documents and information 
under section 717(d), as added by section 2 of 
this Act. 
SEC. 6. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964.-Subsections 
(b) and (c) of section 717 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-16 (b) and (c)) are 
amended by striking "Civil Service Commis-
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sian" each place it appears and inserting 
"Commission". 

(b) CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1991.-The second 
sentence of section 307(h) of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1991 (2 U.S.C. 1207(h)) is amended by 
striking "section 15(c)" and all that follows 
and inserting "section 15(d)(4) of the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 
(29 U.S.C. 633a(d)(4)).". 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall take effect on Janu
ary 1, 1994. 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.-The 
amendments made by this Act (other than 
sections 3 and 4) shall apply only with re
spect to complaints filed under section 717 of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000e-
16) on or after the effective dt te of this Act. 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 27, 1993] 
ATF FACES BIAS, HARASSMENT CHARGES: 

WOMEN, MINORITIES CONFRONT TREASURY 
AGENCY'S WmTE, MALE TRADITIONS 

(By Lynne Duke) 
In the Oklahoma City office of the federal 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
two years ago, white colleagues of black spe
cial-agent-in-training Constance Barron rou
tinely used the word "nigger" in her pres
ence, agency documents show. A white agent 
once called her a "black bitch." And on an 
office wall where Barron worked, a card read, 
"State of Oklahoma Nigger Hunting Li
cense." 

In Chicago last fall, after she said she had 
endured for two years a higher ranking male 
agent's habit of pawing her, forcibly kissing 
her and propositioning her for sex, rookie 
ATF agent Sandra Hernandez told super
visors she was so stressed out she had be
come anorexic. 

And in Atlanta last year, veteran black 
agent Larry D. Stewart said he applied for 
promotion 11 times only to see the jobs go to 
white agents. When he filed an equal oppor
tunity complaint over the matter, Stewart 
said, he was investigated by ATF's internal 
affairs office and warned by a white super
visor to "stop trying to be Martin Luther 
King." 

Harassment and discrimination charges 
such as these frequently can be suppressed 
within the culture of conformity and silence 
that exists in the nation's elite law enforce
ment agencies. 

This month, however, several blacks and 
women went public with complaints about 
ATF, saying they have no faith in the agen
cy's commitment to equal opportunity or its 
ability to ferret out internal law-breakers. 

The charges, detailed in court papers and 
internal agency documents, mirror the prob
lems experienced by women and minorities 
in several other agencies, such as the FBI 
and Drug Enforcement Administration, both 
of which have been successfully sued in re
cent years because of systemic discrimina
tion against black and Latino agents. Yes
terday, the FBI agreed to allow a federal 
judge to supervise its employment practices 
for five years as part of a settlement in a 
class action complaint brought by more than 
300 black agents. 

The clashes within federal law enforce
ment agencies, say lawyers who have han
dled such cases, suggest a turbulent transi
tion from the exclusionary and white male
dominated ranks' of the past to the new re
alities of racial and gender inclusion. 

Faced with allegations that top ATF man
agement has turned a blind eye to sexual 

harassment and race discrimination, ATF 
Director Stephen E. Higgins earlier this 
month appointed an outside task force to 
study the agency's equal opportunity poli
cies. ATF, an agency of the Treasury Depart
ment, collects federal excise taxes on alco
hol, tobacco and firearms and enforces fed
eral laws on firearms explosives and arson. 

Higgins also has asked the Treasury De
partment's inspector general to investigate 
the cases of Hernandez and two other women 
whose claims of sexual harassment were 
aired on the CBS News program "60 Min
utes." After an internal investigation veri
fied Hernandez's claim, ATF recommended 
the firing of a male agent whom Hernandez 
accused as her harasser, an official said. 

As the agency grappled with the sexual 
harassment charges, new life was breathed 
into a three-year-old federal class action 
complaint against the agency on behalf of 
180 black agents. When the complaint origi
nally was filed in federal court here three 
years ago, two agents were named as com
plainants. Now, there are 15. Atlanta agent 
Stewart leads the list in the expanded com
plaint filed on Jan. 15. 

Stewart and the other agents claim that 
A TF places blacks on career tracks from 
which high profile assignments and career 
development often are out of reach. They 
also allege that blacks too often are denied 
promotions, and that agents who complain 
through the agency's internal equal oppor
tunity process are targeted for retaliation. 

Stewart, 38, an agent since 1978 and a su
pervisor in the Atlanta division, accused sen
ior ATF officials of practicing "management 
by fear." 

"The minute you file a complaint, you 
retroactively become incompetent," said 
Stewart. He claims that the agency launched 
an internal affairs investigation against him 
after the class action lawsuit was filed. The 
agency briefly suspended and reprimanded 
him for attending evening law classes with
out first seeking permission, according to 
court records. 

Higgins, the ATF director, said in an inter
view earlier this month that to his knowl
edge no black agents have been targeted for 
retaliation. He also said that he tried to im
prove the agency's assignment and pro
motion process for black agents after a 1984 
meeting in which the agents expressed their 
concerns. Rather than settle the dispute in
ternally, Higgins said, the agents chose to go 
to court. 

"I don't think there's so many of them 
[complaints] that you can say it's institu
tionalized," he said, adding, "I'm worried 
about all these cases. I worry about even one 
of them." 

One case that indeed seemed to worry the 
agency was Barron's. The agency, without 
admitting any violation of civil rights laws, 
quietly settled her internal equal oppor
tunity case in late 1991. The agency paid her 
attorney's fees, purged from her record two 
job performance evaluations that Barron 
said were unduly harsh as retaliation for her 
complaints; transferred her to the Dallas of
fice; provided sensitivity training for all its 
Oklahoma City employees; issued a memo 
from Higgins reiterating the agency's anti
discrimination policy; and ensured that Bar
ron "will not be subjected to racial/sexual 
harassment in the future." 

Barron, 27, said her feelings toward the 
agency changed dramatically "the first time 
I heard 'nigger.' I kept thinking, 'This is a 
federal agency. We're supposed to be uphold
ing the law.' To me, they were breaking the 
law." 

The resident agent in charge of Barron's 
office at the time of the incidents was to be 
transferred as discipline, but is fighting in 
court to remain in Oklahoma City. 

The ATF has about 22 districts. About 11 
percent are women, 10 percent are black and 
7 percent are Latino. Among supervisory 
agents, women, blacks and Latinos each ac
count for about 5 percent. 

Complaints of harassment or discrimina
tion are handled internally through an infor
mal process in which they either are resolved 
or made formal through a written complaint. 
There have been seven formal sexual 
harrassment complaints since 1987, according 
to agency figures. 

Formal racial or national origin discrimi
nation complaints have increased from six 
filed in 1988 to 28 filed last year, with a total 
of 74 in that five-year period, agency statis
tics show. 

If those who file complaints are not satis
fied with the results of internal review, they 
may appeal to the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Commission. EEOC officials said it is 
impossible to determine the number of ap
peals received from the ATF because such 
cases are mixed in with those of other Treas
ury agencies. 

Higgins explained that the agency is evolv
ing. Until the early 1970s, he said, "You did 
llave basically a 'good-old-boy' network in 
federal law enforcement." He said there are 
people in the agency who "weren't used to 
working with anybody who wasn't a mirror 
image of themselves." 

But, he said, "all of our managers are try
ing to, and I would say we are, doing a good 
job of trying to develop a more diverse work 
force and to make such that the people who 
work here feel it's an environment where 
they can do the best work they can." 

Higgins, who acknowledged that "maybe I 
am a little too detached," as critics have 
claimed, said he has elevated the agency's 
top equal opportunity official, Marjorie 
Kornegay, so that she will report directly to 
him. 

Higgins said it is true that some agents 
may indeed have been passed over for pro
motions. But it happens to agents of all 
kinds, he said. "That's not a black thing." 

Fiscal 1992 statistics on promotions to the 
first level of supervisory agent show that 19 
black male agents submitted a total of 84 ap
plications that resulted in seven pro
motions-or one promotion for every 12 ap
plications. In that same period; 217 white 
male agents submitted a total of 469 applica
tions that resulted in 108 promotions-or one 
promotion for every four applications. 

Black agents also have complained that 
they are disproportionately represented 
among the agents hired as "Schedule A" em
ployees-those taken on to fill a special 
agency need, but who are exempted from 
civil service protections against undue dis
cipline or firing. Higgins said that Schedule 
A allows the agency to bring in more blacks 
than might otherwise get in through the nor
mal civil service testing route. 

In many instances, the agency uses Sched
ule A for black hires because it needs black 
agents to do undercover work in cases in 
which a white agent "would not be credible," 
said Higgins. Special Agent Mark Jones, a 
black agent named in the suit, said, "They 
claim that only African Americans can buy 
from African Americans, and that's not 
true." 

According to Jack Killorin, an ATF 
spokesman, 54 percent of the agency's 100 
Schedule A agents are black, and 55 percent 
are women. 
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"What we're asking for is not to have 

black agents treated better than white 
agents," said David J. Shaffer, the attorney 
representing the black agents. "We're asking 
that everybody be treated fairly." 

"It's a system that does not prevent rac
ism* * *and there's no attempt by manage
ment and no policy from management to 
stop it," Shaffer said. 
. The ATF is not the only federal law en

forcement agency hit with allegations of 
widespread harassment and discrimination 
in recent years. 

In November, 19 black agents of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service filed a 
discrimination complaint alleging they were 
denied promotions and given less important 
assignments than whites. 

In addition to the complaint of black 
agents, a judge ruled in 1988 that the FBI had 
discriminated against 310 Latino agents. 
Just last month, the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration reached final settlement in a 
1985 suit by 300 Latino agents. 

For Stewart of the ATF, the case in which 
he is involved has become a matter of honor. 
He said the agency has tried to tell him in 
innumerable ways that his behavior, his ad
vocacy, even his education-a PhD in man
agement-are inappropriate. 

Stewart also claims the agency slighted 
him by not recognizing his role in the arrest 
and 1991 conviction of Walter Leroy Moody, 
who killed a Savannah, Ga., city councilman 
and a federal judge in Alabama with pipe and 
letter bombs. Stewart, an arson and explo
sives expert, supervised one of the lead ATF 
groups investigating the case. 

Tom Stokes, special agent in charge of the 
Atlanta office, said he recommended several 
agents below Stewart for ATF monetary 
awards. Stokes himself received an award 
from headquarters. But Stokes said he rec
ommended no supervisory agents for awards. 
Stewart feels he was wronged. 

"ATF decided that my role was so minimal 
that I did not deserve any recognition," he 
said wryly. 

"I refuse to allow this agency to put me 
down and tell me it's all been for nothing," 
he said. "It's gonna take a federal judge to 
tell me that what I have done is wrong." 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
again this year with my colleague, 
Senator GLENN, to reintroduce this 
very important piece of legislation, the 
Federal Employee Fairness Act of 1993. 
I believe that this year we'll get it 
done. On the issue of sexual harass
ment, Senator GLENN has shown that 
he certainly has the right stuff to deal 
with this most pressing issue. I only 
wish we could have passed this bill last 
year. But my colleague, Senator GLENN 
and I are back again this year to make 
sure that we improve the procedure for 
handling sexual harassment complaints 
filed by federal employees. 

Last October marked the first anni
versary of the Clarence Thomas-Anita 
Hill hearings. Those hearings have left 
an indelible mark on the psyche of the 
American people. 

Mr. President, as we enter into this 
debate once again, I must say that I do 
not like the term "sexual harassment" 
because I do not believe that it gives 
the full impact of what it means to a 
person who must endure this type of 
abuse. Sexual harassment is really a 
form of sexual humiliation. It is a form 

of degradation. For those people who 
endure this type of abuse, this legisla
tion is crucial. 

Mr. President, during the Clarence 
Thomas Hearings, we heard a lot of 
talk across this United States of Amer
ica on the issue of sexual humiliation. 
Now it is time to take that talk and 
put it into action. Time has passed and 
the American people certainly have not 
forgotten. It is critical that we correct 
the complaint system at the EEOC and 
that we do it now. There is a revolt 
going on within the United States of 
America on the issue of sexual harass
ment. Americans want their com
plaints to be treated seriously and in a 
timely way. 

If you talk to the victims of sexual 
harassment the way I have, they will 
often tell you they were victimized by 
both the actual event in which they 
were abused * * * and then subse
quently abused by the very system 
that they turned to for help. 

This bill is an important step in the 
right direction. It will give agency 
heads the right to impose sanctions 
against persons who have engaged in 
sexual harassment, whether they be 
managers, supervisors, or coworkers. 

This bill will address systematic 
problems and problems within the 
EEOC complaint system itself. And it 
will establish timetables for agencies 
to respond to complaints. No longer 
will the harasser be able to put it 
under the rug or hope the complainant 
will go a way. 

This legislation eliminates the risk 
faced by the complainant-it's risky 
because very often when you follow up 
on a complaint you stay in the same 
situation with the same boss whom you 
are accusing. It is like being locked in 
a back alley with someone who is 
about to mug you and being told to 
wait until your trial comes up. 

We cannot tolerate this. 
This bill will allow employees more 

time to file their complaints. When you 
are a victim of sexual battery, you 
need time to deal with your own feel
ings and to gather the courage to un
dergo the ordeal of filing the complaint 
itself. but there is another very impor
tant feature about this bill-it saves 
money. 

When these changes are fully imple
mented and the department is up and 
running, the Federal Government will 
save up to $25 million a year. That's 
fantastic because we know we cannot 
afford to waste time and waste money. 

Mr. President, the United States of 
America went through a very impor
tant lesson on sexual harassment in 
the last year and a half. If we do not 
pass this legislation, the Senate will 
once again flunk the course. Victims 
who have the courage to stand up and 
say, "No, this is not right," should not 
be treated as if they themselves were 
villains. 

Mr. President, during the Thomas
Hill hearings, my phones were flooded 

by phone calls from women who suf
fered similar experiences, and under
went great trauma. The problem of sex
ual harassment was presented then 
with no solution. 

This bill will not solve the problem of 
sexual harassment itself, but it sure 
will help the victims of sexual harass
ment by making the administrative 
process much more fair. 

Mr. President, if I can help it, with 
this legislation, I will see that the 
process is changed so that people feel 
that the system works for them and 
not against them. 

Anything we can do to change the 
law, to empower the injured person, to 
give them an opportunity to present 
their complaint, and to make sure they 
are not treated as the victim. 

I feel very strongly about this, and I 
want to conclude by saying that we 
have an opportunity to send a message 
to victims everywhere and to those 
who work in Federal service that on 
the issue of sexual harassment, the 
United States of America wants to en
sure that the silence on sexual harass
ment is broken and that this legisla
tion will provide them with a fair and 
equitable process that begins to correct 
the wrongs of the very system itself. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself 
and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 405. A bill to create an environ
mental innovation research program, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 
ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RESEARCH ACT OF 

1993 

• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing the Environ
mental Innovation Research Act of 
1993. The bill seeks to harness environ
mental research, development and 
cleanup efforts in Federal agencies to 
assist environmental technology devel
opment and product creation. Senator 
MIKULSKI has been one of the leaders in 
the area of environmental technology 
and I appreciate the advice and co
operation that Senator MIKULSKI and 
her staff have extended to me and my 
staff in the preparation of this legisla
tion and I look forward to continuing 
to work with her on this issue. I also 
have drawn from the work of the World 
Resources Institute in its report, 
"Backs to the Future: U.S. Govern
ment Policy Toward Environmentally 
Critical Technology" and I commend 
WRI's excellent work. 

Mr. President, the new administra
tion is committed to making the Unit
ed States a leader not only in environ
mental protection, but also in the de
velopment and commercialization of 
clean technologies. Both President 
Clinton, and our former colleague, Vice 
President GORE, strongly believe that 
there is no conflict between strong en
vironmental protection and economic 
competitiveness and that, indeed, de
veloping clean technologies will play 
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an important part in ensuring that we 
are economically competitive. This 
legislation should take us a long way 
toward meeting these goals of the new 
administration. 

The program established by this leg
islation is specifically modeled on the 
highly successful Small Business Inno
vation and Research [SBIR] program 
which focuses op. moving new general 
technologies into commercial develop
ment and production. This legislation 
applies the SBIR set-aside concept to 
the field of innovative environmental 
technology. 

My legislation requires each Federal 
agency with a budget for research and 
development and/or environmental 
cleanup in excess of $50 million to ex
pend no less than 1.25 percent of those 
funds on a program related to critical 
environmental technology. The term 
"critical environmental technology" is 
defined broadly to include innovations 
that can be used to reduce risks to 
human health, welfare, or the environ
ment. 

The legislation establishes a new of
fice within the Environmental Protec
tion Agency [EPA] to coordinate the 
activities of the environmental re
search programs established by Federal 
agencies. This new office will carry out 
EPA's environmental research pro
gram; monitor other Federal agency 
programs; provide technical assistance 
to private business concerns; and help 
ensure the availability of an initial 
market for the technology, among 
other responsibilities. The Director of 
this Office, working with a task force 
comprised of members of industry and 
Federal agencies, shall compile a list of 
critical environmental technologies 
and cooperate on program implementa
tion. 

Mr. President, the Earth Summit in 
Rio last summer made clear that if 
American industries are to compete in 
the global economy, they must inte
grate the goals of environmental pro
tection and economic growth. The last 
administration's short-sighted policies 
took us back 20 years to an artificial 
conflict between environmental protec
tion and economic growth. As one com
puter industry executive explained to 
me, in his highly competitive industry, 
production of waste and pollutant by
products is actually a cost, a sign of 
production inefficiency. If America is 
going to succeed in international com
petition, it is going to have to acceler
ate its productivity rate, and environ
mentally sound production is crucial to 
that process. A recent study by the 
nonprofit group INFORM of pollution 
prevention activities at 27 companies 
found that average product yield per 
pollution prevention activity at those 
companies increased by 7 percent. This 
translates into greater international 
competitiveness. 

The fact is that we cannot have a 
healthy economy without a healthy en-

vironment. Most businesses are begin
ning to believe that. They also know 
that the market . for environmentally 
sensitive products is expanding at the 
speed of sound. 

The Organization for Economic Co
operation and Development has re
ported that environmental goods and 
services is now a $200 billion industry 
that will experience a 51/z-percent 
growth on an annual basis. 

The Congressional Office of Tech
nology Assessment estimates that 
global environmental goods and serv
ices will grow to a $300 billion industry 
by the year 2000. 

A recent study conducted for EPA es
timates that if the Clean Air Act of 
1990 is fully implemented, revenues in 
the air pollution control industry will 
increase by $4 to $6 billion annually. 
Cumulatively, that will represent a $50 
to $70 billion increase in revenues by 
the year 2000. EPA officials estimate 
that tens of thousands of jobs will be 
created by the year 2000. These posi
tions include construction workers, en
gineers, and manufacturing jobs. 

The development of clean tech
nologies can also save businesses 
money by reducing costs associated 
with waste treatment and disposal, 
chemical accidents, and other poten
tial long-term liabilities. Polaroid 
Corp., for example, streamlined produc
tion of its photographic chemical 
plants, cutting waste generation by 31 
percent and ·disposal costs by $250,000 
per year. Among Polaroid's initiatives 
was the first high-quality diagnostic 
medical imaging system to use a dry 
developing process and new dyes which 
use 30 percent less solvents per unit of 
production. These new processes do 
good two ways at once: they are good 
for the environment, and they help 
make American industry more com
petitive. 

While other nations, notably Japan 
and Germany, have fostered the devel
opment of new environmental tech
nologies through active involvement 
with all stages of research, develop
ment, and commercialization, the 
United States does not have a coherent 
national policy to encourage the devel
opment of environmental technology. 

The absence of such a policy threat
ens to leave America behind in the 
emerging worldwide industry. Accord
ing to Harvard Business School Profes
sor Michael Porter, almost 70 percent 
of the air pollution control technology 
sold in the United States is now for
eign-made. Some of this technology, 
including some now imported from 
Japan, was invented in the United 
States. But lack of an early domestic 
market led some patent holders to sell 
their patents abroad. We cannot let en
vironmental technology go the way of 
the VCR. 

I have seen directly what the lack of 
U.S. Government commitment to clean 
environmental technologies can mean. 

Connecticut is home to two of the Na
tion's fuel cell manufacturers. Fuel 
cells are essentially large-scale bat
teries that use a range of fuels, hydro
carbon fuel, without combustion, to 
produce electricity. They are super
lative energy producers, reaching effi
ciencies of over 80 percent if heat is re
covered, compared to about 30 percent 
for traditional power plants. They are 
virtually pollution-free and because of 
their great efficiency, emit far less car
bon dioxide per unit of energy produced 
than t,radi tional power-generating de
vices. 

OTA, the National Critical Tech
nologies Panel and World Resources is
sued a recent report, "Backs to the Fu
ture: U.S. Government Policy Toward 
Environmentally Critical Technology,'' 
which lists fuel cells as one of the criti
cal environmental technologies. But 
fuel cell manufacturers in this country 
are struggling because they lack the 
Federal support that prudent energy 
and economic policy would dictate. 
Fuel cells are on the brink of commer
cialization, but our Government is not 
acting to foster that commercializa
tion here in cooperation with the pri
vate sector. Even as they struggle in 
this country, however, fuel cells and 
other alternative energy industries are 
forming the basis of an aggressive en
ergy and economic policy in Japan-in
cluding support of the commercializa
tion process. That should come as no 
surprise to us, but it should serve as a 
warning. 

Mr. President, this legislation seeks 
to address some of the obstacles faced 
by private business concerns seeking to 
develop and commercialize critical en
vironmental technologies. I have noted 
that this bill is modeled after provi
sions in the Small Business Innovation 
Research Act. That program, which is 
funded by a required set-aside for re
search and development money at Fed
eral agencies, is designed to promote 
technological innovation and the abil
ity of small businesses to transform re
search and development results into 
new products. 

The three-phase structure for envi
ronmental innovation programs in this 
legislation is based on the phases set 
forth in SBIR. The first phase is de
signed to determine the scientific and 
technical merit and feasibility of a pro
posed idea. The second phase is de
signed to further develop the idea. The 
third phase includes not only Federal 
but private sector funds, and is de
signed to promote the commercial ap
plication of this research. 

According to a March 1992 General 
Accounting Office report, the SBIR 
program is successful even though 
many projects have not yet had suffi
cient time to achieve their full com
mercial potential. The GAO study con
cluded that 27 percent of the SBIR 
projects reach commercialization with
in 6 years. As of July 1991, the program 
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had generated approximately $1.1 bil
lion in sales and additional funding for 
technical development-two key indi
cators of the program's commercial 
success, with an additional $3 billion 
expected by the end of 1993. The major
ity of this activit-y occurred in the pri
vate sector. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with the new administration 
and Senator MIKULSKI to make certain 
that the United States is a key player 
in the environmental technologies of 
the next decade and century. The Fed
eral Government needs to be a partner 
with the private sector in stimulating 
research and development of these new 
technologies and products. Given the 
enormous size of the Government's own 
cleanup requirements, the Government 
itself will be a primary beneficiary. A 
recent EPA report examining innova
tive cleanup technologies states, "A 
primary reason for developing new 
technologies is to provide more cost-ef
fective alternatives to existing tech
nologies." EPA's analysis of cleanups 
at eight hazardous waste sites which 
used innovative technologies identified 
an overall cost savings of over $160 mil
lion or an average cost reduction of 
about 66 percent because an innovative 
technology was chosen over a conven
tional method. The magnitude of 
cleanup at Department of Energy and 
Department of Defense sites is enor
mously complex. An extensive study by 
the Congressional Office of Technology 
Assessment concluded that it may be 
impossible with current technology to 
remove contaminants from certain 
groundwater plumes and deeply buried 
soil. New technologies are needed to 
address these serious contamination 
problems in a more timely and cost-ef
fective manner, with the potential for 
enormous savings to the Government. 

Mr. President, this is not old-fash
ioned industrial policy. It is not cen
tralized government planning; it is not 
command and control from Washing
ton; and, finally, it is not a bailout for 
failing industries. It is government 
working as a catalyst with the private 
sector, to make sure that the strong 
new environmentally clean tech
nologies of tomorrow are being created 
right here in America today, with 
American workers reaping what we 
have sown. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of this legislation be included 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 405 
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 "Environ
mental Innovation Research Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-

(1) the creation of an environmentally 
sound economy is among the urgent public 
policy challenges of the United States, on 
both a domestic and international level; 

(2) rather than constraining technology 
and technological progress, the resolution of 
environmental problems presents new strate
gic business opportunities; 

(3) new critical environmental technology 
offers both effective solutions to environ
mental problems and a viable long-term 
basis for continued economic growth and 
competitiveness; 

(4) while substantial relevant basic envi
ronmental research and development is 
being conducted in research institutes, uni
versities, and industries, more work is need
ed to commercialize advances in basic re
search and explicit support for research is 
needed; and 

(5) to better compete in the world econ
omy, environmental issues must become a 
more explicit focus within Federal agencies 
that conduct programs related to environ
mental cleanup and the development or ap
plication of technologies, and more environ
mental applications of technologies must be 
encouraged through Federal funding. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are to-

(1) establish an environmental innovation 
research program; 

(2) stimulate the development of critical 
environmental technology; 

(3) emphasize the goal of the program of in
creasing private sector commercialization of 
technology developed through Federal re
search and development; 

(4) increase the role of businesses engaging 
in environmental innovation research in the 
establisbment of Federal research and devel
opment priorities; and 

(5) establish the United States as the lead 
producer and exporter of innovative environ
mental technology. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.-The term "Adminis

trator" means the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) COVERED FEDERAL AGENCY .-The term 
"covered Federal agency" means a Federal 
agency, with respect to which, for a fiscal 
year, an amount greater than $50,000,000 is 
made available for environmental research 
and development or environmental cleanup 
or for both. 

(3) CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY.
The term "critical environmental tech
nology" means a significant technological 
innovation that-

(A) can be used to reduce risks to human 
health, welfare, or the environment; 

(B) enables a wide range of related tech
nical and economic advances; and 

(C)(i) confers societal benefits in addition 
to private returns; 

(ii) either-
(!) confers an economic advantage on Unit

ed States industries developing or using the 
technology; or 

(II) has the potential of becoming a domi
nant technology with respect to the future 
application of the technology; and 

(iii) as appropriate, is generically applica
ble at the precompetitive stage. 

(4) DIRECTOR.-The term "Director" means 
the Director of the Office for the Develop
ment of Critical Environmental Technology 
established under section 4. 

(5) ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RE-
SEARCH.-The term "environmental innova
tion research" means research related to the 
development, application, or commercializa
tion of critical environmental technology. 

{6) FUNDING AGREEMENT.-The term "fund
ing agreement" means a contract, coopera
tive agreement, grant agreement, patent 
agreement, royalty agreement, license 
agreement, equity agreement, or other ap
propriate legal agreement between the head 
of a covered Federal agency and a private 
business concern to provide funding and sup
port to carry out environmental innovation 
research. 

(7) OFFICE.-The term "Office" means the 
Office for the Development of Critical Envi
ronmental Technology established by sec
tion 4. 

(8) TASK FORCE.-The term "Task Force" 
means the Critical Environmental Tech
nology Task Force established under section 
7. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-There is established with
in the Environmental Protection Agency an 
Office for the Development of Critical Envi
ronmental Technology. The Office shall be 
headed by a Director, who shall be appointed 
by the Administrator. 

(b) CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 
RESEARCH PROGRAM.-The Administrator, 
acting through the Director, shall carry out 
a critical environmental technology research 
program. In carrying out the program, the 
Administrator, acting through the Director, 
shall-

(1) coordinate communication between the 
heads of covered Federal agencies and pri
vate industry regarding the development of 
critical environmental technology; 

(2) conduct an environmental innovation 
research program pursuant to section 5; 

(3) provide information, in cooperation 
with the head of each other covered Federal 
agency, to private business concerns that 
carry out environmental innovation research 
projects under section 5 regarding contracts 
with Federal agencies for research and devel
opment concerning critical environmental 
technology; 

(4) provide technical assistance to private 
business concerns, including information 
concerning the research and development of 
critical environmental technology under 
other federally-sponsored research programs; 

(5) to the extent allowable by law, in co
operation with the head of any other Federal 
agency that the Administrator determines to 
be appropriate, ensure the availability of an 
initial market for the critical environmental 
technology; 

(6) develop and maintain a clearinghouse 
to provide information to private business 
concerns that develop or apply critical envi
ronmental technology; 

(7) coordinate the activities of, and inde
pendently survey and monitor the operation 
of, environmental innovation research pro
grams established by covered Federal agen
cies pursuant to section 5(b); and 

(8) conduct sufficient outreach activities 
to ensure that, to the extent that funds are 
available, private business concerns qualified 
to carry out an environmental innovation re
search project have an opportunity to par
ticipate in the program established under 
this subsection. 
SEC. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION TECH· 

NOLOGY RESEARCH PROJECTS. 
(a) CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 

RESEARCH PROGRAM OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY.-As part Of the critical 
environmental technology program referred 
to in section 4(b), the Administrator, acting 
through the Director. shall conduct an envi
ronmental innovation research program pur
suant to subsection (b). The Administrator, 
acting through the Director and in coopera-
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tion with the heads of covered Federal agen
cies, shall ensure the effective coordination 
of the activities of environmental innovation 
research programs conducted by the heads of 
covered Federal agencies under subsection 
(b) with the environmental innovation re
search program conducted by the Adminis
trator, acting through the Director, under 
this subsection. 

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION RESEARCH 
PROGRAMS OF COVERED FEDERAL AGENCIES.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-ln addition to the estab
lishment of an environmental innovation re
search program by the Administrator under 
subsection (a), the head of each covered Fed
eral agency shall establish an environmental 
innovation research program for the develop
ment and commercialization of critical envi
ronmental technology to-

(A) further the progress of cleanup and pol
lution prevention activities of the agency; 
and 

(B) avoid future pollution and cleanup 
problems. 

(2) FUNDING.-The head of each covered 
Federal agency shall-

(A) on an annual basis, set aside not less 
than 1.25 percent of the sum of-

(i) funds appropriated to the agency for en
vironmental research and development (if 
any); and 

(ii) funds appropriated to the agency for 
environmental cleanup (if any), 
to fund an environmental innovation re
search program that meets the requirements 
of this Act; and 

(B) on an ongoing basis, consult with the 
Task Force concerning the expenditure of 
the funds set aside pursuant to subparagraph 
(A). 
Nothing in this Act shall limit the amount 
of funds a covered Federal agency may spend 
on the development and commercialization 
of critical environmental technology, or any 
other environmental technology activity. 

(3) DUTIES OF HEADS OF COVERED FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out an envi
ronmental innovation research program es
tablished under this subsection, the head of 
each covered Federal agency shall, in accord
ance with the requirements of this sub
section-

(i) determine categories of projects to be 
included in the environmental innovation re
search program; 

(ii) issue environmental innovation re
search solicitations; 

(iii) receive and evaluate proposals result
ing from environmental innovation research 
proposals; 

(iv) select awardees for the environmental 
innovation research funding agreements of 
the covered Federal agency; 

(v) administer the environmental innova
tion research funding agreements of the cov
ered agency (or delegate the administration 
to another agency); and 

(vi) make payments to recipients of envi
ronmental innovation research funding 
agreements on the basis of progress toward 
or completion of the funding agreement re
quirements. 

(B) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS WITH OTHER 
FEDERAL AGENCIES.-The head of each COV

ered Federal agency may enter into a cooper
ative agreement with the head of another 
Federal agency for the provision of technical 
assistance and other appropriate assistance 
to the business concern conducting an ap
proved project. 

(4) PHASES OF ENVIRONMENTAL INNOVATION 
RESEARCH PROGRAM.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-The head of each covered 
agency shall carry out an environmental in-

novation research program consisting of the 
following three phases: 

(i) A first phase (with respect to which the 
head of the covered Federal agency may 
enter into funding agreements with private 
business concerns, each of which shall be in 
an amount not to exceed $100,000) for deter
mining, to the extent practicable, the sci
entific and technical merit and feasibility of 
ideas submitted pursuant to environmental 
innovation research program solicitations 
that appear to have commercial potential. 

(ii) A second phase (with respect to which 
the head of the covered Federal agency may 
enter into funding agreements with private 
business concerns, each of which shall be in 
an amount not to exceed $750,000) to further 
develop proposals that meet particular pro
gram needs, and with respect to which 
awards shall be made on the basis of the sci
entific and technical merit and feasibility of 
each proposal, as determined by the first 
phase (as described in clause (i)). The head of 
the covered Federal agency shall take into 
consideration, along with other attributes of 
each proposal, the commercial potential of 
each proposal, as evidenced by-

(1) the record of the private business con
cern of successfully commercializing envi
ronmental innovation research or other re
search; 

(II) the existence of funding commitments 
from private sector or nonenvironmental in
novation research funding sources to fund 
the second phase; 

(Ill) the existence of follow-on commit
ments for the third phase carried out under 
clause (iii) for research conducted pursuant 
to this clause; and 

(IV) the presence of other indicators of the 
commercial potential of the proposal. 

(iii) If appropriate, a third phase, with re
spect to which the head of the covered Fed
eral agency may provide assistance or enter 
into funding agreements with private busi
ness concerns--

(!)that--
(aa) have performed commercial applica

tions research funded under an environ
mental innovative research program or re
search and development program; and 

(bb) are partially funded by non-Federal 
sources of capital; 

(II) for products or services intended for 
use by the Federal Government, by federally
funded follow-on research and development 
that is not funded under an environmental 
innovation research program under this Act; 
or 

(III) for which awards from Federal sources 
other than funding for environmental inno
vation research under this Act are used for 
the continuation of research or research and 
development that has been competitively se
lected using peer review or scientific review 
criteria. 

(B) OTHER ASSISTANCE.-With respect to 
the assistance provided pursuant to subpara
graph (A)(iii), the covered Federal agency 
may, in addition to providing other assist
ance, assist the private business concern in 
pursuing funding or procurement from other 
Federal research and development or cleanup 
programs. 
SEC. 6. ANNOTATED LIST OF CRITICAL ENVIRON· 

MENTAL TECHNOLOGIES. 
The Director, in consultation with the 

members of the Task Force established 
under section 7, shall compile an annotated 
list of critical environmental technologies 
and provide for the periodic updating of the 
list. The annotations to the list shall in
clude, with respect to each listed tech
nology-

(1) a statement by the Director and each 
member of the Task Force who represents 
the interests of a Federal agency concerning 
the listed technology that would be useful to 
the Federal agency that the member rep
resents for carrying out environmental 
cleanup or research and development pro
grams of the agency; and 

(2) descriptions from appropriate rep
resentatives of private business concerns 
concerning existing research activities relat
ed to the listed technology, and other re
search that could be conducted to develop 
the technology for both domestic and inter
national markets. 
SEC. 7. CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TECH

NOLOGY TASK FORCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

establish a task force to be known as the 
" Critical Environmental Technology Task 
Force". The Task Force shall consist of the 
following members to be appointed by the 
Administrator: 

(1) The Deputy Assistant Secretary of De
fense for Environment, and an Assistant Sec
retary responsible for environmental qual
ity, science, or technology research and de
velopment (as determined by the Secretary 
of Defense) from each of the following de
partments: 

(A) The Department of the Army. 
(B) The Department of the Navy. 
(C) The Department of the Air Force. 
(2) The Assistant Secretary for Conserva

tion and Renewable Energy of the Depart
ment of Energy, or the designee of the As
sistant Secretary. 

(3) The Director of the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology, or the des
ignee of the Director. 

(4) The Administrator, or the designee of 
the Administrator. 

(5) The Director. 
(6) Five individuals representing private 

industry, appointed by the Administrator
(A) at least one member shall be a rep

resentative of a leading consortium of an ad
vanced manufacturing and technology firm. 

(B) at least one member shall be a rep-
resentative of small business concerns. 

(7) The head of each environmental innova
tion research program carried out by a cov
ered Federal agency who is not among those 
individuals described in paragraphs (1) 
through (6) . 

(L) CHAIRPERSON.-The Director shall serve 
as the chairperson of the Task Force. 

(C) ACTIVITIES.-The Task Force shall-
(!) assist the Director in ensuring the ef

fective implementation of the proposed envi
ronmental innovation research of covered 
Federal agencies; 

(2) oversee the coordination and develop
ment of the collection and distribution of 
critical environmental technology and data 
associated with the technology; 

(3) review research proposals submitted to 
the Administrator and the heads of covered 
Federal agencies for environmental innova
tion research projects; 

(4) on the basis of the reviews referred to in 
paragraph (3), make recommendations to the 
Administrator and the Director and the head 
of each covered Federal agency regarding the 
merits of the distribution of funds under pro
posed funding agreements to fund proposed 
projects under the programs established 
under this Act; 

(5) ensure complementary research efforts 
and avoid duplicative research efforts under 
this Act; and 

(6) promote the effective dissemination of 
research information and results among Fed
eral agencies and the private sector, as ap
propriate. 
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SEC. 8. REPORTS TO THE DIRECTOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-On an annual basis, the 
head of each covered Federal agency shall 
submit to the Director a report that in
cludes: 

(1) A listing of funding agreements under 
the environmental innovation technology 
program of the agency that provide for fund
ing in an amount greater than or equal to 
$10,000. 

(2) The aggregate amount of assistance 
under the funding agreements described in 
paragraph (1). 

(3) A comparison of the number of funding 
agreements and aggregate amount of funding 
under agreements described in paragraph (1) 
made with private business concerns that are 
environmental technology concerns (as de
fined by the Administrator) with the number 
of funding agreements and aggregate amount 
of funding agreements made with other pri
vate business concerns. 

(4) The percentage of successful commer
cialization efforts in critical environmental 
technology resulting from the environ
mental innovation technology program. 

(b) COORDINATION OF REPORTS.-ln the re
ports required under section 10, the Director 
shall include a summary of results delin
eated in the reports submitted under sub
section (a). 
SEC. 9. GUIDELINES AND REGULATIONS. 

The Administrator shall, not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
promulgate guidelines for environmental in
novation research programs conducted by 
the Administrator and other covered Federal 
agencies under this Act. The head of each 
covered Federal agency shall, on the basis of 
the guidelines, promulgate such regulations 
as are necessary to ensure that the environ
mental innovation research program of the 
covered agency meets the requirements of 
the guidelines. The guidelines promulgated 
by the Administrator under this section 
shall provide for-

(1) simplified, standardized, and timely so
licitations of project proposals; 

(2) a simplified, standardized funding proc
ess that provides for-

(A) the timely receipt and review of pro
posals; 

(B) at a minimum, outside peer review for 
project proposals under the phase described 
in section 5(b)(4)(A)(ii), in any case in which 
the review is appropriate; 

(C) the protection of proprietary informa
tion provided in project proposals; 

(D) the selection of environmental innova
tion research projects; 

(E) the retention of rights by the private 
business concern in data. generated in the 
performance of a contract by the private 
business concern under the environmental 
innovation research project; 

(F) to the extent allowable by law, the 
transfer of title to property provided by a 
Federal agency to the private business con
cern conducting a environmental innovation 
research project, if the transfer would be 
more cost effective than recovery of the 
property by the Federal agency; 

(G) cost sharing; and 
(H) cost principles and payment schedules; 
(3) exemptions from the requirements of 

paragraph (2) in any case where national se
curity or intelligence functions would be 
jeopardized; and 

(4) minimizing the regulatory burden of 
each private business concern that partici
pates in an environmental innovation re
search project in order to improve the cost
effectiveness of the critical environmental 
technology research and development con
ducted under the program. 

SEC. 10. MONITORING AND REPORT. 
To the extent allowable by law, the Admin

istrator shall-
. (1) independently survey and monitor all 

phases of the implementation and operation 
of the environmental innovation research 
program of each covered agency (including 
compliance with requirements relating to 
the expenditures of funds); and 

(2) not less frequently than annually, and 
at such other times as the Administrator, in 
consultation with the Director, considers to 
be appropriate, submit a report to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works of 
the Senate and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep
resentatives that includes-

(A) information concerning-
(i) each phase of the implementation and 

operation of the environmental innovation 
technology research programs administered 
by the Administrator and the heads of cov
ered Federal agencies under this Act; and 

(ii) other related activities of the Adminis
trator; and 

(B) such recommendations for program im
provements as the Administrator, in con
sultation with the Director, considers to be 
appropriate. 
SEC. 11. REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER GEN

ERAL. 
The Comptroller General of the United 

States shall, not later than 5 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, transmit are
port concerning the implementation of the 
programs established under this Act, includ
ing a description of the research conducted 
under the programs, to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works of the Senate 
and the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act.• 

By Mr. WOFFORD: 
S. 406. A bill to amend the Har

monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States to correct the rate of duty on 
certain mixtures of caseinate; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

HARMONIZED TARIFF AMENDMENT ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to re
store the duty rate on Tru-Pro 224 of 
0.2 cents per pound, which was in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
[TSUS]-the old tariff schedule-retro
active to January 1, 1989, when the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule [HTS]
the new tariff schedule-came into 
force. 

For 4 years, from 1985 to 1988, all im
ports of Tru-Pro 224 were consistently 
and properly classified by the U.S. Cus
toms Service as a mixture in chief 
value of casein under item 493.17 of the 
TSUS. When the United States began 
planning to replace the TSUS with 
HTS, it was internationally agreed 
that an article that was classified 
under a given provision of the TSUS 
would be classified under the equiva
lent provision of the HTS. This was de
signed to assure, in particular, that the 
rate applicable to the product would 
not change. In the case of Tru-Pro 224, 
the equivalent provision was HTS sub
heading 3501.90.50, which covers casein 

derivative, at a rate of .44 cents per 
kilogram. 

In spite of the international agree
ment, Customs reclassified Tru-Pro 224 
under HTS subheading 1901.90.40, which 
covers various food preparations with 
dairy ingredients, at a rate of 16 per
cent. That translates into a duty of 
about 14 cents per pound, since the du
tiable value of Tru-Pro 224 is today 
about 88.5 cents per pound. In other 
words, the 16-percent rate is about 70 
times the 0.2 cents per pound rate. 

The attached letter, dated June 28, 
1990, to the Australian Government 
from the United States Trade Rep
resentative acknowledges the obliga
tion of the United States Government 
to seek congressional approval of the 

. restoration of the TSUS rate of 0.2 
cents per pound. 

Mr. President, I believe it is clear 
that the United States is obligated to 
restore the 0.2 cents per pound rate for 
Tru-Pro 224. It is equally clear that the 
restoration should be retroactive to 
January 1, 1989, when the HTS came 
into force. The application of the 16-
percent rate has been unjustified since 
that date. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

Washington, DC, June 28, 1990. 
Hon. NEAL BLEWETT, 
Minister for Trade Negotiations, 
Parliament House, Canberra 

DEAR DR. BLEWETT: I have the honor to 
refer to the discussions which have taken 
place between officials of our two countries 
to resolve certain concerns Australia has 
with the introduction of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States 
(HTSUS). Pursuant to those discussions, this 
letter sets forth the understandings of our 
two governments of certain actions the Unit
ed States will take with respect to its sched
ule, and of Australia's undertaking that it 
will lift its reservation on the United States 
GATT schedule XX as converted to the Har
monized System. 

Australia's reservations concern three 
products: 

a. Mixtures of non-fat dry milk and anhy
drous butterfat containing over 5.5 percent 
but not over 45 percent by weight of butter
fat , which prior to January 1, 1989 were clas
sified to TSUS item 182.92 but which are not 
classified to HTSUS subheading 1901.90.30; 

b. Dried mixtures containing less than 31 
percent by weight of butterfat and consisting 
of not less than 17.5 percent by weight each 
of sodium caseinate, butterfat, whey solids 
containing over 5.5 percent by weight of but
terfat, and dried whole milk, but not con
taining dried milk, dried whey, or dried but
termilk any of which contains 5.5 percent or 
less by weight of butterfat. Prior to January 
1, 1989 these mixtures were classified to 
TSUS item 493.17 but are not classified to 
HTSUS subheading 1901.90.40; 

c. Woven tapestry and woven upholstery 
fabrics of wool valued over $2 per pound, 
which prior to January 1, 1989 were classified 
to TSUS item 357.15 but which are now clas-
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sified to HTSUS subheadings, 5112.20.00 or 
5112.30.00. 

Under the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States (TSUS), the products described in 
paragraph (a) above, imported from Aus
tralia, were subject to a section 22 quota of 
1,016,046 kilograms and a tariff rate of 16 per
cent ad valorem. Under the Harmonized Tar
iff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS) 
these products have been classified as arti
cles of milk or cream, subject to a section 22 
quota of 2,721 kilograms and a tariff rate of 
17.5 percent ad valorem. 

Under the TSUS, the products described in 
paragraph (b) above, imported from Aus
tralia, were free of any quota and subject to 
a tariff rate of 0.44 cents per kilogram. Under 
the HTSUS these products have been classi
fied as edible preparations containing over 
5.5 percent butterfat, subject to a section 22 
quota of 1,016,046 kilograms and a tariff rate 
of 16 percent ad valorem. 

Under the TSUS, the products described in 
paragraph (c) above, imported from Aus
tralia, were subject to a tariff rate of 7 per
cent ad valorem. Under the HTSUS these 
products have been classified as woven fab
rics of combed wool containing less than 85 
percent by weight of wool mixed mainly or 
solely with man-made filaments or man
made staple fibers, subject to a tariff rate of 
48.5 cents per kilogram plus 38 percent ad va
lorem. 

Section 1211 (c) of the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act of 1988 provides author
ity to modify the coverage of the section 22 
quotas to restore the previous treatment in 
effect under the TSUS. This authority ex
pires on June 30, 1990. 

There is no executive authority to reduce 
tariffs on these products by more than cer
tain specified proportions and amounts. Any 
tariff reductions greater than those specified 
proportions and amounts would require ap
proval by the Congress of the United States. 

It is understood that the Government of 
the United States will use the section 1211 (c) 
authority to restore the pre-existing treat
ment with regard to quotas for products de
scribed in (a) and (b) above and will not op
pose legislation to restore the preexisting 
duty treatment of products described in (a), 
(b) and (c) above. Further, the Executive 
Branch of the U.S. Government will enter 
into an agreement, in the context of the Uru
guay Round of multilateral trade negotia
tions, to restore tariff rates on products de
scribed in (a) and (b) to the levels applying 
immediately prior to 1 January 1989, and 
thereafter will seek Congressional approval 
of such restoration. 

In these circumstances, Australia will not 
take any retaliatory measures, request any 
compensation, or take any measures in pur
suit of any right it might have under Article 
XXVIII of the GATT, including recourse to 
Article XXIII, with respect to the products 
described in (a) or (b), on the understanding 
that action will be taken by the United 
States to restore pre-existing tariff and 
quota treatment to products described in (a) 
and (b) above by the time the United States 
formally notifies the GATT of its acceptance 
of the agreements associated with the Uru
guay Round of multilateral trade negotia
tions. However, Australia will retain its 
GATT rights in relation to these products 
until such restoration has occurred. 

It is further understood that: 
A. Australia will immediately withdraw its 

reservation on the United States GATT 
Schedule XX as converted to the Harmonized 
System in all respects except with regard to 
products (a) and (b) above and initially nego-

tiated rights not fully shown in the Sched
ule, 

B. Australia will notify the GATT to that 
effect, 

C. Australia will lift its reservation with 
respect to each of the products (a) and (b) 
above when the respective duty rates and the 
quota treatment on each is restored to the 
level applicable under the TSUS, and once 
all agreed initially negotiated rights ac
corded to Australia are shown in the United 
States GATT Schedule XX as converted to 
the Harmonized System, and 

D. The United States will immediately 
withdraw its reservation on Australia's 
GATT Schedule I as converted to the Har
monized System. 

I have the honor to propose that, if the 
foregoing is acceptable to the Government of 
Australia, this letter and your confirmatory 
reply constitute the understandings of our 
two governments as of the date of your 
reply. 

Sincerely, 
CARLA A . HILLS.• 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. COCHRAN): 

S. 407. A bill to create a National 
Commission on School Finance To 
Meet the National Education Goals; to 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

EDUCATION LEGISLATION 

• Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I rise to introduce the National 
Commission on School Finance Act 
which will evaluate the current school 
finance structure in the context of the 
current emphasis on high standards, 
school reform and, in particular, 
achieving the national education goals. 

School districts across the United 
States already strapped for resources 
are now faced with the new challenge 
of the national education goals. The 
current system for financing the pri
mary and secondary education system, 
which is the principal responsibility of 
the States, is heavily decentralized 
with variations from school to school, 
district to district, and State to State. 

While individual States have been 
grappling with school finance dispari
ties among their localities, there are 
important differences in the States' 
ability and willingness to devote re
sources to education among the States. 
With more than 15,000 school districts 
in thf" United States that vary widely 
in nature, authority, and responsibil
ities, it is a daunting task for a district 
looking for a model for reform of fi
nance policies to meet the National 
Education Goals. 

The national education goals rep
resent the emergence of a Federal role 
in the American educational system. 
Traditionally, local education agencies 
have had the major responsibility in 
the kindergarten through 12th grade 
system, but burgeoning enrollment 
along with changing demographics 
have pushed the system to the brink. 

While enrollment has increased, 
funding has stagnated, and in some 
cases has been reduced. School finance 
remains a prominent issue. While the 

Federal share of education finance for 
kindergarten through 12th grade is 
only approximately 6 to 7 percent, 
some States utilize up to half, or more, 
of their budgets on education. 

As this Congress moves to adopt the 
national education goals there must be 
an examination of education finance 
policies and procedures. The promise of 
national goals by the year 2000 is hol
low if we do not realistically address 
the need to finance the programs to ac
complish the goals. Many local school 
districts, barely able to provide basic 
school supplies, may not be able to af
ford the new resources or educational 
technology necessary to meet the na
tional goals. 

This bill would create a National 
Commission on School Finance to meet 
the national education goals to study 
ways in which current finance methods 
can be improved, or if the situation 
warrants, replaced by alternate finance 
methods. School finance policies must 
be efficient in increasingly tight eco
nomic times. It has been 20 years since 
the last comprehensive and objective 
study of school finance policies and 
practices was completed. Current edu
cation finance trends and policies must 
be re-examined with a national scope. 

Issues such as finance policy in
equity, the impact of Federal edu
cation assistance programs, and the 
cost-effectiveness of specific edu-
9ational resources must be addressed. 

The inequity of finance policies is a 
contentious issue more and more often 
settled in the already over-burdened 
court system. Recently, States such as 
Texas, Kentucky, and New Jersey have 
been ordered by the judiciary to alter 
their school finance formulas. A na
tional analysis of these court cases, 
and the implications of their rulings, 
would be highly useful to State and na
tional policymakers. 

The cost-effectiveness of educational 
resources and methods and their rela
tionships to costs and outcomes are 
poorly understood. Efficiency in ad
dressing major educational concerns 
will be a key to allowing the American 
educational system to compete on a 
global scale, as increasingly it must. 
The bottom line is that we need to 
know what works and what does not, 
especially for those students who are in 
disadvantaged school districts, where 
every dollar is at a premium. 

The Commission is vital to under
standing the effectiveness of our pri
mary and secondary education systems 
compared to our trading partners, and 
competitors, such as Japan and the Eu
ropean Community. This bill would re
quire the commission to study the ex
penditure levels and intergovernmental 
financial responsibilities of other in
dustrialized nations. As adults, today's 
primary and secondary students in New 
Mexico will not only be competing for 
jobs against students in Texas and 
Rhode Island, but also against students 
in Berlin and Osaka. 
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A national challenge requires a na

tional response. The National Commis
sion on School Finance to meet the na
tional education goals will allow those 
who are attempting to meet the chal
lenges of the national education goals 
to draw upon the resources of the Fed
eral Government. Finally, the commis
sion will issue a report recommending, 
the appropriate role of the Federal 
Government in supporting school and 
State finance reform. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of this bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 407 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Commission on School Finance To Meet the 
National Education Goals Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds-
(1) State governments have for a long time 

played the principal role in financing Ameri
ca's education system and historically such 
role has involved heavy reliance upon locally 
administered property taxes in conjunction 
with State · prescribed per pupil spending 
minima, while the Federal Government has 
been a junior partner in such role, contribut
ing approximately 7 or 8 percent of the 
amount spent on kindergarten through 
twelfth grade schooling; 

(2) the State and local role described in 
paragraph (1) has traditionally been decen
tralized; 

(3) the rapid evolution of an unusually 
competitive international economy is alter
ing national education needs and the new 
strategic resource for nations has become 
the trained intellect of its citizens; 

(4) the United States is attempting to re
spond to the challenge described in para
graph (3) by debating and implementing edu
cation reform alternatives and setting na
tional education goals; 

(5) education reforms may have little 
chance of sustained success and universal 
achievement of the national education goals 
may be jeopardized when such reforms are 
part of a disparate means by which our Na
tion finances its schools; 

(6) the means by which United States 
schools are financed result in-

(A) spending inequality from school-to
school, district-to-district and State-to
State; 

(B) neglected effectiveness such as finance 
systems paying little heed to outcomes, ac
countability, or performance, and seldom is 
an education attainment target posed re
garding desired outcomes or performance in
centives; 

(C) organizational rigidity in which school 
finance systems are rooted in operational 
units such as small rural schools, as exempli
fied by school districts having consolidated 
in mammoth agencies with cumbersome bu
reaucratic structures sometimes distant geo
graphically and organizationally from the 
schools such districts purport to direct; and 

(D) confusion caused by school finance sys
tem accretion and as a consequence intoler
able complexity; 

(7) the entire context in which United 
States education now operates has been al-

tered in the last 2 decades and expectations 
for education are higher, and on crucial di
mensions, the capacity of schools to respond 
is lower; and 

(8) in the absence of alternative school fi
nance mechanisms with adequate and ade
quately structured resources, the hope of na
tional education goals, national assessments, 
and a host of other reform alternatives are 
in jeopardy of foundering on good intentions 
and rhetoric. 
SEC. 3. COMMISSION ESTABUSHED. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION.
There is established as an independent agen
cy in the executive branch a commission to 
be known as the National Commission on 
School Finance To Meet the National Edu
cation Goals (hereafter in this Act referred 
to as the "Commission"). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-
(!) COMPOSITION .-The Commission shall be 

composed of 12 members, of which-
(A) 2 shall be appointed by the President; 
(B) 2 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 

the House of Representatives; 
(C) 3 shall be appointed by the Minority 

Leader of the House of Representatives; 
(D) 2 shall be appointed by the Majority 

Leader of the Senate; and 
(E) 3 shall be appointed by the Minority 

Leader of the Senate. 
(2) SPECIAL RULE.-The membership of the 

Commission shall provide the Commission 
with expertise and experience in the provi
sion and financing of elementary and second
ary education, including expertise in elemen
tary and secondary school administration, 
teaching, State legislation, education eco
nomics research, and development of stand
ards and assessments. 
SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) STUDY.-The Commission shall study 
what has been learned from the research on 
innovations in practice that will help further 
understanding of what will be necessary and 
what the cost implications are for achieving 
the national education goals and shall inves
tigate the extent to which-

(1) Federal laws demonstrate a consistent 
and coherent Federal policy regarding edu
cational access and equity with respect to 
resources; 

(2) Federal education laws and regulations 
promote the stated Federal education policy; 

(3) there are alternatives to current school 
finance mechanisms; and 

(4) schools and States have the capacity to 
respond financially to the reform demands 
implied in the national education goals and 
the consequent objectives. 

(b) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.-ln carrying 
out its responsibilities under this section, 
the Commission shall synthesize and evalu
ate existing information in the following 
areas: 

(1) FISCAL CAPACITY.-The fiscal capacity 
of States and local educational agencies to 
provide access to high quality education to 
all students, including synthesizing and eval
uating information regarding-

(A) the costs of different ways of providing 
educational services and the factors that im
pact student achievement; 

(B) the impact of socioeconomic status and 
student-to-teacher ratios, and the effect of 
such status and ratios on student achieve
ment; 

(C) all revenue expended in the United 
States on elementary and secondary edu
cation, including revenue from Federal, 
State, local and private sources; 

(D) international comparisons of expendi
ture levels, and intergovernmental financial 
responsibilities, for public elementary and 
secondary education; 

(E) population sparsity and density factors 
with respect to educational needs and costs; 

(F) revenue available to all local edu
cational agencies in the United States with 
respect to property taxes, sales taxes, per
sonal income taxes and lotteries; 

(G) differences in the costs of providing el
ementary and secondary education by State, 
and by local educational agencies within 
States; 

(H) the capacity of State school finance 
systems to provide the resources necessary 
to achieve the national education goals; and 

(I) the role of educational technologies in 
improving cost-effectiveness, program qual
ity and equity. 

(2) FISCAL EFFORT.-The fiscal effort State 
and local educational agencies make to pro
vide access to high quality education to all 
students, including synthesizing and evalu
ating information regarding-

(A) the variables associated with the will
ingness of communities to tax themselves to 
raise education revenues; 

(B) different teaching compensation poli
cies; and 

(C) school districts with much higher than 
average per pupil expenditures and school 
districts with much lower than average per 
pupil expenditures both before and after the 
implementation of equalization measures. 

(3) POLICY.-The impact of Federal, State, 
and local programs and policies on equaliz
ing access to educational opportunity, in
cluding synthesizing and evaluating infor
mation regarding-

(A) the relationship between the amount 
of-

(i) Federal education assistance; and 
(ii) tax expenditures for equalization of 

school finance; 
(B) the costs of Federal or State laws that 

are not fully funded by the level of govern
ment that established such laws; 

(C) the effect of financial incentives on 
school performance; 

(D) the consistency and coherency among
(i) Federal, State, and local educational 

equity policies; and 
(ii) Federal, State, and local laws, regula

tions and resources; and 
(E) the effect of Federal education assist

ance programs and Federal, State, or local 
tax expenditures on equalization of school fi
nance resources. 

(4) SCHOOL FINANCE LEGISLATION.-The 
trends in State school finance legislation 
and judicial actions. 

(C) REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.-The 
Commission shall prepare and submit to the 
Congress an interim report within 12 months 
of the date of enactment of this Act and a 
final report within 18 months of such date. 
Such reports shall-

(1) summarize the appropriate findings of 
the Commission; 

(2) provide to the Congress a comprehen
sive analysis of the extent to which a con
sensus exists regarding the appropriate roles 
of Federal, State and local government in 
supporting school and State finance reform; 

(3) provide an analysis of the resources 
that will be needed at the school, district 
and State level to achieve the national edu
cation goals; and 

(4) provide an analysis of the capacity of 
State school finance systems to provide the 
resources necessary to meet the national 
education goals. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) RATE OF PAY.-Members of the Commis
sion who are not full-time officers or em
ployees of the United States and who are not 
Members of Congress may, while serving on 
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business of the Commission, be compensated 
at a rate not to exceed the rate specified at 
the time of such service for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule as authorized by section 
5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each 
day, or any part of a day, they are engaged 
in actual performance of Commission duties, 
including travel time; and while so serving 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business, all members of the Commission 
may be allowed travel expenses, including 
per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized 
by section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, 
for persons .in government service employed 
intermittently. 

(b) TEMPORARY EXEMPTION.-Subject to 
such rules as may be adopted by the Com
mission, the Chairperson, without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service and without regard to the provisions 
of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 
of such title relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates, shall have the 
power t~ 

(1) appoint a Director or Executive Direc
tor who shall be paid at a rate not to exceed 
the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule; and 

(2) appoint and fix the compensation of 
such other personnel as the Chairperson con
siders necessary at a rate not to exceed the 
rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the 

·Executive Schedule. 
(C) AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT.- Subject to 

the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, the Commission is au
thorized to enter into contracts or inter
agency agreements with Federal and State 
agencies, private firms, institutions, and in
dividuals for the conduct of activities nec
essary to the discharge of its duties and re
sponsibilities. 

(d) SOURCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.
Financial and administrative support serv
ices (including those related to budget and 
accounting, financial reporting, payroll, and 
personnel) shall be provided to the Commis
sion by the General Services Administration 
(or other appropriate organization) for which 
payment shall be made in advance or by re
imbursement from funds of the Commission, 
in such amounts as may be agreed by the 
Chairperson of the Commission and the Ad
ministrator of General Services. 

(e) AUTHORITY To HIRE EXPERTS AND CON
SULTANTS.-The Commission is authorized to 
procure temporary and intermittent services 
of experts and consultants as are necessary 
to the extent authorized by section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code, but at rates not 
to exceed the rate specified at the time of 
such service for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule. Experts and consultants may be 
employed without compensation if they 
agree to do so in advance . 

(f) AUTHORITY FOR DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES.
Upon request of the Commission, the head of 
any Federal department or agency is author
ized to detail on a reimbursable basis, any of 
the personnel of such department or agency 
to the Commission to assist the Commission 
in carrying out its duties under this section. 
SEC. 6. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall terminate 3 years 
after the first meeting of its members. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purpose of this Act-
(1) the term " elementary school" has the 

same meaning given to such term by section 
1471(8) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

(2) the term " local educational agency" 
has the same meaning given to such term by 

section 1471(12) of the Elementary and · Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965; 

(3) the term "national education goals" 
means the national education goals estab
lished pursuant to the education summit 
held in Charlottesville, Virginia in 1989; 

(4) the term "secondary school" has the 
same meaning given to such term by section 
1471(21) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; and 

(5) the term "State" has the same meaning 
given to such term by section 1471(22) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$5,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1993, 
1994, and 1995 to carry out this Act. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 408. A bill to promote small busi

ness lending to small business concerns 
in States in which there is a declining 
number of federally insured financial 
institutions; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

SMALL BUSINESS LENDING AND CREDIT 
AVAILABILITY ACT 

• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing legislation today to increase 
lending to small businesses. My bill, 
the Small Business Lending and Credit 
Availability Act, would modify section 
7 of the Small Business Act-the loan 
guarantee program-making it easier 
for banks to lend to creditworthy small 
businesses. 

Now, Mr. President, while our econ
omy is overshadowed by a daunting 
Federal deficit and a host of other 
woes, why is it important to tinker 
with a relatively innocuous Small 
Business Administration program? 

Small business has been, and contin
ues to be, the backbone of the Nation's 
economy. These entrepreneurial 
businessowners lead the way in devel
oping new technologies, improving pro
ductivity, and, most important, creat
ing jobs. In Rhode Island, there are 
nearly 25,000 small businesses, employ
ing more than 300,000 workers. Perhaps 
more meaningful, 90 percent of the new 
jobs in our Nation will be created by 
small businesses. Small businesses are 
important because they create the jobs 
that drive our economy. 

In the past 2 years, however, small 
businesses have been hit hard by the 
recession. Small business incorpora
tions declined by more than 5 percent 
nationwide, while business failures in
creased nearly 50 percent according to 
the latest SBA data. In 1991 there were 
344 small business bankruptcies in 
Rhode Island-a whopping 215 percent 
increase from 1990. Figures are not yet 
complete for 1992, but estimates sug
gest that another 300 Rhode Island 
small businesses filed for bankruptcy 
in 1992. 

Although evidence is largely anec
dotal, there seems to be a consensus 
that a severe credit crunch is hamper
ing the attempts of creditworthy small 
business customers to borrow from 
banks and other lenders. A December 

1992 study commissioned by the Na
tional Federation of Independent Busi
nesses [NFIB] entitled ''The Small 
Business Credit Crunch'' reveals that 
businesses with 40 or fewer employees 
have encountered considerable prob
lems obtaining credit. The study also 
said that "New England was the most 
troublesome region for small business 
borrowing" between 1990 and 1992. Re
cent Federal Reserve studies confirm 
these findings. 

But studies, reports, and newspaper 
articles only tell part of the story. I 
have recently hosted four public hear
ings throughout my State to learn 
more about our economic troubles. 
Nearly every small business owner told 
me that credit was all but impossible 
to come by. Let me share a few exam
ples with you: 

Pam Crandall is the president of 
Ashway Line and Twine, a family
owned business in southern Rhode Is
land. Her company has been producing 
strings used in sports racquets and sur
gical materials for a century and a 
half. Her business is profitable. It has a 
fine reputation, and 30 percent of its 
business is exports. Still, Pam Crandall 
tells me that even her business has 
trouble finding credit in today's re
strictive lending environment. 

An entrepreneur in Newport, RI, 
Pamela Kelley, operates Rue de 
France, a successful mail-order com
pany that sells French lace and other 
decorating products. Rue de Franc;e is a 
small business; it employs several 
dozen workers during peak periods of 
the year. Her business has been profit
able. But despite her success, banks in 
Rhode Island have refused her requests 
to borrow additional funding to expand 
her business-and create new jobs in 
the process. 

John Maguire runs American Ship
yard in Newport, RI. His company 
started with 6 workers and now em
ploys over 150. He, too, tells me that he 
cannot secure credit in Rhode Island. 

I could go on and on with tales of woe 
from small business owners in Rhode 
Island. But, there is a constant theme 
to their stories-the credit crunch is 
denying small businesses the capital 
they need to invest, to grow, and to 
create new jobs. These same problems 
are occurring throughout the coun
try-in Massachusetts, Connecticut, 
New York, New Hampshire, and in Cali
fornia. 

It is not likely that the credit crunch 
will end soon. The Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation Improvement Act 
has now been implemented, so many 
lenders are focusing more on raising 
capital then on lending. Provisions in 
the new law are forcing banks to be 
even more cautious about new lending. 
Many lenders will simply not be able to 
meet the higher capital requirements 
called for in the new law and will be 
forced to close. In fact, the FDIC ex
pects to shut down more than 120 banks 
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this year; and the Office of Thrift Su
pervision plans to close another 80 
thrifts in 1993. 

Already Rhode Island has seen two fi
nancial institution closings since late 
last year. In December, the State's 
fifth largest bank, Eastland Savings 
with $550 million in assets, was seized 
by the FDIC. Just 2 weeks ago, the 
State's fourth largest financial institu
tion, Old Stone Bank with $1.9 billion 
in assets, was closed. It is now being 
operated by the Resolution Trust Cor
poration [RTC]. 

These closings were a jolt to Rhode 
Island's 1.1. million citizens. Rhode Is
landers are still coming to grips with 
the January 1991 collapse of the Rhode 
Island Share and Deposit Indemnity 
Corporation [RISDIC] that forced the 
closing of 45 privately insured credit 
unions. The RISDIC debacle plunged 
the State into its worst financial crisis 
since the Great Depression. 

The Eastland and Old Stone failures 
sent new worries throughout our State. 
Eastland and Old Stone had branch 
networks throughout the State-from 
Woonsocket to Newport to Providence. 
Eastland has been doing business in 
Rhode Island for 150 years; Old Stone 
first opened its doors back in 1819. 
These two banks were more than just 
financial institutions-they were 
Rhode Island institutions. Many in our 
State have been left to wonder, if these 
two large banks could fail, what bank 
is next? 

The' closing of banks, thrifts, credit 
unions, and other lenders has a dev
astating impact on business. Individ
uals who operate companies, especially 
small businesses, have fewer places to 
seek credit. There are fewer institu
tions available to make loans to small 
businesses for expansion or upkeep. 
When banks are not lending money to 
small businesses, those small busi
nesses are not hiring new employees. 
As a result, job creation stagnates. 

How do we begin to address these 
problems? 

We can start by enacting the Small 
Business Lending and Credit Availabil
ity Act, which I am introducing today. 
This bill will help increase lending to 
small businesses located in States 
where there have been increasing num
bers of financial institution failures. In 
Rhode Island, for example, this bill 
would help offset the credit void that 
was created by the recent collapses of 
Eastland Bank and Old Stone. 

Let me briefly describe the bill: 
Section 7 of the SBA Act, the loan 

guarantee program, would be expanded 
in States where at least one large fi
nancial institution-assets above $100 
million-has failed in the past year, or 
where at least two institutions with 
combined assets exceeding $150 million 
have collapsed. 

States meeting these qualifications 
would be eligible for the following ex
panded section 7a loan guarantees: 

Those 7a loans below $200,000 would 
be guaranteed at 95 perc·ent, a change 
from the current law that guarantees 
loans below $155,000 at 90 percent. 

Those 7a loans between $200,000 and 
$500,000 would be guaranteed at 90 per
cent, a change from current law that 
guarantees loans above $155,000 at be
tween 70 and 85 percent. 

A waiver of the two-point guarantee 
fee would be granted for the first 2 
years of this program, and a one-point 
guarantee fee would be included in the 
final 3 years. 

Any reasonable doubts concerning 
loans under this section will be re
solved in favor of the applicant. This 
language is similar to current law pro
viding leniency to other special groups. 

Provisions established under this act 
shall terminate 5 years after enact
ment. 

From my discussions with small 
business operators in Rhode Island, I 
am convinced that a key to ending the 
credit crunch is a plan that includes a 
major contribution from the Small 
Business Administration. My plan 
would involve the SBA to help create 
new liquidity for banks to lend to 
small businesses. 

The SBA has been doing herculean 
work in the past few years as the ma
jority of the Nation's lending commu
nity has been in retrenchment. It 
launched the New England Lending and 
Recovery program last year to spur 
lending to small businesses in our re
cession-ravaged region. This year, de
mand on the popular and successful 
section 7a loan guarantee program
the heart of SBA lending to small busi
nesses-is far outpacing supply. It 
seems certain that absent a supple
mental appropriation, the program's 
$3.2 billion fiscal year 1993 appropria
tion will not meet the growing 7a loan 
guarantee demand. 

SBA activity in Rhode Island mirrors 
the increase in demand nationwide: 

In 1991, SBA guaranteed 45 loans to
taling $9 million; 

In 1992, SBA guaranteed 136 loans to
taling $32.7 million; and 

In 1993, SBA expects to guarantee 
more than 200 loans totaling $60 mil
lion. 

The SBA has the resources, the con
tacts with local lenders, and the stat
ure in the small business community 
to spearhead this effort. When I joined 
the Senate Committee on Small Busi
ness in January, I did so because I was 
confident that small business is the en
gine that will lead both Rhode Island 
and the Nation into recovery. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the big
gest problem besetting small busi
nesses today is the lack of available 
credit. I believe that the SBA, local 
banks, and other lenders should be in 
the business of investing in people and 
communities, and that Federal policies 
should promote the flow of capital to 
small business community. 

I hope this legislation will help ease 
the credit crunch and increase lending 
to the small businesses, that will then 
use that capital to create jobs and get 
our economy moving again. I urge my 
colleagues to take a good look at this 
legislation, and I welcome their co
sponsorship.• 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and 
Mr. HATCH): 

S. 409. A bill to extend the terms of 
various patents, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

EXTENSION OF OLESTRA PATENTS 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce a bill to extend certain pat
ents, including a limited extension for 
three key patents on olestra, a zero 
calorie fat replacement made by Proc
ter & Gamble; the patent for the insig
nia of the United Daughters of the Con
federacy; and the patent terms of the 
badges of the American Legion, the 
American Legion Women's Auxiliary 
and the Sons of the American Legion. 

This bill is really unfinished business 
from the 102d Congress. The provisions 
of this bill were included in H.R. 5475, 
which were passed by the House by an 
overwhelming margin on August 4, 
1992, and the provisions related to 
olestra were included in S. 1506, which 
was passed by the Senate on October 8, 
1992, by voice vote. 

Procter & Gamble invented olestra in 
the 1960's, and began working with the 
FDA in 1971. More than two decades 
later, olestra has still not been ap
proved. P&G has already invested $200 
million in olestra, and would need to 
invest many more millions to con
struct manufacturing facilities to 
produce this substance. 

The problem arises because American 
patents by law are for 17 years. Regu
latory reviews by FDA to ensure safety 
of new food additives by necessity are 
open ended. Olestra is unique, virtually 
unprecedented as a new food type be
cause of its likely impact on the Amer
ican diet, and because it is a non
absorbable. noncaloric fat replacement. 
While most food additives constitute, 
at most, a fraction of 1 percent of the 
human diet, olestra could eventually 
replace as much as 10 percent or more 
of the human diet. Accordingly, the 
FDA has approached this unprece
dented food additive with appropriate 
prudence, and P&G has been required 
to invent new protocols to test 
olestra's safety for human consump
tion, because olestra did not fit the ex
isting regulatory mold. 

The primary olestra patent expired 
in 1988 and the other three-which are 
the subject of this legislation-will ex
pire in late 1993-about the same time 
that FDA at the earliest could approve 
the use of olestra. Should this occur, 
Procter & Gamble, the innovator, will 
lose all proprietary rights to its inven
tion. For the record, the terms of pat
ent numbers 4,005,196, re. 33,885 (origi-
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nal patent No. 4,034,083) and re. 33,996 
(original patent No. 4,005,195) and any 
reissues are extended. Additionally, 
Procter & Gamble has agreed to under
take postmarket studies to provide 
data regarding the influence of olestra
containing products upon the overall 
dietary intake of fats, which will be 
submitted to the FDA for review. 

Federal policies should encourage in
novation in American industry. The 
manufacturer who merely waits for the 
patent of an innovator to expire should 
not be rewarded. Our patent system is 
designed to facilitate innovations such 
as olestra. At the same time, our regu
latory system is intended to ensure 
safety prior to market. In most in
stances these two functions work in 
harmony and serve the public well. In 
rare instances, however, the length of 
the review process can consume much, 
or all, of the 17 years of exclusivity 
granted an inventor under patent law. 
Congress in these extraordinary in
stances has extended patents to main
tain balance. Olestra is one of these ex
traordinary cases. 

The provisions of this amendment 
were not only approved by bipartisan 
majorities of both Houses during the 
102d Congress, but also subject to rigor
ous scrutiny. The process began with 
hearings in the relevant subcommit
tees of the Judiciary Committees of 
both Houses late in 1991. When the 
hearings suggested that the requests 
for patent extensions involved factu
ally complicated issues, the respective 
chairmen of those subcommittees, our 
colleague Senator DECONCINI of Ari
zona and Representative HUGHES of 
New Jersey, requested that the General 
Accounting Office study the merits of 
these cases. The GAO found that P&G 
had been consistently diligent in test
ing olestra. Later, bipartisan majori
ties in the relevant subcommittees, 
both the House and Senate Judiciary 
Committees, and finally in the House 
of Representatives and the Senate-felt 
that fairness warranted a limited ex
tension. 

I believe that we must make a com
mitment to the future by investing in 
research and development. In this case, 
the necessity of the regulatory review 
process have virtually denied any pat
ent protection. Without an extension, I 
believe that investment in research 
and development will be discouraged. 

I appreciate the support of the Sen
ator from Utah, Senator HATCH, who 
joins me as a sponsor of this legisla
tion. 

I ask my colleagues to join me, in 
support of this bill.• 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. 
DECONCINI): 

S. 410. A bill to establish within the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs a program to 
improve the management of range-

land's and farmlands and the produc
tion of agricultural resources on Indian 
lands, and for other purposes; to the 
Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

INDIAN AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT ACT 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to introduce the Indian 
Agricultural Resources Management 
Act of 1993. I am introducing this bill 
on behalf of Senators INOUYE, MCCAIN, 
COCHRAN, SIMON, DECONCINI, and my
self. 

The purpose of this legislation is not 
to establish new program responsibil
ities in agriculture for the Secretary of 
the Interior. It is to streamline and 
make more efficient the administra
tion of the programs the Secretary now 
administers, and to empower Indian 
tribes to assume a greater role in the 
management of these programs. 

This legislation provides for the es
tablishment of a viable system for the 
management or administration of In
dian-owned lands and enhances the ca
pability of Indian ranchers and farmers 
to produce crops and products from 
such lands. It provides greater author
ity to the Indian tribes in the manage
ment and regulation of Indian agricul
tural lands and enhances the edu
cational opportunities for Indian stu
dents in the management of Indian 
natural resources. 

While this bill's focus is on the De
partment of Interior and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, it follows on the heels 
of legislative progress with FmHA and 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Throughout the early 1980's, the Se
lect Committee on Indian Affairs was 
constantly approached by Indian farm
ers and ranchers urging some form of 
intervention to save the Indian agricul
tural economy. The select committee 
working with the Intertribal Agri
culture Council and the Agriculture 
Committee did indeed have some suc
cesses and was able to make some 
USDA programs more accessible to in
dividual Indian farmers, as well as the 
tribes. 

With the entire agricultural economy 
in crisis, it was not possible in Con
gress to single out the Indian sector for 
special treatment. The breakthrough 
finally came in 1987, when Congress en
acted the Farm Credit Act Amend
ments of 1987. There were a number of 
Indian provisions in this act, but the 
most important in terms of gaining 
visibility for Indian concerns were the 
amendments dealing with the handling 
of Indian trust lands foreclosed upon 
by FmHA. After a difficult fight on the 
Senate floor and a battle in conference, 
Congress enacted amendments to this 
act that required the Secretary of Ag
riculture to turn over to the Interior 
Department lands that were held in 
trust at the time of their foreclosure if 
the original Indian owner was not able 
to buy or lease the lands back. 

One of the most important results 
from this legislative effort was the re-

alization that there were unique and 
difficult problems for Indians within 
reservations, or utilizing Indian trust 
or restricted lands, that did not fit 
within all of the general legislation 
and programs of the Department of Ag
riculture. It was clear that review and 
modernization of the agriculture and 
natural resources programs adminis
tered by the Department of the In te
rior through the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs was required. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this bill be printed in full at 
the conclusion of these remarks. 

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

s. 410 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON

TENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Indian Agricultural Resources Manage
ment Act of 1993". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-
TITLE I-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 101. Findings. 
Sec. 102. Purposes. 
Sec. 103. Definitions. 
TITLE II-RANGELAND AND FARMLAND 

ENHANCEMENT 
Sec. 201. Management of Indian rangelands 

and farmlands. 
Sec. 202. Indian participation in land man

agement activities. 
Sec. 203. Comparative analysis of Indian 

rangeland and farmland man
agement programs. 

Sec. 204. Leasing of Indian rangelands and 
farmlands. 

TITLE III- EDUCATION IN AGRICULTURE 
AND NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGE
MENT 

Sec. 301. Establishment of Indian and Alaska 
Native agriculture and natural 
resources management edu
cation assistance program. 

Sec. 302. Postgraduation recruitment, edu
cation and training programs. 

Sec. 303. Cooperative agreement between the 
Department of the Interior and 
Indian tribes. 

Sec. 304. Obligated service; breach of con
tract. 

TITLE IV-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 401. Authorizations. 
TITLE V-MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec. 501. Regulations. 
Sec. 502. Severability. 
Sec. 503. Trust responsibility. 
Sec. 504. Miscellaneous. 

TITLE I-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. FINDINGS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares that-

(1) Indian rangelands and farmlands are re
newable and manageable natural resources 
that are among the most valuable Indian as
sets and are vi tal to the economic and social 
welfare of individual Indians and Indian 
tribes. 

(2) Increased development and intensive 
management of Indian rangelands and farm
lands will produce increased economic re-
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turns, enhance Indian self-determination, 
promote employment opportunities, and im
prove the social and economic well-being of 
Indian and surrounding communities. 

(3) The United States has a trust respon
sibility to protect, conserve and enhance In
dian rangelands and farmlands consistent 
with its fiduciary obligation and its unique 
relationship with Indian tribes and extends 
to all Federal agencies. 

(4) Existing Federal laws do not suffi
ciently assure the adequate and necessary 
trust management of Indian rangelands and 
farmlands. 

(5) The Federal investment in, and the 
management of Indian rangelands and farm
lands is significantly below the level of in
vestment in, and management of. rangelands 
and farmlands under the administration of 
the Bureau of Lands Management, Bureau of 
Reclamation, the National Forest Service, 
and private landowners. 

(6) The beneficial use of Indian rangelands 
and farmlands by Indians is in serious de
cline throughout Indian country. 

(7) Despite the Federal policy of Indian 
self-determination, Federal laws and policies 
have limited the authority and ability of 
tribal governments and Indian communities 
to develop land-based programs on the basis 
of local priorities. 

SEC. 102. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are to: 
(1) Promote and increase and enable the 

opportunities for Indian use of their own re
sources so as to use Indian natural and 
human resources to achieve tribal goals, to 
decrease idle or underutilized land, reverse 
the damaging long-term losses in productiv
ity and land values, and increase local em
ployment opportunities, community income, 
and social stability. 

(2) Safeguard the investments made in In
dian rangelands and farmlands and agricul
tural enterprises and provide adequate, sta
ble, and secure authority for the protection, 
conservation, utilization, and enhancement 
of Indian rangeland and farmland resources. 

(3) Support and improve tribal self-deter
mination by authorizing and facilitating the 
active tribal participation in the manage
ment decisionmaking processes on the allo
cation and use of local natural resources. 

(4) Improve Indian access to Federal agri
culture, rural development and related pro
grams which are a vail able to the American 
society at large through the various depart
ments of the Federal Government. 

(5) Provide for the development and man
agement of Indian rangelands and farmlands 
at a level at least commensurate with the 
level of development and management af
forded to federally owned or controlled 
lands. 

(6) Meet the trust responsibility of the 
United States and promote self-determina
tion of Indian tribes by managing Indian 
rangelands and farmlands and related renew
able resources in a manner consistent with 
identified tribal goals and priorities, and na
tionally adopted multiple use and sustained 
yield principles. 

(7) Increase the educational and training 
opportunities available to Indian people and 
communities in the practical, technical and 
professional aspects of agriculture, natural 
resources, and land management to improve 
local expertise and technical abilities and 
create a cadre of professional Indian agri
culture resource managers who can provide 
leadership to the tribal, Federal and private 
sectors on Indian land and resource manage
ment issues. 

SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 
For the purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term "agricultural land" means In

dian land, excluding Indian forest land, that 
is used for the production of agricultural 
products, and lands occupied by industries 
that support the agricultural community, re
gardless of whether a formal inspection and 
land classification has been taken. 

(2) The term "agricultural resource" 
means-

(A) all the primary means of production, 
including the land, soil, water, air, plant 
communities, watersheds, climate, human 
resources, natural physical attributes and 
man-made developments which together 
comprise the agricultural community; and 

(B) all the benefits derived from agricul
tural land and enterprises, including cul
tivated and gathered food products, fibers, 
horticultural products, dyes, cultural or reli
gious condiments, medicines, water, cul
tivated fisheries, wildlife, recreation, aes
thetic and other traditional values of agri
culture and rangelands. 

(3) The term "agricultural product" 
means-

(A) crops grown under cultivated condi
tions whether used for personal consump
tion, subsistence, or sold for commercial 
benefit; 

(B) domestic livestock including cattle, 
sheep, goats, horses, buffalo, swine, Alaska 
reindeer, fowl, cultivated fish, or other ani
mals specifically raised and utilized for food, 
fiber, or as a beast of burden; 

(C) forage, hay, fodder, feed grains, crop 
residues and other items grown or harvested 
for the feeding and care of livestock, sold for 
commercial profit, or used for other pur
poses; 

(D) naturally occurring noncultivated 
plants and animals gathered for commercial 
sale, personal use, cultural or religious ac
tivities or for other purposes such as use in 
teas, medicines, as herbs or spices, for deco
ration, or for traditional purposes; and 

(E) other marketable or traditionally used 
materials authorized for removal from agri
cultural lands. 

(4) The term "land management activity" 
means all activities, accomplished in support 
of the management of Indian ag-ricultural 
land, including but not limited to-

(A) preparation of inventories and manage
ment plans; 

(B) agricultural land and infrastructure de
velopment, and the application of accepted 
soil or range management techniques to im
prove or restore the productive capacity of 
the land; 

(C) protection against agricultural pests, 
including development, implementation, and 
evaluation of integrated pest management 
programs to control noxious weeds, undesir
able vegetation, vertebrate or invertebrate 
agricultural pests; 

(D) administration and supervision of agri
cultural leasing and permitting activities, 
including determination of proper land use 
and proper stocking rates of livestock, ap
praisal, advertisement, negotiation, contract 
preparation, collecting, recording, and dis
tributing lease rental receipts; 

(E) technical assistance to individuals and 
tribes engaged in agricultural production or 
agribusiness; and 

(F) educational assistance in agriculture, 
natural resources, land management andre
lated fields of study including direct assist
ance to community, tribal and land grant 
colleges in developing and implementing cur
riculum for vocational, technical and profes
sional course work. 

(5) The term "farmland" means Indian 
land, excluding Indian forest land, that is 
used for production of food, feed, fiber, for
age and oil seed crops, or other agricultural 
products, and may be either dryland or irri
gated. 

(6) The term "rangeland" means Indian 
land, excluding Indian forest land, on which 
the native vegetation is predominantly 
grasses, grass-like plants, forbs or shrubs 
suitable for grazing or browsing use, and in
cludes lands revegetated naturally or artifi
cially to provide a forage cover that is man
aged like native vegetation. Rangelands in
clude natural grasslands, savannahs, 
shrublands, most deserts, tundra, alpine 
communities, coastal marshes and wet 
meadows. 

(7) The term "forest land" means Indian 
forest land as defined in section 304(3) of 
Public Law 101-630. 

(8) The term "Indian" means a Native 
American or Alaska Native who is a member 
of an Indian tribe, as defined in section 4 of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b). 

(9) The term "Indian tribe" means any In
dian tribe, band, nation, rancheria, pueblo, 
or other organized dependent Indian group or 
community, including any Alaska Native 
village or regional or village corporation as 
defined in section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter
mination and Education Assistance Act (25 
u.s.c. 450b). 

(10) The term "Indian land" means land 
that is-

(A) held in trust by the United States for 
an Indian or Indian tribe; 

(B) owned by an Indian or Indian tribe and 
is subject to restrictions against alienation; 
or 

(C) dependent Indian communities. 
(11) The term "landowner" means the In

dian or Indian tribe that-
(A) owns such land, or 
(B) is the beneficiary of the trust under 

which such land is held by the United States. 
(12) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of the Interior, except where other
wise specifically designated. 

(13) The term "Indian enterprise" means 
an enterprise--

(A) which-
(i) is engaged in construction (within the 

meaning of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450 
et seq.)), and is entirely owned by Indians, or 
Indian tribes, that receive 100 percent of the 
profits of the enterprise; and 

(ii) is engaged in any business other than 
construction and at least 51 percent of the 
enterprise is owned by Indians, or Indian 
tribes, that receive not less than 51 percent 
of the profits of the enterprise; or 

(B) which-
(i) is entirely owned by an Indian tribe; or 
(ii) has an Indian owner who-
(I) acts as the chief executive officer of the 

enterprise; and 
(II) has the experience and training to 

manage, and does in fact manage, day-to-day 
activities of the enterprise. 

TITLE ll-RANGELAND AND FARMLAND 
ENHANCEMENT 

SEC. 201. MANAGEMENT OF INDIAN RANGELANDS 
AND FARMLANDS. 

(a) MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES.-Pursuant to 
existing law, 
the Secretary shall manage Indian range
lands and farmlands, either directly or 
through cooperative agreements, self-deter
mination contracts, compacts and grants 
under the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (Act of January 4, 



February 18, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 3171 
1975; Public Law 93--{)38; 88 Stat. 2204; 25 
U.S.C. 450b), or such other legal mechanisms 
as are appropriate. 

(b) MANAGEMENT 0BJECTIVES.-lndian 
rangeland and farmland management activi
ties shall be designed to achieve the follow
ing objectives-

(!) to protect, conserve, utilize, and en
hance rangelands and farmlands in a perpet
ually productive state through the applica
tion of sound agronomic and economic prin
ciples to the planning, development, 
inventorying, classification, and manage
ment of agricultural resources; 

(2) to increase production and expand the 
diversity and availability of agricultural 
products for subsistence, income, and em
ployment of Indians and Alaska Natives, 
through the development of agricultural re
sources; 

(3) to manage agricultural resources to 
protect and enhance other values such as 
wildlife, fisheries, cultural resources, recre
ation, and regulate water runoff and mini
mize soil erosion; 

(4) to enable farmers and ranchers to maxi
mize the potential benefits available to them 
through their land by providing technical as
sistance, training and education in conserva
tion practices, management and economics 
of agribusiness, sources and use of credit, 
marketing of agricultural products, and 
other applicable subject areas; 

(5) to develop Indian rangelands and farm
lands and associated value-added industries 
of Indians and Indian tribes to promote self
sustaining communities, and so that Indians 
may receive from their trust lands not only 
lease value, but also the benefit of the labor 
and profit that such land is capable of pro
ducing; and 

(6) to assist trust and restricted land
owners in leasing their farmland and range
land for a reasonable annual return, consist
ent with prudent management and conserva
tion practices, and community goals as ex
pressed in the tribal management plans and 
appropriate tribal ordinances. 

(c) MANAGEMENT PLANS.-To achieve the 
objectives set forth in subsections (a) and 
(b), the Secretary, with full and active con
sultation with, and policy direction from, 
the tribe or tribes to be served and consist
ent with his trust responsibility, shall imme
diately embark on a reservation-by-reserva
tion agricultural land resource management 
planning program encompassing or reflect
ing the following: 

(1) A closed-term three-year effort con
ducted at the local tribe and agency level 
working through the governments of the 
tribes and in public meetings to determine 
and document the specific agriculture and 
land resource goals and desires of the local 
tribe and community. 

(2) The defined goals as the basis in creat
ing a ten-year agriculture program and land 
management plans to attain the goals de
fined for community lands and reservations 
by using public meetings, existing surveys, 
reports, local knowledge of the land and re
sources available from Federal agencies, 
tribal community colleges, and land grant 
institutions. 

(3) A mechanism for assuring that the re
sult of this three-year program will be spe
cific, documented agriculture and land man
agement programs, created and approved by 
the effected tribe or tribes, which address 
specific community concerns for land use 
and development. The individual reservation 
or tribal agricultural management planning 
documents will provide the direction to the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the tribes in the 

management and administration of the In
dian owned agricultural trust resources. 
These program documents will also provide 
the basis for the application of Indian self
determination contracting of Agriculture 
and Natural Resource Programs under the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act. 

(4) The contract and grant provisions of 
the Indian Self-Determination and Edu
cation Assistance Act shall be applicable to 
the development of these management plans. 
SEC. 202. INDIAN PARTICIPATION IN LAND MAN-

AGEMENT ACTIVITIES. 
(a) TRIBAL RECOGNITION.-The Secretary 

shall recognize tribal governments as the 
governmental entities with the authority to 
enact and enforce, for lands under their ju
risdiction, land use planning, zoning, and 
other land use ordinances and shall conduct 
all land management activities in accord
ance with tribal goals and objectives as set 
forth in the land management plans and trib
al laws and ordinances. 

(b) TRIBAL LAWS.-Unless otherwise pro
hibited by Federal law, the Secretary shall 
comply with tribal laws pertaining to Indian 
agricultural lands, including zoning and land 
use laws, and laws regulating the environ
ment or historic or cultural preservation, 
and shall cooperate with the enforcement of 
such laws on Indian agricultural lands. Such 
cooperation shall include-

(!) assistance in the enforcement of such 
laws; 

(2) provision of notice of such laws to per
sons or entities undertaking activities on In
dian agricultural lands; and 

(3) upon request of an Indian tribe, an ap
pearance in tribal forums. 

(c) WAIVER OF REGULATIONS.-ln any case 
in which a regulation or administrative pol
icy of the Department of the Interior con
flicts with or impedes-

(!) meeting the objectives of the manage
ment plan provided for in section 201; or 

(2) conflicts with a tribal law, 
the Secretary shall waive the application of 
such regulation or administrative policy un
less such waiver would constitute a violation 
of a Federal statute or judicial decision, or 
would conflict with his general trust respon
sibility under Federal law. 

(d) This section does not constitute a waiv
er of the sovereign immunity of the United 
States. Moreover, this section does not au
thorize tribal courts to review actions of the 
Secretary. 
SEC. 203. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF INDIAN 

RANGELAND AND FARMLAND MAN
AGEMENT PROGRAMS. 

(a) COMPARATIVE . ANALYSIS.-Within 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall assemble a Task Force 
consisting of appropriate officials of Indian 
tribal governments, the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, the Bureau of Land Management, the 
United States Park Service, the Inter-Tribal 
Agriculture Council, the Southwest Inter
Tribal Agriculture Council, and such other 
nongovernmental persons or entities as the 
Secretary may deem appropriate to develop 
a comparative analysis of Federal invest
ment and management efforts for Indian ag
ricultural trust lands as compared to feder
ally owned lands managed by other Federal 
agencies or instrumentalities. The Secretary 
shall request the Secretary of Agriculture to 
make available on a nonreimbursable basis 
appropriate personnel from the Department 
of Agriculture to assist in the development 
of such analysis. 

(b) PuRPOSES.-The purposes of the com
parative analysis and the Survey Instrument 
shall be-

(1) to establish a comprehensive assess
ment of the needs for management improve
ment, funding, and development needs for 
each reservation with Indian rangeland and 
farmland; 

(2) to establish a comparison of manage
ment and funding provided to comparable 
lands owned or managed by the Federal Gov
ernment through Federal agencies other 
than the Bureau of Indian Affairs; 

(3) to identify and to recommend mi tiga
tion measures for any obstacles to Indian ac
cess to Federal or private programs relating 
to agriculture or related rural development 
programs available to the American public 
at large; and 

(4) to provide guidance in the development 
of the management plans required under the 
provisions of section 201 of this Act. 

(C) IMPLEMENTATION.-Within six months 
from the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall provide the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs of the Senate with a status 
report on the development of the compara
tive analysis required by this section, and 
shall file a final report with the Congress not 
more than nine months from the date of en
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 204. LEASING OF INDIAN RANGELANDS AND 

FARMLANDS. 
(a) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY.-The 

Secretary-
(!) is authorized to approve any agricul

tural lease or permit with a tenure up to ten 
years, or a tenure longer than ten years but 
not to exceed 25 years unless authorized by 
other Federal law, when, in the opinion of 
the Secretary, such lease or permit requires 
substantial investment in development of 
the lands and/or crops by the lessee and such 
longer tenure is determined by the Secretary 
to be in the best interest of the landowners; 

(2) is authorized to lease or permit agricul
tural lands at rates less than the Federal ap
praisal when such action would be in the 
best interest of the landowner, and in such 
instances, when such land has been satisfac
torily advertised for lease, the highest re
sponsible bid shall be accepted; and 

(3) is authorized to waive or modify there
quirement that a lessee post a surety or per
formance bond on agricultural leases and 
permits issued by the Secretary. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF THE TRIBE.-When au
thorized by an appropriate tribal resolution 
establishing a general policy for leasing of 
Indian agricultural lands, the Secretary-

(!) shall provide a preference to Indian op
erators in the issuance and renewal of agri
culture leases and permits, so long as the 
lessor receives fair market value for his 
property; 

(2) shall waive or modify the requirement 
that a lessee post a surety or performance 
bond on agricultural leases and permits is
sued by the Secretary, provided that nothing 
in this paragraph shall be construed to re
strict the discretion currently vested in the 
Secretary to waive or modify the bond re
quirements in the absence of a tribal resolu
tion to the contrary; and 

(3) when such tribal resolution sets forth a 
tribal definition of what constitutes "highly 
fractionated undivided heirship lands" and 
adopts an alternative plan for providing no
tice to owners, the Secretary is authorized 
to waive or modify the general notice provi
sions and negotiate and lease or permit such 
highly fractionated undivided interest 
heirship lands in order to prevent waste, re
duce idle land acreage and ensure income. 

(c) RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUAL LAND OWNERS.
(1) Nothing in this section shall be construed 
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as limiting or altering the authority or right 
of an individual allotee in the use of his or 
her own land or to enter into an agricultural 
lease of the surface interest of his or her al
lotment under any other provision of law. 

(2) The owners of a majority interest in 
any trust or restricted land (meaning an in
terest greater than 50 percent of the legal or 
beneficial title) are authorized to enter into 
an agricultural lease of the surface interest 
of a trust or restricted allotment, and such 
lease shall be binding upon the owners of the 
minority interests in such land, provided 
that the terms of the lease provide such mi
nority interests with not less than fair mar
ket value for such land. 

(3) The provisions of subsection (b) shall 
not be applicable to any parcel of trust or re
stricted land if the owners of 50 percent of 
the legal or beneficial interest in such land 
file with the Secretary a written objection to 
the application of all or any part of such 
tribal rules to the leasing of such parcel of 
land. 
TITLE ill-EDUCATION IN AGRICULTURE 
AND NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

SEC. 301. ESTABLISHMENT OF INDIAN AND ALAS-
KA NATIVE AGRICULTURE AND NAT
URAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
EDUCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) NATURAL RESOURCES INTERN PRO
GRAM.-(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
title 5 of the United States Code governing 
appointments in the competitive service, the 
Secretary shall establish and maintain in 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs or other appro
priate office or bureau within the Depart
ment of the Interior at least 20 natural re
sources intern positions in addition to the 
forestry intern positions authorized in sec
tion 314(a) of Public Law 101-630 for Indian 
and Alaska Native students enrolled in an 
agriculture or natural resources study pro
gram. 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term-

(A) "natural resources intern" means an 
Indian or Alaska Native who-

(i) is attending an approved postsecondary 
school in a full-time agriculture or natural 
resource related field; and 

(ii) is appointed to one of the natural re
sources intern positions established under 
paragraph (1); 

(B) "natural resources intern program" 
means positions established pursuant to 
paragraph (1) for natural resources interns; 
and 

(C) "agriculture or natural resources study 
program" includes, but is not limited to, ag
ricultural engineering, agricultural econom
ics, animal husbandry, animal science, bio
logical sciences, fishery management, geo
graphic information systems, horticulture, 
range management, soil science, veterinary 
science, and wildlife biology. 

(3) The Secretary shall pay, by reimburse
ment or otherwise, all costs for tuition, 
books, fees and living expenses incurred by a 
natural resources intern while attending an 
approved postsecondary or graduate school 
in a full-time natural resources study pro
gram. 

(4) A natural resources intern shall be re
quired to enter into an obligated service 
agreement to serve as an employee in a pro
fessional natural resources position with the 
Department of the Interior or other Federal 
agency, an Indian tribe, or a tribal natural 
resource related enterprise for one year for 
each year of education for which the Sec
retary pays the intern's educational costs 
under paragraph (3) of this subsection. 

(5) A natural resources intern shall be re
quired to report for service with the Bureau 

of Indian Affairs or other bureau or agency 
sponsoring his internship, or to a designated 
work site, during any break in attendance at 
school of more than three weeks duration. 
Time spent in such service shall be counted 
toward satisfaction of the intern's obligated 
service agreement under paragraph (4). 

(b) COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM.-(1) 
The Secretary shall maintain, through the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, a cooperative edu
cation program for the purpose, among other 
things, of recruiting Indian and Alaska Na
tive students who are enrolled in secondary 
schools, tribally controlled community col
leges, and other postsecondary or graduate 
schools, for employment in professional nat
ural resource related positions with the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs or other Federal agen
cy providing Indian natural resource related 
services, Indian tribal governments, or tribal 
natural resource related enterprises. 

(2) The cooperative educational program 
under paragraph (1) shall be modeled after, 
and shall have essentially the same features 
as, the program in effect on the date of en
actment of this Act pursuant to chapter 308 
of the Federal Personnel Manual of the Of
fice of Personnel Management. 

(3) The cooperative educational program 
shall include, among others, the following: 

(A) The Secretary shall continue the estab
lished specific programs in agriculture and 
natural resources education at Southwestern 
Indian Polytechnic Institute (SIP!) and at 
Haskell Indian Junior College. 

(B) The Secretary shall work with tribally 
controlled community colleges to develop 
and maintain specific programs in agri
culture and natural resources education, in
cluding the provision of direct technical as
sistance to establish such programs. 

(C) Working through tribally controlled 
community colleges and in cooperation with 
land grant institutions, the Secretary shall 
implement an informational and educational 
program to provide practical training and as
sistance in creating or maintaining a suc
cessful agricultural enterprise, assessing 
sources of commercial credit, developing 
markets and other subjects of interest to the 
rural community. 

(D) Working through tribally controlled 
community colleges and in cooperation with 
land grant institutions, the Secretary shall 
implement research activities to improve 
the basis for determining appropriate man
agement measures to apply to Indian re
source management. 

(4) Under the cooperative agreement pro
gram under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall pay all costs for tuition, books, and 
fees of an Indian or Alaska Native student 
who-

(A) is enrolled in a course of study at an 
education institution with which the Sec
retary has entered into a cooperative agree
ment; and 

(B) is interested in a career with the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs, an Indian tribe or a 
tribal enterprise in the management of In
dian rangelands, farmlands, or other natural 
resource assets. 

(5) Financial need shall not be a require
ment to receive assistance under the cooper
ative agreement program that is to be main
tained under this subsection. 

(6) A recipient of assistance under the co
operative education program under this sub
section shall be required to enter into an ob
ligated service agreement with the Secretary 
to serve as a professional in a natural re
source related activity with the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, or other Federal agency pro
viding natural resource related services to 

Indians or Indian tribes, an Indian tribe, or a 
tribal natural resource related enterprise, 
for one year for each year for which the Sec
retary pays the recipients educational costs 
pursuant to paragraph (3). · 

(c) SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.-(1) The Sec
retary is authorized to grant scholarships to 
Indians and Alaska Natives enrolled in ac
credited natural resource related programs 
for postsecondary and graduate programs of 
study as full-time students. 

(2) A recipient of a scholarship under para
graph (1) shall be required to enter into an 
obligated service agreement with the Sec
retary in which the recipient agrees to ac
cept employment for one year for each year 
the recipient received a scholarship, follow
ing completion of the recipient's course of 
study, with-

(A) the Bureau of Indian Affairs or other 
agency of the Federal Government providing 
natural resource related services to Indians 
or Indian tribes; 

(B) a natural resource program conducted 
under a contract, grant, or cooperative 
agreement entered into under the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education Assist
ance Act; 

(C) an Indian enterprise engaged in a natu
ral resource related business; or 

(D) an Indian tribe's natural resource re
lated program. 

(3) The Secretary shall not deny scholar
ship assistance under this subsection solely 
on the basis of an applicant's scholastic 
achievement if the applicant has been admit
ted to and remains in good standing in an ac
credited postsecondary or graduate institu
tion. 

(d) EDUCATIONAL OUTREACH.-The Sec
retary shall conduct, through the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and in consultation with 
other appropriate local, State and Federal 
agencies, and in consultation and coordina
tion with Indian tribes, a natural resource 
education outreach program for Indian and 
Alaska Native youth to explain and stimu
late interest in all aspects of management 
and careers in Indian natural resources. 

(e) ADEQUACY OF PROGRAMS.-The Sec
retary shall administer the programs de
scribed in this section until a sufficient num
ber of Indians and Alaska Natives are 
trained to ensure that there is an adequate 
number of qualified, professional Indian nat
ural resource managers to manage the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs natural resource pro
grams and programs maintained by or for In
dian tribes. 
SEC. 302. POSTGRADUATION RECRUITMENT, EDU

CATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS. 
(a) ASSUMPTION OF LOANS.-The Secretary 

shall establish and maintain a program to 
attract Indian and Alaska Native profes
sional natural resource technicians who are 
graduates of a course of postsecondary or 
graduate education for employment in either 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs natural resource 
programs or, subject to the approval of the 
tribe, in tribal natural resource programs. 
According to such regulations as the Sec
retary may prescribe, such program shall 
provide for the employment of Indian and 
Alaska Native professional natural resource 
technicians in exchange for the Secretary's 
assumption of the employee's outstanding 
student loans. The period of employment 
shall be determined by the amount of the 
loan that is assumed. 

(b) POSTGRADUATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL IN
TERNSHIPS.-For the purposes of training, 
skill development and orientation of Indian, 
Alaska Native, and Federal natural resource 
management personnel, and the enhance-
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ment of tribal and Bureau of Indian Affairs 
natural resource programs, the Secretary 
shall establish and actively conduct a pro
gram for the cooperative internship of Fed
eral, Indian and Alaska Native natural re
source personnel. Such program shall-

(1) for agencies within the Department of 
the Interior-

(A) provide for the internship of Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, Alaska Native, and Indian 
natural resource employees in the natural 
resource related programs of other agencies 
of the Department of the Interior; and 

(B) provide for the internship of natural re
source personnel from the other Department 
of the Interior agencies within the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and, with the consent of the 
tribe, within tribal natural resource pro
grams; 

(2) for agencies not within the Department 
of the Interior, provide, pursuant to an inter
agency agreement, internships within the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and, with the con
sent of the tribe, within a tribal natural re
source program of other natural resource 
personnel of such agencies who are above 
their sixth year of Federal service; 

(3) provide for the continuation of salary 
and benefits for participating Federal em
ployees by their originating agency; 

(4) provide for salaries and benefits of par
ticipating Indian and Alaska Native natural 
resource employees by the ·host agency; and 

{5) provide for a bonus pay incentive at the 
conclusion of the internship for any partici
pant. 

(C) CONTINUING EDUCATION AND TRAINING.
The Secretary shall maintain a program 
within the Trust Services Division of the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs for the ongoing edu
cation and training of Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, Alaska Native, and Indian natural re
source personnel. Such program shall pro
vide for-

(1) orientation training for Bureau of In
dian Affairs natural resource personnel in 
tribal-Federal relations and responsibilities; 

(2) continuing technical natural resource 
education for Bureau of Indian Affairs, Alas
ka Native, and Indian natural resource per
sonnel; and 

(3) development training of Indian and 
Alaska Native personnel in natural resource 
based enterprises and marketing. 
SEC. 303. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE· 
RIOR AND INDIAN TRIBES. 

(a) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-
(!) To facilitate the administration of the 

programs and activities of the Department of 
the Interior, the Secretary is authorized to 
negotiate and enter into cooperative agree
ments with Indian tribes to---

(A) engage in cooperative manpower and 
job training; 

(B) develop and publish cooperative envi
ronmental education and natural resource 
planning materials; and 

(C) perform land and facility improve
ments, and other activities related to land 
and natural resource management and devel
opment. 
The Secretary may enter into such agree
ments when the Secretary determines the in
terest of Indians and Indian tribes will be 
benefited. 

(2) In such cooperative agreements, the 
Secretary is authorized to advance or reim
burse funds to contractors from any appro
priated funds available for similar kinds of 
work or by furnishing or sharing materials, 
supplies, facilities or equipment without re
gard to the provisions of section 3324, title 
31, United States Code, relating to the ad
vance of public moneys. 

(b) SUPERVISION.-In any agreement au
thorized by this section, Indian tribes and 
their employees may perform cooperative 
work under the supervision of the Depart
ment of the Interior in emergencies or other
wise as mutually agreed to, but shall not be 
deemed to be Federal employees other than 
for the purposes of section 2671 through 2680 
of title 28, United States Code, and section 
8101 through 8193 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.-Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to limit the authority of 
the Secretary to enter into cooperative 
agreements otherwise authorized by law. 
SEC. 304. OBLIGATED SERVICE; BREACH OF CON

TRACT. 
(a) OBLIGATED SERVICE.-Where an individ

ual enters into an agreement for obligated 
service in return for financial assistance 
under any provision of this title, the Sec
retary shall adopt such regulations as are 
necessary to provide for the offer of employ
ment to the recipient of such assistance as 
required by such provision. Where an offer of 
employment is not reasonably made, the reg
ulations shall provide that such service shall 
no longer be required. 

(b) BREACH OF CONTRACT; REPAYMENT.
Where an individual fails to accept a reason
able offer of employment in fulfillment of 
such obligated service or unreasonably ter
minates or fails to perform the duties of such 
employment, the Secretary shall require a 
repayment of the financial assistance pro
vided, pro rated for the amount of time of 
obligated service that was performed, _to
gether with interest on such amount which 
would be payable if at the time the amounts 
were paid they were loans bearing interest at 
the maximum legal prevailing rate, as deter
mined by the Treasurer of the United States. 

TITLE IV-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 401. AUTHORIZATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

TITLE V-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. REGULATIONS. 

Except as otherwise provided by this Act, 
the Secretary is directed to promulgate final 
regulations for the implementation of this 
Act within eighteen months from the date of 
enactment of this Act. All regulations pro
mulgated pursuant to this Act shall be devel
oped by the Secretary with the participation 
of the affected Indian tribes. 
SEC. 502. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, or the applica
tion of any provision of this Act to any per
son or circumstance, is held invalid, the ap
plication of such provision or circumstance 
and the remainder of this Act shall not be af
fected thereby. 
SEC. 503. TRUST RESPONSffiiLITY. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
diminish or expand the trust responsibility 
of the United States toward Indian trust 
lands or natural resources, or any legal obli
gation or remedy resulting therefrom. 
SEC. 504. MISCELLANEOUS. 

(a) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to supersede or limit the au
thority of other Federal, State or local agen
cies otherwise authorized by law to provide 
services to Indian landowners. 

(b) DISCLAIMER.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed as vesting the governing body 
of an Indian tribe with any authority which 
is not authorized by the constitution and by
laws or other organizational document of 
such tribe. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 411. A bill to freeze domestic dis

cretionary spending for fiscal years 
1994 and 1995 at fiscal year 1993 levels; 
to the Committee on the Budget and 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs, jointly, pursuant to the order of 
August 4, 1977, with instructions that if 
one committee reports, the other com
mittee have 30 days to report or be dis
charged. 

DOMESTIC DISCRETIONARY SPENDING FREEZE 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, under 
the Clinton plan, the middle class will 
have to work harder for less. Last 
night I heard a lot about specific tax 
increases and very little about specific 
spending cuts. Bill Olin ton promised 
the American people change. I do not 
believe that more taxes and more 
spending represents change. The people 
did not elect Bill Clinton to carry on 
the same old liberal Democratic poli
cies. 

Two days ago the press received a 
background document that said the 
deficit would be cut by 493 billion over 
5 years. Today, we learned that the def
icit will be reduced under this plan by 
only $325 billion. Apparently, in cal
culating the $493 billion figure, the 
White House neglected to take into ac
count the $168 billion cost of its own 
new spending program. Whoops. The 
numbers are shaking already. · 

The American people expect more 
and we can deliver more. Today, I am 
introducing the Domestic Spending 
Freeze Act of 1993. This legislation 
freezes domestic discretionary spend
ing for 2 years. It saves $56 billion over 
5 years. We can not continue to allow 
tax increases to act as a substitute for 
spending cuts. We must show fiscal re
straint and responsibility. 

Last year, I introduced this legisla
tion on April Fools' Day. I made the 
point that the American people were 
not laughing and were not fools when 
it comes to our deficit problems. More 
than ever before, the American people 
are paying attention. They are im
pressed with Clinton's presentation but 
they will soon find out the devil is in 
the details. Preliminary estimates of 
Clinton's plan show that he raises 
taxes by $360 billion over 5 years and 
though he makes token spending cuts, 
net spending actually increases an esti
mated $13 billion. Two words describe 
this plan: First, tax, and second, spend. 

We can do more than just freeze Gov
ernment spending to address our en
larging deficits. The President can col
lect the billions of dollars owed to us in 
unpaid taxes. In 1988, the most r.ecent 
data available, foreign controlled cor
porations operating here in the United 
States were estimated to be avoiding 
$30 billion annually in taxes. President 
Clinton estimated that $45 billion could 
be collected over 4 years. In addition, 
the IRS estimates that unpaid Federal 
taxes and loans rose to $112 billion in 
1991 with $30 billion estimated to be 



3174 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE February 18, 1993 
collectible in 1 year. These initiatives 
would bring in a minimum of $113 .bil
lion in deficit reduction. We do not 
need to raise taxes on hard working 
middle-class families. The Clinton tax 
plan would hit exactly the people it 
should not hit-those who already pay 
their taxes. We need to get our spend
ing house in orQ.er. 

In the fall of 1990, I strongly opposed 
efforts by the Democrat-controlled 
Congress to sell one of the largest tax
increase bills in history as a deficit re
duction package. This plan did not cut 
spending at all. In fact, it increased 
spending by $380 billion over 5 years 
and increased taxes by $158 billion over 
the same period. Those taxes did not go 
to deficit reduction. They went to in
creased spending. In fact, history 
shows that for every $1 in tax in
creases, Congress spends $1.59. 

Last night President Clinton said, 
"we can do better, the government 
must do more." I believe the Govern
ment can do more by doing less. Gov
ernment should spend less and tax less 
and let the private sector do more. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
support my proposal to securitize small 
business loans which will stimulate the 
economy and create jobs. Yesterday, I 
introduced S. 384, the Small Business 
Loan Securitization and Secondary 
Market Enhancement Act which now 
has 25 cosponsors. The best way to re
store the health of the economy is to 
provide for a strong infusion of credit 
to the small businesses that are the en
gine of economic growth. If President 
Clinton wants to improve the economy, 
I suggest that we build a bridge that 
links Wall Street with Main Street. 
Freezing Federal spending and 
leveraging more private investment 
will begin to move our economy in the 
right direction.• 

By Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. PRESSLER, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. 
PACKWOOD): 

S. 412. A bill to amend title 49, Unit
ed States Code, regarding the collec
tion of certain payments for shipments 
via motor common carriers of property 
and nonhousehold goods freight for
warders, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

UNDERCHARGE EQUITY ACT 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise to in
troduce the Undercharge Equity Act. A 
great deal of work and negotiations 
have gone into this important legisla
tion. This very legislation unani
mously passed the Senate last year. 

For those who are not familiar with 
the current undercharge crisis, I will 
briefly summarize this little discussed, 
but very dark cloud which hangs over 
thousands of America's businesses. 

In the heyday of the Reagan-Bush era 
of trucking deregulation, the Inter
state Commerce Commission did a less 
than vigorous job enforcing the re
quirement that trucking companies 
file their tariffs. 

At the same time, competition in 
trucking heated up. Discounts and low 
rates were rampant. Often new rates 
were not filed with the ICC. 

Throughout the 1980's trucking firms 
both small and large went out of busi
ness. Trustees of those bankrupt firms 
then went searching for ways to en
large bankrupt estates. The trustees 
came upon an intriguing legal theory 
and attempted to collect from the 
former customers of these bankrupt 
trucking firms the difference between 
the amount that was billed and paid 
and the amount of the last tariff that 
was on file with the ICC. These claims 
became known as undercharges. 

It is as if you flew from Washington, 
DC, to Lincoln for $200 and 3 years 
later, after you paid your bill, you re
ceived another bill for $100 when the 
airline you flew went bankrupt. 

In 1990, in a somewhat surprising de
cision, known as the Maislin case, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
trustees could seek such reimburse
ment. The Court, however, sent a very 
clear message to the Congress to legis
latively address the equities of this sit
uation. 

Soon after the Supreme Court case, 
the Surface Transportation Sub
committee which I chair held hearings 
and, not long after, I proposed legisla
tion to virtually wipe out all under
charge claims. That legislation was 
stopped in the closing days of the lOlst 
Congress. 

In the last Congress I again intro
duced legislation in the subcommittee 
and with my colleagues on the Com
merce Committee attempted to find an 
equitable solution to this problem. 
After extensive discussions with all in
terested parties, the Senate Commerce 
Committee approved the Undercharge 
Equity Act which, rather than dismiss 
all claims, sought to craft an equitable 
settlement. 

Simply put, the legislation offered 
shippers two choices to settle under
charge claims. They can take their 
case to the Interstate Commerce Com
mission for a determination of rate 
reasonableness or they can elect to uti
lize an expedited settlement procedure 
based on a percentage proscribed in the 
bill. 

Following the committee action, I 
conducted another extended negotia
tion with Senators who were concerned 
about the potential creditors in under
charge cases. As a result of these dis
cussions, a consensus bill was crafted 
and unanimously passed by the U.S. 
Senate. 

Unfortunately, the House of Rep
resentatives did not take up this con
sensus legislation and adjourned with-

out acting on much needed under
charge legislation. 

The legislation I introduce today is 
identical to the bill which unanimously 
passed the Senate last year. This legis
lation should be familiar to the Senate 
and should be noncontroversial. 

Under the consensus settlement for
mula, small businesses would be re
lieved of undercharge liability. Large 
truckload shippers would be given the 
option of settling for 10 percent of the 
applicable undercharge and charge less 
than truck load shippers would be 
given the option of settling for 20 per
cent of the applicable undercharge. 

Those who choose not to settle could 
litigate their liabilities through a rate 
reasonableness determination by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

This compromise is fair and just. 
The alternative to this legislation is 

to let the status quo stand which is un
tenable for all concerned. For shippers, 
and more importantly, the Nation's 
economy, a dark cloud of billions of 
dollars of undercharge liabilities hangs 
over thousands of businesses. For 
creditors, especially workers owed 
back wages and pension funds, any 
meaningful recovery is rapidly being 
eaten away by legal, accounting, audit
ing, lobbying, collection and even pub
lic relations expenses. The unemployed 
workers and their families will not 
likely yield any benefit if undercharge 
cases are not addressed by the Con
gress. The current situation only en
riches the middlemen. Only the pock
ets of lawyers, accountants and -lobby
ists will be filled to overflowing. 

The undercharge equity bill is the 
best hope for all involved. For shippers 
it offers an opportunity to put the un
dercharge crisis behind them and for 
creditors it offers a certain settlement 
with minimal overhead expense. 

Mr. President, many former cus
tomers of these bankrupt trucking 
companies will themselves soon face 
bankruptcy. Others are ironically 
choosing large financially sound non
union trucking firms to move goods in 
an attempt to minimize future under
charge exposure. 

I encourage the 103d Congress to 
rally around this legislation which of
fers compromise, reason and good 
faith. 

I send to the desk the bill that I have 
talked about. This bill is cosponsored 
by Mr. KERREY, Mr. PRESSLER, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BOND, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. GORTON, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. 
PACKWOOD. 

I ask unanimous consent 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. 412 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the "Undercharge 
Equity Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. DETERMINATIONS OF REASONABLENESS 

OF CERTAIN RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 10701 of title 49, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(f)(1) Subject to paragraph (10) of this sub
section, when a claim is made by a motor 
carrier of property (other than a household 
goods carrier) or by a nonhousehold goods 
freight forwarder, or by a party representing 
such carrier or freight forwarder, regarding 
the collection of rates or charges in addition 
to the rates or charges originally billed and 
collected by the carrier or freight forwarder, 
the person against whom the claim is made 
may elect to satisfy such claim under para
graph (4) or (5) of this subsection, upon show
ing that--

"(A) such carrier or forwarder is no longer 
transporting property or is transporting 
property for the purpose of avoiding the ap
plication of this subsection; and 

"(B) as to the claim at issue, (i) the person 
was offered a transportation rate or charge 
by the carrier or forwarder other than the 
rate or charge legally on file with the Com
mission for that shipment, (ii) the person 
tendered freight to the carrier or forwarder 
in reasonable reliance upon the offered 
transportation rate or charge, (iii) the car
rier or forwarder did not properly or timely 
file with the Commission a tariff providing 
for such transportation rate or charge or 
failed to execute a valid contract for trans
portation services, (iv) such transportation 
rate or charge was billed and collected by 
the carrier or forwarder, and (v) the carrier 
or forwarder demands additional payment of 
a higher rate or charge filed .in a tariff. 
Satisfaction of the claim under paragraph (4) 
or (5) of this subsection shall be binding on 
the parties, and the parties shall not be sub
ject to chapter 119 of this title. 

"(2) If there is a dispute as to paragraph 
(1)(A) of this subsection, such dispute shall 
be resolved by the court in which the claim 
is brought. If there is a dispute as to para~ 
graph (1)(B)(i) through (v) of this subsection, 
such dispute shall be resolved by the Com
mission. Pending the resolution of any such 
dispute, the person shall not have to pay any 
additional compensation to the carrier or 
forwarder. 

"(3) In the event that a dispute arises as to 
the rate or charge that was legally applica
ble to the shipment, such dispute shall be re
solved by the Commission within 1 year after 
the dispute arises. 

"(4) A person from whom the additional le
gally applicable tariff rate or charge is 
sought may elect to satisfy such claim if the 
shipment weighed 10,000 pounds or less, by 
payment of 20 percent of the difference be
tween the carrier's or forwarders legally ap
plicable tariff rate or charge and the rate or 
charge originally billed and collected. 

"(5) A person from whom the additional le
gally applicable tariff rate or charge is 
sought may elect to satisfy such claim if 
each shipment weighed more than 10,000 
pounds, by payment of 10 percent of the dif
ference between the carrier's or forwarder's 
legally applicable tariff rate or charge and 
the rate or charge originally billed and col
lected. 

"(6) Notwithstanding paragraphs (4) and (5) 
of this subsection, when a claim is made by 
a carrier or forwarder described in paragraph 
(1)(A) of this subsection, or by a party rep
resenting such carrier or forwarder, regard
ing the collection of rates or charges in addi-

tion to the rate or charge originally billed 
and collected by the carrier or forwarder, 
and the person against whom the claim is 
made is a small-business concern, that per
son shall not be required to pay the claim 
and the claim shall be deemed satisfied. Sat
isfaction of the claim under this paragraph 
shall be binding on the parties, and the par
ties shall not be subject to chapter 119 of this 
title. 

"(7) When a person from whom the addi
tional legally applicable rate or charge is 
sought does not elect to use the provisions of 
paragraphs (4), (5), or (6) of this subsection, 
the person may pursue all rights and rem
edies existing under this title. 

"(8)(A) When a person proceeds under para
graph (7) of this subsection to challenge the 
reasonableness of the legally applicable rate 
or charge being claimed by the carrier or for
warder in addition to the rate or charge 
originally billed and collected, the person 
shall not have to pay any additional com
pensation to the carrier or forwarder until 
the Commission has made a determination 
(which shall be made within 1 year after such 
challenge) as to the reasonableness of the 
challenged rate or charge as applied to the 
shipment of the person against whom the 
claim is made. Subject to subparagraph (B) 
of this paragraph, the Commission shall re
quire the person to furnish a bond, issued by 
a surety company found acceptable by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, or to establish an 
interest bearing escrow account. 

"(B) The surety bond or interest bearing 
escrow account required under subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph shall be set or estab
lished in an amount equal to--

"(i) 20 percent of the amount claimed by 
the carrier or forwarder for the additional 
rate or charge, in the case of a shipment 
weighing 10,000 pounds or less; and 

"(ii) 10 percent of such claimed amount, in 
the case of a shipment weighing more than 
10,000 pounds. 

"(9) Except as authorized in paragraphs (4), 
(5), and (6) of this subsection, nothing in this 
subsection shall relieve a motor common 
carrier or freight forwarder of the duty to 
file and adhere to its rates, rules, and classi
fications as required in sections 10761 and 
10762 of this title. 

"(10) If a carrier or forwarder or party rep
resenting such carrier or forwarder makes a 
claim for additional rates or charges as de
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection, 
the person against whom the claim is made 
must notify such carrier, forwarder, or party 
as to the person's election to proceed under 
paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection. Such 
notification-

"(A) with respect to a claim made before 
the date of enactment of this subsection, 
shall be not later than the 30th day after 
such date of enactment; and 

"(B) with respect to any claim not de
scribed in subparagraph (A) of this para
graph, shall be not later than the 60th day 
after the filing of an answer to a complaint 
in a civil action for the collection of such 
rates or charges, or not later than the 90th 
day after the date of enactment of this sub
section, whichever is later. 

"(11) In this subsection, 'small-business 
concern' means a person who would qualify 
as a small-business concern under the Small 
Business Act (15 U .S.C. 631 et seq.).". 
SEC. 3. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER CHARGES.-Section 
11706(a) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the period at the end 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: "; 
except that a common carrier providing 

transportation or service subject to the ju
risdiction of the Commission under sub
chapter II of chapter 105 of this title--

"(1) must begin, within 24 months after the 
claim accrues, a civil action to recover 
charges for such transportation or service if 
such transportation or service is provided by 
the carrier on or after the date of enactment 
of this exception and before the date that is 
1 year after such date of enactment; and 

"(2) must begin such a civil action within 
18 months after the claim accrues if such 
transportation or service is provided by the 
carrier on or after the date that is 1 year 
after such date of enactment.". 

(b) MOTOR CARRIER OVERCHARGES.-Section 
11706(b) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the period at the end of 
the first sentence and inserting in lieu there
of the following: "; except that a person 
must begin within 24 months after the claim 
accrues a civil action to recover overcharges 
from a carrier subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission under subchapter II of chap
ter 105 of this title for transportation or 
service taking place on or after the date of 
enactment of this exception and before the 
date that is 1 year after such date of enact
ment, and for transportation or service tak
ing place on or after the date that is 1 year 
following such date of enactment, a person 
must begin such a civil action within 18 
months after the claim accrues.". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
11706(d) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking "3-year period" each 
place 1t appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"limitations period". 
SEC. 4. TARIFF RECONCILIATION RULES FOR 

MOTOR COMMON CARRIERS OF 
PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 117 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"§ 11712. Tariff reconciliation rules for motor 

common carriers of property 
"(a) Subject to Interstate Commerce Com

mission review and approval, motor carriers 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission 
under subchapter II of chapter 105 of this 
title and shippers may resolve, by mutual 
consent, overcharge and undercharge claims 
resulting from billing errors or incorrect tar
iff provisions arising from the inadvertent 
failure to properly and timely file and main
tain agreed upon rates, rules, or classifica
tions in compliance with sections 10761 and 
10762 of this title. Resolution of such claims 
among the parties shall not subject any 
party to the penalties of section 11901, 11902, 
11903, 11904, or 11914 of this title. 

"(b) Nothing in this section shall relieve 
the motor carrier of the duty to file and ad
he.re to its rates, rules, and classifications as 
required in sections 10761 and 10762, except as 
provided in subsection (a) of this section. 

"(c) The Commission shall, within 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
institute a proceeding to establish rules pur
suant to which the tariff requirements of 
sections 10761 and 10762 of this title shall not 
apply under circumstances described in sub
section (a) of this section. • •. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 117 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
"§ 11712. Tariff reconciliation rules for motor 

common carriers of property.". 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPUCABILITY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the provisions of this Act (in
cluding the amendments made by this Act) 
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shall take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 2.- The 
amendments made by section 2 shall apply to 
any proceeding before the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and to any court action, 
which is pending or commenced on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act and which 
pertains to a claim arising from transpor
tation shipments tendered any time prior to 
the date that is 18 months after such date of 
enactment. Unless Congress determines a 
continuing need for section 2 and enacts ad
ditional legislation, section 2 shall not apply 
to any such proceeding which pertains to a 
claim arising from transportation shipments 
tendered on or after the date that is 18 
months following such date of enactment. 

(c) REPORT.- The Interstate Commerce 
Commission shall submit a report to Con
gress, within 1 year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, regarding whether there 
exists a justification for extending the appli
cability of section 2 beyond the limitation 
period specified in subsection (b). 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it is al
most incomprehensible to me that Con
gress is struggling over the passage of 
the Negotiated Rates Equity Act which 
will resolve the longstanding dispute 
between bankrupt trucking companies 
and their former customers. If ever 
there was a need for Congress to step in 
and right a wrong imposed by govern
ment, this is it. 

The world of trucking tariffs and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission is 
not a world most of us are familiar 
with. The average person does not 
know that a crisis that is estimated to 
cost $32 billion is affecting thousands 
of businesses across the country. The 
average person would not even believe 
that the situation could be true if it 
was explained to him. Let me make an 
analogy. Suppose a consumer goes to a 
car dealer, negotiates the price of his 
new car, purchases it, drives it for 5 
years, and then receives a notice that 
he owes an additional $10,000 because 
the car dealer didn't file the right pa
perwork or gave him too good a deal. 
It's not too hard to predict that the car 
owner would think that this was an 
outrageous situation. But it is that 
exact situation that thousands of ship
pers across the United States are now 
facing. 

For many years, discounts offered by 
truckers were never filed with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Now, because of a Supreme Court deci
sion in 1990, estates of bankrupt truck
ing companies have been attempting to 
collect payments for the shipments on 
the grounds that the shippers were un
dercharged. Some of these claims have 
been enorm-ous and placed shippers, 
who had every reason to believe that 
their bills had been fully paid years 
ago, in difficult financial situations. 

Last year, the Senate unanimously 
passed a bill identical to that which is 
being introduced today. It would allow 
the estates of the bankrupt trucking 
company either . to pursue an appeal 
through the Interstate Commerce Com
mission or to accept an expedited set-

tlement process for a percentage of the 
alleged undercharges. Unfortunately, 
the measure died in the House. I urge 
my colleagues to make passage of this 
bill a top priority and right a wrong 
that is facing thousands of businesses 
today. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 27 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
27, a bill to authorize the Alpha Phi 
Alpha Fraternity to establish a memo
rial to Martin Luther King, Jr., in the 
District of Columbia. 

s. 30 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 30, a bill to amend title II of 
the Social Security Act to eliminate 
the earnings test for individuals who 
have attained retirement age. 

s. 104 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 104, a bill to establish a 
National Center for Sleep Disorders Re
search within the National Heart, Lung 
and Blood Institute, to coordinate 
sleep disorders research within the Na
tional Institutes of Health, to further 
facilitate the study of sleep disorders, 
and to establish a mechanism for edu
cation and training in sleep disorders, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 187 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL], and the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 187, a bill to protect 
individuals engaged in lawful hunt on 
Federal lands, to establish an adminis
trative civil penalty for persons who 
intentionally obstruct, impede, or 
interfere with the conduct of a lawful 
hunt, and for other purposes. 

s. 236 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
236, a bill to increase Federal payments 
to units of general local government 
for entitlement lands, and for other 
purposes. 

S.253 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 253, a bill to 
authorize the garnishment of Federal 
employees' pay, and for other purposes. 

s. 261 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from New 

York [Mr. MOYNTIIAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 261, a bill to protect 
children from exposure to environ
mental tobacco smoke in the provision 
of children's services, and for other 
purposes. 

S.262 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNTIIAN] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 262, a bill to require the 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to promulgate 
guidelines for instituting a non
smoking policy in buildings owned or 
leased by Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

S.297 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
MAcK], the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. DORGAN], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 297, a bill to author
ize the Air Force Memorial Foundation 
to establish a memorial in the District 
of Columbia or its environs. 

S. 366 

At the request of Mr. EXON, the name 
of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
366, a bill to amend the Airport and 
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Im
provement, and Intermodal Transpor
tation Act of 1992 with respect to the 
establishment of the National Commis
sion to Ensure a Strong Competitive 
Airline Industry. 

S.368 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY], the Senator from Wash
ington [Mrs. MURRAY], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Sen
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], and 
the Senator from North Dakota tMr. 
CONRAD] were added as cosponsors of S. 
368, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to provide a capital 
gains tax differential for individual and 
corporate taxpayers who make high
risk, long-term, growth-oriented ven
ture and seed capital investments in 
startup and other small enterprises. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 42 
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 42, a joint resolution 
to designate the month of April 1993 as 
"Civil War History Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 43 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 

names of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from Ne
vada [Mr. REID], the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE], the Senator from South Caro-
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lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHN
STON], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX], the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. COHEN], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], the Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECON
CINI], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL], the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAIG], the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
DORGAN], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. BURNS], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NUNN], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. GRA
HAM], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BOND], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
DANFORTH], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Do
MENICI], the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY], the Senator from Il
linois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN], the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the 
Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL
SKI], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FEINGOLD], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], the Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. PRES
SLER], the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. ROTH], the Senator from 
California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], and the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. KOHL] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 43, 
a joint resolution designating the week 
beginning June 6, 1993, and June 5, 1994, 
as "Lyme Disease Awareness Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 9 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from Mary
land [Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR
RAY] were added as cosponsors of Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 9, a concur
rent resolution urging the President to 
negotiate a comprehensive nuclear 
weapons test ban. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 71-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED AU
THORIZING BIENNIAL EXPENDI
TURES BY COMMITTEES OF THE 
SENATE 
Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution; which 
was placed on the calendar: 

S. RES. 71 
Resolved, That this resolution may be cited 

as the "Omnibus Committee Funding Reso
lution for 1993 and 1994". 

AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION 

SEc. 2. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, and under the appropriate au
thorizing resolutions of the Senate, there is 
authorized for the period March 1, 1993, 
through September 30, 1994, in the aggregate 
of $55,696,935 and for the period March 1, 1994, 
through February 28, 1995, in the aggregate 
of $56,428,119, in accordance with the provi
sions of this resolution, for all Standing 
Committees of the Senate, the Special Com
mittee on Aging, the Select Committee on 
Intelligence, the Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs, and the Joint Committee on the Op
eration of the Congress. 

(b) Each committee referred to in sub
section (a) shall report its findings, together 
with such recommendations for legislation 
as it deems advisable, to the Senate at the 
earliest practicable date, but not later than 
February 28, 1994, and February 28, 1995, re
spectively. 

(c) Any expenses of a committee under this 
resolution shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee, except 
that vouchers shall not be required (1) for 
the disbursement of salaries of employees of 
the committee who are paid at an annual 
rate, (2) for the payment of telecommuni
cations expenses provided by the Office of 
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper, Unit
ed States Senate, Department of Tele
communications, (3) for the payment of sta
tionery supplies purchased through the 
Keeper of Stationery, United States Senate, 
(4) for payments to the Postmaster, United 
States Senate, (5) for the payment of me
tered charges on copying equipment provided 
by the Office of the Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper, United States Senate, or (6) for 
the payment of Senate Recording and Photo
graphic Services. 

(d) There are authorized such sums as may 
be necessary for agency contributions relat
ed to the compensation of employees of the 
committees from March 1, 1993, through Sep
tember 30, 1994, and March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, to be paid from the appro
priations account for "Expenses of Inquiries 
and Investigations" of the Senate. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

SEC. 3. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry is authorized from March 1, 1993, 
through February 28, 1995, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 

Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,932,632, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$4,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $4,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,973,136, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $4,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $4,000, 
may be expended for the training of the pro
fessional staff of such committee (under pro
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 4. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Commit
tee on Appropriations is authorized from 
March 1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con
sent of the Government department or agen
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, to use on a reimburs
able, or nonreimbursable, basis the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,861,162, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$160,000, may be expended for the procure
ment of the services of individual consult
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not 
to exceed $4,000, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $4,961,810, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $160,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$4,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

SEc. 5. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
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ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Armed Services is authorized from 
March 1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con
sent of the Government department or agen
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, to use on a reimburs
able, or nonreimbursable, basis the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,819,419, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$24,300, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $5,000 may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,880,344, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $25,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$5,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

SEc. 6. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs is authorized from March 1, 1993, 
through February 28, 1995, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,153,964, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$1,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $1,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,220,767, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $1,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act; of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $1,000, 
may be expended for the training of the pro-

fessional staff of such committee (under pro
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

SEC. 7. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, the Commit
tee on the Budget is authorized from March 
1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in its dis
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the 
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ 
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent of 
the Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,424,833, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$20,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organization.s thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga,nization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $2,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,499,838, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $20,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$2,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

SEc. 8. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation is authorized from March 1, 1993, 
through February 28, 1995, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel , and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,809,967, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$14,572, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $15,600, may be expended for the train
ing of the professional staff of such commit
tee (under procedures specified by section 
202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 

under this section shall not exceed $3,890,947, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $14,572, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$15,600, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

SEC. 9. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules <>f the Senate, the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources is 
authorized from March 1, 1993, through Feb
ruary 28, 1995, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart
ment or agency concerned and the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, to use on a 
reimbursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the 
services of personnel of any such department 
or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,756,636. 

(c) For the period of March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,815,535. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

SEc. 10. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works is 
authorized from March 1, 1993, through Feb
ruary 28, 1995, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart
ment or agency concerned and the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, to use on a 
reimbursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the 
services of personnel of any such department 
or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,687,023, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$8,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $2,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,744,197, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $8,000, be 
expended for the procurement of the services 
of individual consultants, or organizations 
thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended), and (2) not to exceed $2,000, may 
be expended for the training of the profes-
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sional staff of such committee (under proce
dures specified by section 202(j) of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

SEc. 11. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Finance is authorized from March 
1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in its dis
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the 
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ 
personnel, and (3) with the prior consent of 
the Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,349,255, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$30,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $10,000, may be expended for the train
ing of the professional staff of such commit
tee (under procedures specified by section 
202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $3,419,382, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $30,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$10,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

SEC. 12. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 ·and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations is authorized 
from March 1, 1993, through February 28, 
1995, in its discretion (1) to make expendi
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the serv
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,749,434 of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$45,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $1,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,808,864, 

of which amount not to exceed S45,000, m'ay 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $1,000, 
may be expended for the training of the pro
fessional staff of such committee (under pro
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAffiS 

SEC. 13. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs is author
ized from March 1, 1993, through February 28, 
1995, in its discretion (1) to make expendi
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the serv
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,104,467, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$548,678, may be expended for the procure
ment of the services of individual consult
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized 
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not 
to exceed $2,470, may be expended for the 
training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $5,213,729, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $49,326, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$2,470, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(d)(1) The committee, or any duly author
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
study or investigate-

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper
ations of all branches of the Government in
cluding the possible existence of fraud, mis
feasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis
management, incompetence, corruption, or 
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, 
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex
penditure of Government funds in trans
actions, contracts, and activities of the Gov
ernment or of Government officials and em
ployees and any and all such improper prac
tices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per
sons affiliated therewith, doing business 
with the Government; and the compliance or 
noncompliance of such corporations, compa
nies, or individuals or other entities with the 
rules, regulations, and laws governing the 
various governmental agencies and its rela
tionships with the public; 

(B) the extent to which criminal or other 
improper practices or activities are, or have 
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage
ment relations or in groups or organizations 
of employees or employers, to the detriment 

of interests of the public, employers, or em
ployees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the Unit
ed States in order to protect such interests 
against the occurrence of such practices or 
activities; 

(C) organized criminal activities which 
may operate in ·or otherwise utilize the fa
cilities of interstate or international com
merce in furtherance of any transactions and 
the manner and extent to which, and the 
identity of the persons, firms, or corpora
tions, or other entities by whom such utili
zation is being made, and further, to study 
and investigate the manner in which and the 
extent to which persons engaged in organized 
criminal activity have infiltrated lawful 
business enterprise, and to study the ade
quacy of Federal laws to prevent the oper
ations of organized crime in interstate or 
international commerce; and to determine 
whether any changes are required in the laws 
of the United States in order to protect the 
public against such practices or activities; 

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless
ness within the United States which have an 
impact upon or affect the national health, 
welfare, and safety; including but not lim
ited to investment fraud schemes, commod
ity and security fraud, computer fraud, and 
the use of offshore banking and corporate fa
cilities to carry out criminal objectives; 

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper
ations of all branches and functions of the 
Government with particular reference to-

(i) the effectiveness of present national se
curity methods, staffing, and processes as 
tested against the requirements imposed by 
the rapidly mounting complexity of national 
security problems; 

(ii) the capacity of present national secu
rity staffing, methods, and processes to 
make full use of the Nation's resources of 
knowledge and talents; 

(iii) the adequacy of present intergovern
mental relations between the United States 
and international organizations principally 
concerned with national security of which 
the United States is a member; and 

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im
prove these methods, processes, and relation
ships; 

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective
ness of all agencies and departments of the 
Government involved in the control and 
management of energy shortages including, 
but not limited to, their performance with 
respect to-

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac
curate statistics on fuel demand and supply; 

(ii) the implementation of effective energy 
conservation measures; 

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms; 
(iv) coordination of energy programs with 

State and local government; 
(v) control of exports of scarce fuels; 
(vi) the management of tax, import, pric

ing, and other policies affecting energy sup
plies; 

(vii) maintenance of the independent sec
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong 
competitive force; 

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short supply 
by public and private entities; 

(ix) the management of energy supplies 
owned or controlled by the Government; 

(x) relations with other oil producing and 
consuming countries; 

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov
ernments, corporations, or individuals with 
the laws and regulations governing the allo
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy 
supplies; and 

(xii) research into the discovery and devel
opment of alternative energy supplies; and 
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(G) the efficiency and economy of all 

branches and functions of Government with 
particular references to the operations and 
management of Federal regulatory policies 
and programs: Provided, That, in carrying 
out the duties herein set forth, the inquiries 
of this committee or any subcommittee 
thereof shall not be deemed limited to the 
records, functions, and operations of any 
particular branch of the Government; but 
may extend to the records and activities of 
any persons, corporation, or other entity. 

(2) Nothing contained in this section shall 
affect or impair the exercise of any other 
standing committee of the Senate of any 
power, or the discharge by such committee 
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it by 
the Standing Rules of the Senate or by the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended. 

(3) For the purposes of this section, the 
committee, or any duly authorized sub
committee thereof, or its chairman, or any 
other member of the committee or sub
committee designated by the chairman, from 
March 1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, is 
authorized, in its, his, or their discretion (A) 
to require by subpoena or otherwise the at
tendance of witnesses and production of cor
respondence, books, papers, and documents, 
(B) to hold hearings, (C) to sit and act at any 
time or place during the sessions, recess, and 
adjournment periods of the Senate, (D) to ad
minister oaths, and (E) to take testimony, 
either orally or by sworn statement, or, in 
the case of staff members of the Committee 
and the Permanent Subcommittee on Inves
tigations, by deposition in accordance with 
the Committee Rules of Procedure. 

(4) All subpoenas and related legal proc
esses of the committee and its subcommittee 
authorized under S. Res. 62 of the One Hun
dred Second Congress. second session, are au
thorized to continue. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

SEC. 14. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on the Judiciary is authorized from 
March 1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con
sent of the Government department or agen
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, to use on a reimburs
able, or nonreimbursable, basis the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,906,405, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$40,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $1,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $5,013,474, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $40,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 

202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$1,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

SEc. 15. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources is au
thorized from March 1, 1993, through Feb
ruary 28, 1995, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart
ment or agency concerned and the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, to use on a 
reimbursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the 
services of personnel of any such department 
or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,146,224, of which amount not to exceed 
$30,900, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $5,257,570, 
of which amount not to exceed $30,900, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

SEc. 16. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration is au
thorized from March 1, 1993. through Feb
ruary 28, 1995, in its discretion (1) to make 
expenditures from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart
ment or agency concerned and the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, to use on a 
reimbursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the 
services of personnel of any such department 
or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,478,578, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$4 ,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $3,500, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,511 ,163, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $4,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza-

tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $3,500, 
may be expended for the training of the pro
fessional staff of such committee (under pro
cedures specified by section 202(j) of such 
Act). 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

SEc. 17. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Small Business is authorized from 
March 1, 1993, through February 28, 1995, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em
ploy personnel, and (3) with the prior con
sent of the Government department or agen
cy concerned and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, to use on a reimburs
able, or nonreimbursable, basis the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,134,791, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$10,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $2,000, may be expended for the training 
of the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,156,079, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $10,000, 
may be expended for the procurement of the 
services of individual consultants, or organi
zations thereof (as authorized by section 
202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to exceed 
$2,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

SEC. 18. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris
diction under rule XXV of such rules, includ
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear
ings, and making investigations as author
ized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs is authorized 
from March 1, 1993, through February 28, 
1995, in its discretion (1) to make expendi
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen
ate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3) with the 
prior consent of the Government department 
or agency concerned and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the serv
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,171,401, of which amount not to exceed 
$3,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202 (j) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
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under this section shall not exceed $1,196,647, 
of which amount not to exceed $3,000, may be 
expended for the training of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202 (j) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended). 

SPECIAL CO¥MITTEE ON AGING 

SEC. 19. (a) In carrying out the duties and 
functions imposed by section 104 of S. Res. 4, 
agreed to February 4, 1977 (95th Congress), 
and in exercising the authority conferred on 
it by such section, the Special Committee on 
Aging is authorized from March 1, 1993, 
through February 28, 1995, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,184,439. 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,209,141. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

SEC. 20. (a) In carrying out its powers, du
ties, and functions under S. Res. 400, agreed 
to May 19, 1976 (94th Congress), in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under section 3(a) of 
such resolution, including holding hearings, 
reporting such hearings, and making inves
tigations as authorized by section 5 of such 
resolution, the Select Committee on Intel
ligence is authorized from March 1, 1993, 
through February 28, 1995, in its discretion 
(1) to make expenditures from the contin
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 
1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,381,615, of which amount not to exceed 
$30,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $2,433,624, 
of which amount not to exceed $30,000, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended). 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

SEC. 21. (a) In carrying out the duties and 
functions imposed by section 105 of S. Res. 4, 
agreed to February 4, 1977 (95th Congress), 
and in exercising the authority conferred on 
it by such section, the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs is authorized from March 1, 
1993, through February 28, 1995, in its discre
tion (1) to make expenditures from the con
tingent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the 
Government department or agency con
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or 
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per
sonnel of any such department or agency. 

(b) The expenses of the committee for the 
period March 1, 1993, through September 30, 

1994, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,197,940, of which amount (1) not to exceed 
$4,846, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, as amended), and (2) not to ex
ceed $7,000 may be expended for training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) For the period March 1, 1994, through 
February 28, 1995, expenses of the committee 
under this section shall not exceed $1,221,872, 
of which amount (1) not to exceed $4,846, may 
be expended for the procurement of the serv
ices of individual consultants, or organiza
tions thereof (as authorized by section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended), and (2) not to exceed $7,000 may 
be expended for the training of the profes
sional staff of such committee (under proce
dures specified by section 202(j) of such Act). 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE ORGANIZATION OF 
CONGRESS 

SEC. 22. (a) In carrying out the duties and 
functions imposed by H. Con. Res. 192, agreed 
to July 30, 1992 (102d Congress), and in exer
cising the authority conferred on it by such 
resolution, the Joint Committee on the Or
ganization of Congress is authorized from 
March 1, 1993, through December 31, 1993, in 
its discretion (1) to make expenditures from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to em
ploy personnel, and, (3) with the prior con
sent of the Government department or agen
cy concerned, and the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, to use on a reimburs
able, or nonreimbursable basis, the services 
of personnel of any such department or agen
cy. 

(b) The expenses of the Joint Committee 
for the period March 1, 1993, through Decem
ber 31, 1993, under this section shall not ex
ceed $446,750, of which amount not to exceed 
$5,000 may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202 (j) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946). 

(c) As required by H. Con. Res. 192, the 
Joint Committee shall report its findings, 
together with such recommendations for leg
islation as it deems advisable to the Senate 
at the earliest practical date, but not later 
than December 31, 1993. 

SPECIAL RESERVES 

SEc. 23. (a) Of the funds authorized for the 
Senate committees listed in clause (2) of this 
subsection by Senate Resolution 62, agreed 
to February 28, 1991 (102d Congress), for the 
funding period ending on the last day of Feb
ruary 1993, any unexpended balance of any 
such committee remaining after such last 
day shall be transferred to a special reserve 
for such committee, and shall be available to 
each committee in an amount equal to the 
lesser of (1) 50 percent of any such unex
pended balance of the committee, or (2) the 
following amounts for the following commit
tees: 

Appropriations ($0) 
Armed Services ($243,032) 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs 

($19,250) 
Budget ($292,179) 
Commerce, Science and Transportation 

($390,024) 
Energy and Natural Resources ($150,000) 
Environment and Public Works ($137,500) 
Finance ($127,619) 
Foreign Relations ($266,009) 
Judiciary ($122,500) 

Labor and Human Resources ($61,514) 
Rules and Administration ($57,868) 
Small Business ($64,272) 
Veterans' Affairs ($22,000) 
Aging (Special) ($70,000) 
Indian Affairs (Select) ($20,008) 
(b) Of the funds authorized for the Senate 

committees listed in clause (2) of this sub
section by Senate Resolution 62, agreed to 
February 28, 1991, for the funding period end
ing on the last day of February 1993, any un
expended balance remaining after such last 
day shall be transferred to a special reserve 
for such committee, and shall be available to 
each of the committees in an amount equal 
to the lesser of (1) 100 percent of any such un
expended balance, or (2) the following 
amounts for the following committees: 

Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
($190,000) 

Governmental Affairs ($602,300) 
Intelligence (Select) ($500,000) 
(c) The reserves established in subsections 

(a) and (b) shall be available to each commit
tee for the period commencing March 1, 1993, 
and ending with the close of September 30, 
1993, for the purpose of (1) meeting any un
paid obligations incurred during the funding 
period ending on the last day of February 
1993, and (2) meeting expenses of such com
mittee incurred after such last day and prior 
to the close of September 30, 1993. 

(d) Any unexpended balances remaining for 
Senate committees referred to in subsection 
(a) or (b) not allocated under subsection (a) 
or (b) shall be transferred to a special reserve 
which shall, on the basis of a special need 
and at the request of a Chairman and Rank
ing Member of any such committee, and with 
the approval of the Chairman and Ranking 
Member of the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, be available to any committee 
for the purposes provided in clauses (1) and 
(2) of subsection (c). 

SENATE RESOLUTION 72-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED TO 
AUTHORIZE THE PRINTING OF A 
COLLECTION OF THE RULES OF 
THE COMMITTEES OF THE SEN
ATE 

Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 72 
Resolved, That a collection of the rules of 

the committees of the Senate, together with 
related materials, be printed as a Senate 
document, and that there be printed 600 addi
tional copies of such document for the use of 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH REVITILIZATION ACT OF 
1993 

NICKLES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 39 

Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SHEL
BY, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. LOTT, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
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COVERDELL, Mr. ROTH, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SMITH, Mr. SIMPSON 
and Mr. KEMPTHORNE) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1) to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to revise 
and extend the programs of the N a
tiona! Institutes of Health, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 
SECTION 1. ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES 

OF ALIENS INFECTED WITH THE 
AIDS VIRUS. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, regulations or directives concerning the 
exclusion of aliens on health related 
grounds, infection with HIV, the human 
immunodeficiency virus, shall constitute a 
communicable disease of public health sig
nificance for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration of Nation
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.- The President shall 
submit a report by September 1, 1993 con
taining-

(1) an assessment of the anticipated costs 
of the admission to the United States of per
sons with HIV to public health care pro
grams, including such costs as will be borne 
by States and municipalities, and private in
surers and health care providers; 

(2) an estimate of the number and origins 
of persons infected with HIV likely to seek 
entry into the United States before Decem
ber 31 , 2003; 

(3) an assessment of the effectiveness of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act in pre
venting persons entering the United States 
likely to become a public charge, as well as 
the ability to enforce this Act with regard to 
persons infected with potentially costly 
health conditions including, but not limited 
to HIV; 

(4) The cost implications of refugees enter
ing or likely to enter the United States, who 
carry the HIV virus; 

(5) A comparison of the anticipated public 
and private health care costs associated with 
aliens infected with HIV with the costs at
tributable to the entry of aliens suffering 
from other health conditions; 

(c) HIV TESTING.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in subsection (d) the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of HHS, 
shall provide for the testing of aliens for in
fection with HIV in accordance with the pol
icy in effect on January 1, 1993; 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-Subsection (c) 
may be waived by the Attorney General , in 
consultation with the Secretary of HHS for 
non-immigrants who, except for the provi
sions of this act, would be admissible to the 
United States, and who seek admission for 30 
days or less for the purpose of: 

(1) attending educational or medical con-
ferences; 

(2) receiving medical treatment; 
(3) visiting close family members; 
(4) conducting temporary business activi

ties; or 
(5) visiting for pleasure (tourism); 

and in addition such non-immigrants may be 
admitted without questions as to whether 
they are carriers of the HIV virus, at the dis
cretion of the Attorney General. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the Secretary of HHS to pre
scribe regulations concerning communicable 
diseases of public health significance, other 
than infection With the human 
immunodeficiency virus in accordance with 
section 212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

KENNEDY (AND MITCHELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 40 

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
MITCHELL) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill , insert 
the following: 
SEC. • STUDY OF THE COST IMPLICATIONS OF 

ALTERING THE PUBLIC HEALTH EX
CLUSION LIST. 

(a) RETENTION OF EXCLUSION.-The current 
list of communicable diseases of public 
health significance as in effect on February 
17, 1993, shall remain in effect for a period of 
at least 90 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act for purposes of section 
212(a)(l)(A)(i) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(l)(A)(i)). 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.-If the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services alters the list 
described in subsection (a) after the expira
tion of the 90-day period described in that 
subsection, then the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress a report containing-

(!) an assessment of-
(A) the anticipated effect of such action on 

costs to United States public health care 
programs and entities, as well as to those op
erated by States and municipalities; and 

(B) the anticipated costs to private insur
ers and health care providers of such action; 

(2) any findings regarding current immi
gration law submitted by the Attorney Gen
eral under subsection (c); 

(3) a comparison of the anticipated health 
care costs associated with immigrants in
fected with HIV with the costs attributable 
to the entry of immigrants suffering from 
other serious health conditions which sig
nificantly impair the individual's ability to 
earn a living; and 

(4) an estimate of the costs associated with 
retention of the list described in subsection 
(a). 

(c) STUDY AND REPORT.-(!) The Attorney 
General shall conduct a study of the follow
ing: 

(A) The effectiveness of current provisions 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in 
guarding against entry into the United 
States of persons likely to become a public 
charge and in deporting, during a 5-year pe
riod after such entry, those immigrants who 
do become public charges. 

(B) The ability of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to apply and enforce 
such Act with regard to immigrants infected 
with potentially costly health conditions in
cluding, but not limited to, HIV. 

(2) The Attorney General shall submit to 
the President, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and the Congress a report 
setting forth the findings of the study con
ducted under paragraph (1) and including 
such recommendations as the Attorney Gen
eral determines may be necessary for revi
sion of current immigration law to ensure 
that immigrants with costly health condi
tions who are likely to become public 
charges will be excluded. 

CRAIG AMENDMENT NO. 41 
Mr. CRAIG proposed an amendment 

to the bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title XIX, in

sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 • STUDY CONCERNING RADIOISOTOPES. 

(a) STUDY .- The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in collaboration with the 
Secretary of Energy, shall, subject to the 
availability of funds, conduct a study con
cerning the use and availability of 

radioisotopes in the United States for medi
cal (both diagnostic and therapeutic) uses in 
relationship to other uses. 

(b) SUBJECT OF STUDY.-ln carrying out the 
study under subsection (a) , the Secretary 
shall-

(A) analyze the domestic isotope availabil
ity and production in the United States as it 
relates to medical (both diagnostic and 
therapeutic) needs. 

(B) make recommendations concerning
(i) isotope availability and production that 

meet domestic demand; and 
(ii) the need for additional production ca

pacity. 
(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the results of the study con
ducted under this section together with the 
recommendations developed in such study. 

ROTH (AND COCHRAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 42 

Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr. COCH
RAN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title XIX, in
sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 • MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES PRODUCTIV

ITY STUDY. 
(a) FINDINGS.- Congress finds that-
(l)(A) the Congressional Budget Office, the 

General Accounting Office, and the Office of 
Technology Assessment have cited health 
care technology as a primary source of medi
cal inflation; and 

(B) data from the Office of Technology As
sessment suggest that no more than one 
quarter of the 12 to 13 percent annual in
crease in health care expenditures, or an es
timated 3 percent increase in such expendi
tures, is attributable to health care tech
nology; 

(2)(A) the 3 percent increase represents the 
maximum increase in such expenditures, be
cause the Office of Technology Assessment 
arrives at the estimate by exclusion; and 

(B) the increase attributable to health care 
technology may nevertheless amount to a di
rect increase of as much as $27,000,000,000 in 
health care costs in 1993 and an even greater 
indirect increase in such health care costs; 

(3) one reason for the high increase in 
health care costs attributable to health care 
technology is that few incentives exist in the 
national research institutes of the National 
Institutes of Health to encourage the devel
opment of technology that improves the pro
ductivity of health care delivery; and 

(4) since the National Institutes of Health . 
is a major engine determining the direction 
of medical technology as well as basic bio
medical research, it is appropriate, in the 
process of directing the medical research and 
development resources of the National Insti
tutes of Health, to provide incentives that 
encourage the development of technology to 
improve the productivity of health care de
livery. 

(b) STUDY.-The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study con
cerning-

(1) methods by which to encourage the de
velopment of medical technologies that im
prove the productivity, and thereby reduce 
the cost, of health care delivery through 
changes in the scientific peer review process; 
and 
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(2) methods by which to reduce the costs of 

the production of new medical technologies 
and ,increase the availability of such tech
nologies through changes in the scientific 
peer review process. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources of the Senate 
and the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
of the House of Representatives, a report 
concerning the study conducted under sub
section (b). Such report shall contain the 
findings of the Secretary with respect to the 
study and the recommendations of the Sec
retary for the implementation of measures 
to encourage enhanced productivity of medi
cal technologies and increase the availabil
ity of such technologies through changes in 
the scientific peer review process. Such re
port shall also contain the steps that the 
Secretary proposes to implement the rec
ommendations. 

HATFIELD (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 43 

Mr. HATFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
PACKWOOD, and Mr. MCCAIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title XX, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR CER
TAIN WAIVERS UNDER THE MEDIC· 
AID PROGRAM. 

It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services should be commended for her com
mitment to either approve or deny the appli
cation for waivers to conduct a demonstra
tion project under section 1115(a) of the So
cial Security Act submitted by the Oregon 
Department of Human Services on November 
13, 1992, (hereafter referred to in this section 
as the "application") by March 19, 1993, and 

(2) because the application for waivers has 
been pending for one and a half years and the 
Oregon State legislature faces a biennium 
budget currently under consideration, a deci
sion must be reached by March 19, 1993, in 
order for the legislature to appropriate the 
funds necessary to implement the Oregon 
plan. 

HATFIELD AMENDMENT NO. 44 
Mr. HATFIELD proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 
On page 85, after line 22, in Section 503, in

sert before the end quotation marks the fol
lowing: 

"(f)(1) The Director of the Center, in co
operation with the Centers for Disease Con
trol, is authorized to coordinate activities 
with the Department of Transportation, the 
Department of Defense, the Department of 
Education, the Department of Labor, and the 
Department of Commerce to collect data, 
conduct studies, and disseminate public in
formation concerning the impact of sleep 
disorders and sleep deprivation." 

JEFFORDS AMENDMENT NO. 45 
Mr. DURENBERGER (for Mr. JEF

FORDS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title XIX, in
sert the following new section: 
SEC. 19 • SENTINEL DISEASE CONCEPI' STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, in cooperation 

with the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, may design and im
plement a pilot sentinel disease surveillance 
and follow-up system. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the study 
conducted under subsection (a) shall be to 
determine the applicability of and the dif
ficulties associated with the implementation 
of the sentinel disease concept for identify
ing the relationship between the occupation 
of household members and the incidence of 
subsequent conditions or diseases in other 
members of the household. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 4 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc
tor of the National Institutes of Health shall 
prepare and submit to the appropriate com
mittees of Congress, a report concerning the 
results of the study conducted under sub
section (a). 

JEFFORDS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 46 

Mr. DURENBERGER (for Mr. JEF
FORDS, for himself, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. 
DURENBERGER) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 

At the end of title XX of the Committee 
amendment, add the following: 
SEC. • AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 2602 of the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621) 
is amended-

(!) in the first sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking "1993 and 1994" and inserting 
"1993, 1994, and 1995"; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking "in each 
of the fiscal years 1993 and 1994" and insert
ing "for each of the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 
and 1995". 

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 47 

Mr. DURENBERGER (for Mr. GoR
TON) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1, supra, as follows: 

On page 199, after line 18, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 1910. CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATION OF 

FEDERALLY SUPPORTED DISEASE 
RESEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) it is in the public interest to support 

necessary and valuable biomedical research 
on diseases and conditions that harm or kill 
individuals and that threaten public health; 

(2) it is in the public interest to allocate 
scarce Federal taxpayer money for research 
that is based on scientific merit and cost-ef
fectiveness; and 

(3) it is in the public interest for Members 
of Congress to have a criteria or methodolo
gies to inform and assist them in the deci
sion making process when allocating Federal 
taxpayer money for specific biomedical re
search. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) CONTRACT.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall, subject to the 
availability of appropriations and subject to 
paragraph (2), enter into a contract with a 
public or nonprofit private entity to develop 
criteria or methodologies which Members of 
Congress may use to assist and inform them 
during consideration of allocations for bio
medical research. 

(2) INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE.-The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall request 
the Institute of Medicine of the National 
Academy of Sciences to enter into the con
tract under paragraph (1) to conduct the 

study described in such paragraph. If such 
Institute declines to conduct the study, the 
Secretary shall carry out paragraph (1) 
through another public or nonprofit private 
entity. 

(3) ITEMS.-ltems that may be considered 
in the development of the criteria of meth
odologies may include, but are not limited 
to, the following-

(A) the populations affected by, or poten
tially affected by diseases and conditions 
that are targets for research; 

(B) the incidence and prevalence rates of 
disease and conditions; 

(C) mortality rates of the diseases and con
ditions; 

(D) rates of morbidity, impairment disabil
ity, and health status and functional out
comes of the diseases and conditions; 

(E) the economic burden of the diseases 
and conditions including past and projected 
expenditures on diagnosis and treatment; 

(F) other economic and social burdens; and 
(G) potential for medical research on spe

cific diseases to assist basic research efforts. 
(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-Not later 

than 1 year after the date on which the con
tract under subsection (b)(1) is signed, the 
Institutes of Medicine of the National Acad
emy of Sciences shall prepare and submit to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
and the appropriate committees of Congress, 
a report that includes the recommendations 
developed under subsection (b). Not later 
than 90 days after the receipt of such report, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall submit comments on the recommenda
tions to the appropriate committees of Con
gress. 

(d) COSTS.-For the purpose of carrying out 
this section, there are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1994 and 1995. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 48 

Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 
to the billS. 1, supra, as follows: 

Strike all beginning on page 7, line 25, 
through the last period on page 13, line 10. 

KENNEDY, KASSEBAUM, HATCH 
AMENDMENT NO. 49 

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, and Mr. HATCH) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1, supra, 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in tit-le XX, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 20_. VACCINE INJURY COMPENSATION 

PROGRAM. 

Section 2111(a) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 300aa-ll(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(10) The Clerk of the United States 
Claims Court is authorized to continue tore
ceive, and forward, petitions for compensa
tion for a vaccine-related injury or death as
sociated with the administration of a vac
cine on or after October 1, 1992.". 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce that the Small 
Business Committee will hold a full 
committee oversight hearing on the 
Small Business Administration's 
Microloan Demonstration Program. 
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The hearing will take place on Thurs
day, February 25, 1993, at 10 a.m. in 
room 428A of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. For further information, 
please call Patricia Forbes, counsel to 
the Small Business Committee at 224-
5175. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, February 18, 
1993, at 9:30 a.m., to hold a markup. 
The committee will consider the fol
lowing: an original resolution authoriz
ing expenditures by committees of the 
Senate for 1993 and 1994; an original bill 
to establish national voter registration 
procedures for Federal elections, and · 
for other purposes; and an original res
olution authorizing the printing of a 
collection of the rules of the commit
tees of the Senate. 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Govern
mental Affairs Committee be author
ized to meet on Thursday, February 18, 
at 9:30 a.m. for a hearing on the legisla
tion, S. 171, the 1993 Environmental 
Protection Agency legislation. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the sub
committee on European Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, February 18, 
at 10:30 a.m. to hold a hearing on 
American policy on Bosnia. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the sub
committee on European Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, February 18, 
at 2 p.m. to hold a hearing on Amer
ican policy on Bosnia. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Finance be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate Thurs
day, February 18, 1993, at 2 p.m. to con
duct a hearing on the extension of un
employment compensation benefits. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE 80TH BIRTHDAY OF MEL 
ALLEN 

• Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer a tribute on the oc
casion of the 80th birthday anniversary 
of a member of the Baseball Hall of 
Fame. This gentleman made his way to 
Cooperstown not with his bat or his 
glove or his throwing arm, but with 
one of the finest voices ever to call a 
major league game. I am of course 
talking about a resident of Greenwich, 
CT-the legendary Mel Allen. 

As a youngster growing up in New 
Haven in the 1940's and 1950's, I was, 
and still am, an avid fan of the New 
York Yankees. Listening to the flaw
less delivery of Mel Allen, the "voice of 
the Yankees," made those games come 
alive for me. His delivery of the ath
letic exploits of players like DiMaggio, 
Mantle, Berra, Ford, Rizzuto, Howard, 
Maris and others too numerous to men
tion made the games as much fun as 
being there in person. 

A native of Birmingham, AL, Mel 
Allen went to the University of Ala
bama at the age of 15, where he earned 
a bachelor's degree as well as a law de
gree. By 1936, at the age of 23, Allen 
was in New York where he won a CBS 
Radio audition to announce baseball 
games. By 1940, Allen was the lead an
nouncer for the Yankees-a position he 
held until the end of the 1964 season. 

Known for his trademark call ''how 
about that," Allen became the only 
sportscaster to announce baseball 
games in seven decades. Among the nu
merous awards and honors received by 
Allen are induction into the Baseball 
Hall of Fame and the Halls of Fame of 
the National Sportswriters and Broad
casters Association and the American 
Sportscasters Association. 

All the people of his home State of 
Connecticut join together with all the 
baseball fans of our country, and that 
accounts for nearly everybody, in wish
ing Mel Allen a happy, happy birthday, 
and many thanks for all fun and excite
ment he provided over the years.• 

RULES OF THE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON AGING 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the rules of 
the Special Committee on Aging, asap
proved by the Members of that panel 
on January 28, 1993, be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The rules of the Special Committee 
on Aging follow: 

RULES OF THE U.S. SENATE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON AGING 

I. CONVENING OF MEETING AND HEARINGS 

1. Meetings. The Committee shall meet to 
conduct Committee business at the call of 
the chairman. 

2. Special meetings. The members of the 
Committee may call additional meetings as 
provided in Senate Rule XXVI(3). 

3. Notice and agenda. 
(a) Hearings. The Committee shall make 

public announcement of the date, place, and 
subject matter of any hearing at least one 
week before its commencement. 

(b) Meetings. The Chairman shall give the 
members written notice of any Committee 
meeting, accompanied by an agenda enumer
ating the items of business to be considered, 
at least 5 days in advance of such meeting. 

(c) Shortened notice. A hearing or meeting 
may be called on not less than 24 hours no
tice if the Chairman, with the concurrence of 
the ranking minority member, determines 
that there is good cause to begin the hearing 
or meeting on shortened notice. An agenda 
will be furnished prior to such a meeting. 

4. Presiding officer. The Chairman shall 
preside when present. If the Chairman is not 
present at any meeting or hearing, the rank
ing majority member present shall preside. 
Any member of the Committee may preside 
over the conduct of a hearing. 

II. CLOSED SESSIONS AND CONFIDENTIAL 
MATERIALS 

1. Procedure. All meetings and hearings 
shall be open to the public unless closed. To 
close a meeting or hearing or portion there
of, a motion shall be made and seconded to 
go into closed discussion of whether the 
meeting or hearing will concern the matters 
enumerated in Rule 11.3. Immediately after 
such discussion, the meetings or hearing 
may be closed by a vote in open session of a 
majority of the members of the Committee 
present. 

2. Witness request. Any Witness called for 
a hearing may submit a written request to 
the Chairman no later than twenty-four 
hours in advance for his examination to be in 
closed or open session. The Chairman shall 
inform the Committee of any such request. 

3. Closed session subjects. A meeting or 
hearing or portion thereof may be closed if 
the matters to be discussed concern: 1) na
tional security; 2) Committee staff personnel 
or internal staff management or procedure; 
3) matters tending to reflect adversely on 
the character or reputation or to invade the 
privacy of the individuals; 4) Committee in
vestigations; 5) other matters enumerated in 
Senate Rule IIVI (5)(b). 

4. Confidential matter. No record made of a 
closed session, or material declared confiden
tial by a majority of the Committee, or re
port of the proceeding of a closed session, 
shall be made public, in whole or in part by 
way of summary, unless specifically author
ized by the Chairman and ranking minority 
member. 

5. Broadcasting. 
(a) Control. Any meeting or hearing open 

to the public may be covered by television, 
radio, or still photography. Such coverage 
must be conducted in an orderly and unob
trusive manner, and the Chairman may for 
good cause terminate such coverage in whole 
or in part, or take such other action to con
trol it as the circumstances may warrant. 

(b) Request. A witness may request of the 
Chairman, or grounds of distraction, harass
ment, personal safety, or physical discom
fort, that during his testimony cameras, 
media microphones, and lights shall not be 
directed at him. 

Ill. QUORUMS AND VOTING 

1. Reporting. A majority shall constitute a 
quorum for reporting a resolution, rec
ommendation or report to the Senate. 

2. Committee business. A third shall con
stitute a quorum for the conduct of Commit
tee business, other than a final vote on re
porting, providing a minority member is 
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present. One member shall constitute a 
quorum for the receipt of evidence, the 
swearing of witnesses, and the taking of tes
timony at hearings. 

3. Polling. 
(a) Subjects. The Committee may poll 1) 

internal Committee matters including those 
concerning the Committee's staff, records, 
and budget; 2) other Committee business 
which has been designated for polling at a 
meeting. 

(b) Procedure. The Chairman shall cir
culate polling sheets to each member speci
fying the matter being polled and the time 
limit for completion of the poll. If any mem
ber so requests in advance of the meeting, 
the matter shall be held for meeting rather 
than being polled. The clerk shall keep a 
record of polls; if the Chairman determines 
that the polled matter is one of the areas 
enumerated in rule II.3, the record of the poll 
shall be confidential. Any member may move 
at the Committee meeting following a poll 
for a vote on the polled decision. 

IV. INVESTIGATIONS 

1. Authorization for investigations. All in
vestigations shall be conducted upon a bipar
tisan basis by Committee staff. Investiga
tions may be initiated by the Committee 
staff upon the approval of the Chairman and 
the ranking Minority member. Staff shall 
keep the Committee fully informed of the 
progress of continuing investigations, except 
where the Chairman and the ranking Minor
ity member agree that there exists tem
porary cause for more limited knowledge. 

2. Subpoenas. Subpoenas for the attend
ance of witnesses or the production of memo
randa, documents, records, or any other ma
terials shall be issued by the Chairman, or 
by any other member of the Committee des
ignated by him. Prior to the issuance of each 
subpoena, the ranking minority member, and 
any other member so requesting, shall be no
tified regarding the identity of the person to 
whom the subpoena will be issued and the 
nature of the information sought, and its re
lationship to the investigation. 

3. Investigative Reports. All reports con
taining findings of recommendations stem
ming from Committee investigations shall 
be printed only with the approval of a major
ity of the members of the Committee. 

V. HEARINGS 

1. Notice. Witnesses called before the Com
mittee shall be given, absent extraordinary 
circumstances, at least forty-eight hours' 
notice, and all witnesses called shall be fur
nished with a copy of these rules upon re
quest. 

2. Oath. All witnesses who testify to mat
ters of fact shall be sworn unless the Com
mittee waives the oath. The Chairman, or 
any member, may request and administer 
the oath. 

3. Statement. Any witness desiring to 
make an introductory statement shall file 50 
copies of such statement with the Chairman 
or clerk of the Committee 24 hours in ad
vance of his appearance, unless the Chair
man and ranking Minority member deter
mine that there is good cause for a witness's 
failure to do so. A witness shall be allowed 
no more than ten minutes to orally summa
rize his prepared statement. 

4. Counsel. 
(a) A witness's counsel shall be permitted 

to be present during his testimony at any 
public or closed hearing or depositions or 
staff interview to advise such witness of his 
rights, provided, however, that in the case of 
any witness who is an officer or employee of 
the government, or of a corporation or asso-

ciation, the Chairman may rule that rep
resentation by counsel from the government, 
corporation, or association creates a conflict 
of interest, and that the witness shall be rep
resented by personal counsel not from the 
government, corporation or association. 

(b) A witness who is unable for economic 
reasons to obtain counsel may inform the 
Committee at least 48 hours prior to the 
witness's appearance, and it will endeavor to 
obtain volunteer counsel for the witness. 
Such counsel shall be subject solely to the 
control of the witness and not the Commit
~ee . Failure to obtain counsel will not excuse 
the witness from appearing and testifying. 

5. Transcript. An accurate electronic or 
stenographic record shall be kept of the tes
timony of all witnesses in executive and pub
lic hearings. Any witness shall be afforded, 
upon request, the right to review that por
tion of such record, and for this purpose, a 
copy of a witness's testimony in public or 
closed session shall be provided to the wit
ness. Upon inspecting his transcript, within 
a time limit set by the committee clerk, a 
witness may request changes in testimony to 
correct errors of transcription, grammatical 
errors, and obvious errors of fact; the Chair
man or a staff officer designated by him 
shall rule of such request. 

6. Impugned persons. Any person who be
lieves that evidence presented, or comment 
made by a member of staff, at a public hear
ing or at closed hearing concerning which 
there have been public reports, tends to im
pugn his character or adversely affect his 
reputation may; 

(a) file a sworn statement of facts relevant 
to the evidence or comment, which shall be 
placed in the hearing record; 

(b) request the opportunity to appear per
sonally before the Committee to testify in 
his own behalf; and 

(c) submit questions in writing which he 
requests be used for the cross-examination of 
other witnesses called by the Committee. 
The Chairman shall inform the Committee of 
such requests for appearance or cross-exam
ination. If the Committee so decides, the re
quested questions, or paraphrased versions 
or portions or them, shall be put to the other 
witness by a member or by staff. 

7. Minority witnesses. Whenever any hear
ing is conducted by the Committee, the mi
nority on the Committee shall be entitled, 
upon request made by a majority of the mi
nority members to the Chairman, to call wit
nesses selected by the minority to testify or 
produce documents with respect to the meas
ure or matter under consideration during at 
least one day of the hearing. Such request 
must be made before the completion of the 
hearing or, if subpoenas are required to call 
the minority witnesses, no later than three 
days before the completion of the hearing. 

8. Conduct of witnesses, counsel and mem
bers of the audience. If. during public or ex
ecutive sessions, a witness, his counsel, or 
any spectator conducts himself in such a 
manner as to prevent, impede disrupt, ob
struct, or interfere with the orderly adminis
tration of such hearing the Chairman or pre
siding Member of the Committee present 
during such hearing may request the Ser
geant at Arms of the Senate, his representa
tive or any law enforcement official to eject 
said person from the hearing room. 

VI. DEPOSITIONS AND COMMISSION 

1. Notice. Notices for the taking of deposi
tions in an investigation authorized by the 
Committee shall be authorized and issued by 
the Chairman or be a staff officer designated 
by him. Such notices shall specify a time and 
place for examination, and the name of the 

staff officer or officers who will take the dep
osition. Unless otherwise specified, the depo
sition shall be in private. The Committee 
shall not initiate procedures leading to 
criminal or civil enforcement proceedings for 
a witness's failure to appear unless the depo
sition notice was accompanied by a Commit
tee subpoena. 

2. Counsel. Witnesses may be accompanied 
at a deposition by counsel to advise them of 
their rights, subject to the provisions of Rule 
V.4. 

3. Procedure. Witnesses shall be examined 
upon oath administered by an individual au
thorized by local law to administer oaths. 
Questions shall be propounded orally by 
Committee·staff. Objections by the witnesses 
as to the form of questions shall be noted by 
the record. If a witness objects to a question 
and refuses to testify on the basis of rel
evance or privilege, the Committee staff may 
proceed with the deposition, or may at that 
time or at a subsequent time, seek a ruling 
by telephone or otherwise on the objection 
from a member of the Committee. If the 
member overrules the objection, he may 
refer the matter to the Committee or he may 
order and direct the witness to answer the 
question, but the Committee shall not initi
ate the procedures leading to civil or crimi
nal enforcement unless the witness refuses 
to testify after he has been ordered and di
rected to answer by a member of the Com
mittee. 

4. Filing. The Committee staff shall see 
that the testimony is transcribed or elec
tronically recorded. If it is transcribed, the 
witness shall be furnished with a copy for re
view. No later than five days thereafter, the 
witness shall return a signed copy, and the 
staff shall enter the changes, if any, re
quested by the witness in accordance with 
Rule V.6. If the witness fails to return a 
signed copy, the staff shall note on the tran
script the date a copy was provided and the 
failure to return it. The individual admin
istering the oath shall certify on the tran
script that the witness was duly sworn in his 
presence, the transcriber shall certify that 
the transcript is a true record to the testi
mony, and the transcript shall then be filed 
with the testimony, and the transcript shall 
then be filed with the Committee clerk. 
Committee staff may stipulate with the wit
ness to changes in this procedure; deviations 
from the procedure which do not substan
tially impair the reliability of the record 
shall not relieve the witness from his obliga
tion to testify truthfully. 

5. Commissions. The Committee may au
thorize the staff, by issuance of commis
sions, to fill in prepared subpoenas, conduct 
field hearings, inspect locations, facilities, 
or systems of records, or accompanied by in
structions from the Committee regulating 
their use. 

Vll. SUBCOMMITTTEES 

1. Establishment. The Committee will op
erate as a Committee of the Whole, reserving 
to itself the right to establish temporary 
subcommittees at any time by majority 
vote. The Chairman of the full Committee 
and the Ranking Minority Member shall be 
ex-officio members of all subcommittees. 

2. Jurisdiction. Within its jurisdiction, as 
described in the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, each subcommittee is authorized to con
duct investigations, including use of subpoe
nas, depositions, and commissions. 

3. Rules. A subcommittee shall be governed 
by the Committee rules, except that its 
quorum for all business shall be one-third of 
the subcommittee membership, and for hear
ings shall be one member. 
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VIII. REPORTS 

Committee reports incorporating Commit
tee findings and recommendations shall be 
printed only with the prior approval of the 
Committee, after an adequate period for re
view and comment. The printing, as Commit
tee documents, of materials prepared by 
staff for informational purposes, or the 
printing of materials not originating with 
the Committee or staff, shall require prior 
consultation with the minority staff; these 
publications shall have the following lan
guage printed on the cover of the document: 
" Note: This document has been printed for 
informational purposes. It does not represent 
either findings or recommendations formally 
adopted by the Committee." 

IX. AMENDMENT OF RULES 

The rules of the Committee may be amend
ed or revised at any time, provided that not 
less than a majority of the Committee 
present so determine at a Committee meet
ing preceeded by at least 3 days notice of the 
amendments or revisions proposed.• 

CONDEMNING THE PRESENCE OF 
THE HAMAS TERRORIST GROUP 
IN THE UNITED STATES 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to condemn the actions of the 
Iranian-supported terrorist group, 
Hamas, and its branches and agents in 
the United States. In recent weeks, 
much has been written of Hamas' mur
derous actions against Israel and mod
erate Arabs, yet we are only now learn
ing of Hamas' vast international net
work, part of which is located in our 
own backyard. 

This radical Islamic fundamentalist 
group is based in the Gaza Strip but 
also operates in Judea and Samaria. Its 
covenant declares that Israel must be 
destroyed and that Islamic fundamen
t alism m ust be adopted and spread vio
lently, if necessary, by all Arab States. 
Its bloody rise to prominence has been 
built upon its sadistic torture killings 
of both Israelis and those Palestinians 
charged as collaborators with Israel. 

Within our midst, this expansive net
work is aiding Hamas in its terror and 
murder in Israel. Acting in the guise of 
simple fundraising, groups in northern 
Virginia, Dallas, Detroit, Chicago, Tuc
son, and in my State of New York, are 
channeling large amounts of money 
back to Hamas in the Gaza Strip, free
ing up Iranian-supplied funds to use to 
kill Israeli soldiers and civilians. 

Reportedly, the United States is 
home to at least a dozen Hamas leaders 
who hold clandestine titles within the 
Hamas organization. Although it is un
clear to what extent they are operating 
in the United States, the New York 
Times has reported that at least one 
Palestinian recently arrested in Israel 
while visiting from Chicago actively 
worked on behalf of Hamas, bringing 
over $650,000 to Israel to hand over to 
Hamas officials. If this charge proves 
to be true, we must expand our inves
tigation and observation in order to 
eliminate this radical terrorist ele
ment from our Nation. We cannot 

allow an overseas branch of a foreign
sponsored terrorist group to set up 
shop in the United States. 

If we allow this situation to fester, 
we will pay a very dear price, both at 
home and abroad. We cannot be assured 
that the members of these branches 
will not turn to terrorism on our 
shores, just as they have in the Middle 
East. It is my hope that our Govern
ment will vigorously see to it that the 
Hamas terror Israel faces never comes 
to the United States.• 

THE NEW TRANSATLANTIC BAR
GAIN: THE NEED FOR EUROPEAN 
RESPONSIBILITY 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the cold 

war is over. The Warsaw Pact and the 
Soviet Union no longer exist. The Unit
ed States and Russia have moved for
ward toward a new era in which they 
are eliminating the risk of strategic 
nuclear war. East and West have vir
tually eliminated the risk of any thea
ter-wide conflict in the central region 
or either flank. The long shadows that 
darkened Europe's future from 1945 to 
1990 have largely cleared. 

We have every reason to celebrate 
these changes. They do not eliminate 
the need for our Atlantic ties, nor do 
they bring security in Europe. They 
have unleashed old tensions and cre
ated new ones, and it may be decades 
before we see Central Europe and the 
former States of the Soviet Union 
evolve a fully stable relationship based 
on democracy capitalism, and regard 
for human and ethnic rights. 
THE NEED FOR A NEW TRANSATLANTIC BARGAIN 

At the same time, these changes cap 
a process of change that has been going 
on ever since the Marshall plan, and 
are a symbol of the need for a new 
transatlantic bargain. Today's Europe 
is not a crippled and threatened mix of 
nations devastated by World War. It is 
an economic bloc whose wealth is larg
er than that of the United States. It 
has a larger population, and cumula
tively, it has larger military forces. 

In contrast, the United States faces 
economic and social problems which 
are to some extent the result of the 
burdens it has borne ever since the end 
of the World War II. For nearly half a 
century it has paid far more than its 
share of the cost of Western security. 
At the same time, the United States is 
now the only Western power that has 
global commitments to peacekeeping 
and maintaining the security of allies 
outside Europe. While Britain and 
France do play an important role in 
such missions, the United States has 
been thrust into the role of securing 
the West's supply of oil, of defending 
northeast Asia, and of handling the 
vast majority of the crises which take 
place outside of Europe and NATO. 

The time has come for both the Unit
ed States and Europe to recognize that 
these changes must be reflected in a 

fundamental shift in roles and missions 
within the Atlantic alliance. The Unit
ed States must stay in NATO, it must 
remain deeply involved in European se
curity, and it must both deploy forces 
in Europe and maintain reinforcements 
for Europe in the United States. 

However, the United States must 
steadily reduce its role in leading the 
European part of the Atlantic alliance, 
it must sharply reduce its forces for 
NATO, and it must concentrate on the 
broader mission of maintaining West
ern security outside Europe. Its new 
role and mission, and contribution to 
the new transatlantic bargain, must be 
to focus on the gulf, on Asia, and on 
the problems in global security that 
are as important to the West as a 
whole as the defense of Europe. 

Europe's new role and mission is dif
ferent. It is not out-of-area missions, 
but rather to deal with the problems 
created by the breakup of the Warsaw 
Pact and the Soviet Union. It is to help 
Central Europe move smoothly to de
mocracy and a level of wealth that can 
underpin its stability and security. It 
is to help Russia and other members of 
the CIS move along the same path. It is 
to play a vi tal role in expanding the 
Atlantic alliance will cover the dis
tance to the Urals and then sweep from 
Europe through Asia to Japan. 

As part of that process of change, Eu
rope must be ready to provide three 
tangible contributions to the new 
transatlantic bargain. The first is to 
use its wealth to give Central Europe 
and the former CIS States the· equiva
lent of a new Marshall plan. The second 
is to contribute the bulk of NATO's Eu
ropean forces, reducing the United 
States contribution to a small share of 
NATO's total strength which can per
form power projection missions outside 
the NATO area. Finally, Europe must 
be ready to perform peacemaking mis
sions in Europe, and deal with prob
lems like the ones in Bosnia and the 
rest of the former Yugoslavia. 

This requires new attitudes on both 
sides of the Atlantic. It requires the 
United States to accept the fact that 
Europe is not only a full partner in the 
Atlantic alliance but should now take 
the lead in NATO and European affairs. 
It requires U.S. military planners to 
move toward a European SACEUR, 
total U.S. forces in Europe of 70,000-
80,000 men, and concentrate on restruc
turing forces in the Un{ted States for 
power projection missions anywhere in 
the world-ending the assigning and 
earmarking of forces primarily for the 
reinforcement of Europe. 

In the case of Europe, it means ac
cepting very real financial sacrifices to 
aid Central Europe, and Russia and the 
other States of the CIS, that involve 
far more than integrating East Ger
many into Germany and paying Russia 
to leave. It means accepting the fact 
that European forces and force goals 
should be based on the premise that 
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the U.S. contribution should be no 
more than 25 percent of the total 
NATO forces in the central region. In 
the case of Bosnia, it means preparing 
for the near certain failure of the 
Vance-Owens agreement, and interven
tion that will actively defend Bosnia's 
Moslems and deter any further atroc
ities and ethnic cleansing. 

Ironically, none of this will happen 
without American leadership. Britain 
and France are rightfully afraid of hav
ing 'to act alone. Germany is hiding be
hind a dubious interpretation of article 
24 of its constitution. Europe's smaller 
nations tend to follow in the path of 
Sweden and Switzerland-to take the 
high moral ground and hide there in 
safety. 

What is clearly needed is an Amer
ican declaration that the time has 
come for a new transatlantic bargain, 
and that Europe must immediately as
sume responsibility for European crises 
like the one in Yugoslavia. What is 
needed is immediate leadership by 
President Clinton to break out of the 
trap of futile negotiations and demand 
that Europe act. If President Clinton 
fails to exert such leadership, he may 
well have failed in his Presidency be
fore the end of his first year in office. 

THE AMERICAN PART OF THE NEW 
TRANSATLANTIC BARGAIN 

The need for urgent action is illus
trated by the need for a new U.S. force 
plan to underpin the fiscal year 1994 
Defense budget, a budget request that 
is now already overdue. The OMB data 
provided as background to President 
Clinton's State of the Union Address 
shows that Secretary Aspin is planning 
for a Defense budget level of around 
$264 billion. It projects a spending level 
for fiscal year 1994 to fiscal year 1998 
that is likely to be nearly 20 percent 
lower than the funding level necessary 
to sustain the base force concept that 
President Bush proposed in August 
1990. 

What both our European allies and 
U.S. policy planners need to under
stand is that there is no faster way for 
the United States to become ineffec
tive as a world power than to try to 
stretch its declining resources to meet
ing open-ended commitments through
out the world. Even if a Democrat-con
trolled Congress makes no cuts in 
President Clinton's initial Defense 
budget request, and even if Secretary 
Aspin's budget plans survive competi
tion within the Clinton Cabinet, we 
favor an absolute need to make hard 
tradeoffs. 

The goal of maintaining 150,000 U.S. 
forces in Europe and for Europe is an 
unobtainable fantasy. Barring some 
total reversal in Russia's political di
rection and military actions, the Unit
ed States simply must shift resources 
to other regions in the world. It cannot 
afford a robust corps of two combat 
ready divisions in Europe. It cannot af
ford to keep more than three fighter 
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wings. It cannot afford to dedicate a 
carrier battle group unless it can also 
be used for swing missions in the Mid
dle East and the gulf. 

It may be possible to maintain two 
active brigades in Europe, and preposi
tion most of the heavy equipment for 
two divisions if Europe will pay for 
most of the costs of pre-positioning as 
part of the NATO infrastructure plan. 
It may be possible to deploy a force 
close to two fighter wing equivalents
if one wing can include the air units 
the United States deploys in the gulf 
and both wings are dual capable for 
power projection missiles. It may be 
possible to keep a smaller carrier bat
tle group--provided that NATO accepts 
that it will be employed in out-of-area 
missions most of the time. 

This, however, is the maximum force 
we can maintain and much of it may 
have to be dual based in the United 
States for a substantial period. It 
serves no purpose to promise more, be
cause even this force will be impossible 
to sustain unless our economic recov
ery removes many of the current pres
sures on the defense budget. 

Similarly, our current crisis response 
and reconstitution forces for the Atlan
tic forces part of the base force are lit
tle more than a fantasy. We do need 
power projection forces that can be 
used both in Europe and elsewhere in 
the world. Today, however, we cannot 
deploy a single heavy division rapidly 
from the United States to any part of 
the world. We lack the prepositioning, 
the strategic sealift, and the strategic 
airlift. 

The idea that we can both maintain a 
five-division contingency force for 
global power projection, and a mix of 
three active roundout and six reserve 
divisions for NATO is a dangerous illu
sion. We cannot provide the manpower, 
the readiness, the sustainability, or the 
strategic lift. Long before our cur
rently planned defense budget cuts 
have their full impact, we already have 
an expensive hollow force structure. 

What we need is to make the five di
visions in the contingency force pack
age five real globally deployable and 
sustainable divisions. We need to be 
able to deploy at least two heavy divi
sions anywhere in the world in less 
than 30 days. 

We need to restructure our active 
and reserve mix in the United States to 
end all earmarking and assignment to 
NATO, to eliminate all active forma
tions we cannot deploy in less than 90 
days, and to create more flexible re
serves that can ensure that we have a 
cost-effective mobilization pool that 
can allow us to build up for at least one 
high intensity conflict in no more than 
6 months. This is reality, and every ad
ditional dollar we spend on an 
unsustainable force posture is a dollar 
taken away from the forces we can ac
tually use. 

The same realities affect our air rein
forcement component for Europe. The 

present crisis response package for Eu
rope calls for 2 active and 10-plus fight
er wing equivalents in the United 
States. We need to focus our resources 
on air forces, long-range conventional 
missile forces, and rapidly deployable 
high technology firepower. At the same 
time, we cannot dedicate these assets 
to Europe, or afford to structure our 
air units in the United States in a way 
where they cannot serve flexible power 
projection missions. This will be par
ticularly true if Secretary Aspin goes 
ahead with plans that could cut us 
from the 26-wing Air Force requested 
by President Bush to anywhere from 18 
to 22 wings by 1996. 

We need to keep our carrier and am
phibious forces as strong as possible in 
an era when power projection is the 
primary mission of our military forces. 
There is no way, however, that we can 
assign or earmark four carrier battle 
groups and an en tire Marine Expedi
tionary Force [MEF] to NATO. We need 
these forces, but primarily for global 
emergencies outside NATO. They are 
forces that may be based on the east 
coast of the United States, but they 
cannot be forces simply for the Atlan
tic. 

As for our reconstitution forces, it 
makes no sense to keep two Army 
cadre divisions and an unstated num
ber of naval frigates to deal with the 
risk that a new threat will emerge in 
Europe that could lead us to 
theaterwide or general war. These 
forces would be meaningless in such a 
contingency, and are too expensive to 
maintain as an exercise in tokenism. 

The United States must reshape all 
its military forces to focus on new pri
orities, most of which involve low to 
medium intensity conflict in which the 
United States will be a coalition part
ner, and not the leader of a formal alli
ance. It must concentrate its diminish
ing Defense budget and pool of forces 
on power projection missions. It must 
seek to limit its contribution to most 
European contingencies to air and 
naval forces, reduce its ground forces 
as much as possible, and give all its 
forces normally deployed in Europe a 
dual mission in out of area contin
gencies. 

The Congress recognized these reali
ties last year when it set the future 
manpower ceiling for U.S. forces in Eu
rope at 100,000 men, rather than the 
150,000 men that the Pentagon re
quested in its base force. I gather that 
still further economies may be pos
sible, and that the U.S. Army-as dis
tinguished from SHAPE and the JCS
is examining force levels of around 
70,000 as a means of concentrating its 
resources for higher priority tasks out
side Europe. We need to reflect these 
realities in both our fiscal year 1994 de
fense budget and our fiscal year 1994 
through fiscal year 1999 future year de
fense program. 
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REDEFINING AMERICAN A TLANTICISM 

None of these changes means the 
United States should adopt neo-isola
tionism or abandon Atlanticism. Quite 
the contrary, they reflect the reality 
that Western security interests now ef
fectively include the gulf, Japan, and 
the other developed nations of Asia. 
They reflect the growing economic 
interdependence of the world's econ
omy and political systems. 

The United States must continue to 
take the lead in working with Russia 
to eliminate the risk of nuclear con
flict, and to reduce nuclear weapons to 
a secure minimum. It must work with 
Europe to develop a broader European 
security concept that includes Central 
Europe, Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and 
the Baltic Republics. 

We may or may not to able to expand 
NATO to fill this role, but we can only 
finally heal the split between East and 
West if we work together to encourage 
the East's move toward democracy and 
capitalism. 

REDEFINING EUROPE'S ROLE IN ATLANTICISM 
This process of change will be more 

traumatic for Europe that for the Unit
ed States. For nearly a half century, 
Europe has depended on American lead
ership and a disproportionate Amer
ican military contribution. It must 
now learn to accept American partner
ship and limited American military 
support. 

There are many in both the United 
States and Europe who will oppose that 
process of change, regardless of the 
changing strategic realities affecting 
Western security policies, the changes 
that have taken place in Europe, and 
the cuts the United States must make 
in its forces. 

The fact remains, however, that 
change js coming. There is nothing to 
be gained by continuing the myth of 
American military leadership in Eu
rope for a few more years, and there is 
a great deal to be lost. In the name of 
a now outdated concept of Atlanticism, 
we risk delaying European recognition 
of the fact that Europe must now be re
sponsible for European security. We 
risk ongoing European force cuts that 
ignore the fact that Europe must shape 
its future forces to take account of a 
major shift in the relative weight and 
size of American forces. 

We risk undercutting European ef
forts at creating largely European se
curity alternatives, such as the efforts 
with the WEU. We risk encouraging 
European nations to expect American 
intervention in European crises, we 
delay Europe's understanding that it 
must now deal with local crises, and we 
contribute to the European failure to 
assume military responsibility for 
peace making and crisis intervention. 

THE CRISIS IN YUGOSLAVIA AND BOSNIA 
The last year· has exposed a critical 

weakness in European security. Al
though Britain, France, and Canada 
have played a growing military role in 

trying to halt the ongoing atrocities in 
Bosnia, and prevent the crisis in that 
State from exploding into a broader 
conflict in the Balkans, there has been 
no Europe when a Europe was needed 
most. 

The WEU and EEC have failed to pro
vide an alternative European security 
concept that would provide the com
bination of military force, and the will
ingness to actually use the force, need
ed to end the horrors in Bosnia. NATO 
has pursued the illusion of rapid de
ployment forces that no member na
tion really seems prepared to fund, 
while drafting studies that examine 
military options to deal with the si tua
tion in the former State of Yugoslavia 
that amount to little more than the 
sum of the fears of the military plan
ners of 14 different nations. 

The bitter truth is that more than 60 
years after the bitter lessons of Spain, 
Ethiopia, and genocide against Eu
rope's Jews, and in an era where there 
is no major military power to prevent 
peacemaking operations, Europe's col
lective reaction to Bosnia amounts to 
military impotence and moral coward
ice. 

REACIUNG AGREEMENT ON THE NEW 
TRANSATLANTIC BARGAIN 

We cannot afford to sit back, and 
hope that history will drive us in the 
direction we must go. We face a turn
ing point in Western history where we 
must choose between an effort to re
structure our entire security concept 
toward power projection and a broad 
new partnership of nations, or see our 
past security concept disintegrate. 

We also face a more immediate chal
lenge. We are already straining our ca
pacity as the world's policeman in the 
gulf and Somalia. We cannot, and 
should not, use United States ground 
forces to intervene in Yugoslavia. We 
may have to contribute the kind of 
high-technology air and naval forces 
that Europe lacks, but we simply 
should not have to put more than lim
ited U.S. forces on the ground. We 
should not have to confront Russia, 
with its long ties to the Serbs, with a 
crisis over American intervention in 
Bosnia as the only answer to genocide. 

The only way we can deal with this 
situation is to openly make it clear to 
our allies that the time for change has 
come, and we cannot wait. We need to 
present realistic new force plans to 
NATO. We need to openly encourage 
European security alternatives. We 
need to make it clear that we will con
tinue to focus on European security, 
but only if Europe assumes leadership 
and develops security concepts where 
we can be a partner, rather than a lead
er. We need to move immediately to
ward a European SACEUR, and make 
massive cuts-perhaps as much as 50 
percent-in the role of U.S. personnel 
in NATO headquarters and planning 
staffs. 

We need to disengage from American 
led diplomatic efforts in dealing with 

the break up of Yugoslavia, and force 
the issue of peacemaking on Europe. 
We need to demand that Europe finds 
the courage to act, and put forthright 
and firm pressure on our allies to halt 
mass murder, and the hideous spectacle 
of Christians murdering Moslem's cen
turies after the time that civilization 
should have matured beyond that point 
forever. 

We face a new era, and that era re
quires new solutions to shaping our se
curity, our strategy, and our forces. We 
cannot maintain the status quo and we 
cannot afford to simply cut our forces 
or defense budgets for the sake of short 
term savings that mortgage our future. 
We need a new approach to Europe, to 
the Middle East and the gulf, and the 
Pacific, and creating a new trans
atlantic bargain is a critical first step 
in this process of change. 

I will return to these issues again, 
and in more depth in the weeks to 
come. I do, however, wish to call my 
colleagues attention to a report that 
will help you understand this complex 
situation that was prepared for me by 
the Congressional Research Service. 

This report is entitled "Military 
Trends: Atlantic to the Urals," and is 
CRS 92-949F. It is the first unclassified 
net assessment of the new security sit
uation in Europe, and describes both 
the new military balance in Europe and 
the trends within each member coun
try. I urge you to review it as an im
portant indication of the changes we 
must make within the Atlantic alli
ance. 

Mr. President, I respectfully request 
that the summary of this CRS report 
be entered into the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The summary follows: 
[From a CRS Report for Congress, Dec. 9, 

1992] 
MILITARY TRENDS: ATLANTIC TO THE URALS 

OVERVIEW 
The dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and 

the division of the former Soviet Union have 
radically reduced the threat of catastrophic 
military conflict in Europe. Concurrently, 
after some initial uncertainty, international 
arms control agreements have reinforced the 
reduction in international tensions. Even be
fore the collapse of Communist Europe, most 
NATO countries were moving to contain de
fense spending in response to an improving 
arms control environment and domestic eco
nomic concerns. In the past year, this trend 
has rapidly accelerated and shows signs of 
continuing. These radical developments have 
precipitated or accelerated processes di
rectly affecting military establishments and 
security organizations across Europe and the 
Atlantic. 

NATO, its member nations, and the War
saw Pact successor states are all undertak
ing extensive revisions of their military doc
trines. NATO and many of its members have 
shifted from a focus on high intensity, pos
sibly nuclear, conflict with the Warsaw Pact 
to rapid military response to lesser regional 
threats. All former Warsaw Pact countries 
have publicly eschewed the Pact's offensive 
doctrine and are emphasizing only the de
fense of national borders. These states are 
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also seeking to replace their earlier alliance 
relationships with integration into Western 
security systems. Though broad principles 
have been enumerated, the details of prac
tical application have yet to be worked out. 

The collapse of the post World War II order 
has also led to widespread change in the rela
tionships, structure, and relative importance 
of European security organizations. Few as
pects remain untouched. Purpose, respon
sibilities, capabilities, and membership all 
are undergoing review and reshaping. 

Relieved of the tensions of NATO-Warsaw 
Pact confrontation, Europe and the United 
States must now contend with a range of ac
tive regional conflicts. As Soviet suzerainty 
was retracted in Europe, latent religious and 
ethnic hatreds have sparked armed conflicts 
and fueled political tensions from the Adri
atic Sea to the Ural mountains. Inter
national organizations and individual gov
ernments that have grown accustomed to 
planning for potential continental-scale con
flict between superpowers now face the chal
lenge of how best to deal with regional low
intensity conflicts. 

These changes in the European security 
landscape have consequences that will con
tinue to develop through the rest of the dec
ade. Massive active duty military personnel 
reductions are underway in most countries 
of Eurasia, with the practical problem of re
introducing thousands into the civilian 
workforce often being the only restraining 
factor. 

Both alliances and individual nations are 
undertaking radical changes in military 
force structure in response to changed threat 
perceptions, the evolution of new political
military entities, and shortages of funds. 
NATO has streamlined its command struc
ture, while the West European Union seeks 
to develop one. Both organizations are form
ing new multinational combat units. At the 
same time, the European Community is 
striving for a greater military and political 
voice, and the United States is under signifi
cant domestic pressure to reduce its military 
presence in Europe. Many nations are re
structuring their armed forces around small
er units, placing less emphasis on the divi
sion-sized units designed for theater-wide 
warfare. In Eastern Europe, and to a lesser 
extent in the West, major troop redeploy
ments are underway as nations stand down 
from old Cold War battle lines. 

As nations revise unit structures and scale 
back or terminate equipment modernization 
programs, ground, air, and naval forces are 
all feeling the effect. For East European 
countries, modernization efforts are further 
complicated by the desire to incorporate ad
vanced Western technology that is often pro
hibitively expensive. 

When countries on both sides of the former 
Iron Curtain curtail defense investment, 
they face the consequences of shrinking de
fense production and rising unemployment 
as defense workers are laid off-a situation 
politically volatile for some governments. In 
addition, from the United States to the Com
monwealth of Independent States, there is 
the concern that national defense industry 
capabilities could atrophy to the point where 
timely reconstitution for a major conflict 
would be impossible. 

Seemingly, the current proliferation of 
armed conflicts in Eurasia has not slowed 
the decline in most governments' military 
spending. Their nature-regionally-con
tained, sporadic, and decidedly "low-tech"
and their location on the geographical 
fringes have prevented their generating the 
public concern necessary for high-levels of 

defensive investment. These regional con
flicts, most notably in the former Yugo
slavia, have nevertheless seized the atten
tion of several national military establish
ments, and every organization concerned 
with international security. Though the 
United States has had extensive post-World 
War experience with armed conflicts over
seas, most European nations have not. With 
the occasion of the Persian Gulf War and the 
proliferation of regional conflicts from Sara
jevo to Tblisi, so-called out-of-area oper
ations and force projection are now the sub
ject of much discussion by U.S. and Euro
pean political and military leaders.1 

Regional conflicts have received a great 
deal of media coverage and largely diverted 
public attention from perhaps the most sig
nificant consequence of the East-West de
nouement-the reduction of reliance on nu
clear weapons. To be sure, nuclear weapons 
remain in the arsenals of the United States, 
the United Kingdom, France and the former 
Soviet Union's successor states.2 However, 
under the START agreement the dismantle
ment of a range of ICBMs is about to begin. 
Strategic nuclear programs in the U.S. , Rus
sia, and France have been scaled back or ter
minated. All short-range or tactical nuclear 
weapons are being withdrawn from Europe. 
International pressure to cease nuclear test
ing is increasing. For most, the concern is no 
longer a superpower conflict, but the specter 
of nuclear weapons becoming a factor in re
gional conflicts. 

Simultaneously, the Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe Convention (CFE) has lim
ited conventional military equipment from 
the Atlantic to the Urals. Signed in Novem
ber 1990 by all NATO and former Warsaw 
Pact members, CFE places national and re
gional limits on tanks, armored combat ve
hicles, artillery, combat aircraft, and attack 
helicopters. Negotiations continue within 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (CSCE) to establish ceilings on 
military personnel also. 

DEFENSE BUDGETS a 
In the West, the United States initiated 

the trend of budget reductions with defense 
spending declining, after inflation, each year 
since 1986. The Department of Defense's 1993 
request showed a real dollar decline of 4.6% 
from the previous year, with a cumulative 
decline of about 25% projected through 1997. 
The United Kingdom now plans a 5.5% de
cline from 1992-1995, though domestic eco
nomic pressure could well steepen the rate of 
decline. The French defense budget declined 

1 The term "out-of-area" specifically means out
side the national territories of NATO members. 
Seeking to ensure its defensive nature, and to avoid 
military involvement in the overseas territories of 
its members, NATO has traditionally interpreted its 
charter as prohibiting " out-of-area" operations. The 
term "force projection" denotes the ability to carry 
on significant military operations outside a nation's 
own territory. 

2 Soviet successor states with strategic nuclear 
weapons on their territory are: Russia, Ukraine, 
Belarus, and Kazakhstan. 

3 Assessing or comparing national defense budgets 
over time presents a number of difficulties. Types of 
expenditures included vary from country to country. 
Public information is often sketchy and inconsist
ent in format. The value of national currencies can 
fluctuate significantly, and inflation can negate 
what appears to be increased defense spending. The 
problem of currency conversion particularly applies 
to the new democracies of Eastern Europe and the 
Commonwea~th of Independent States. Projected de
fensive expenditures, with some exceptions, are even 
more problematic. Many governments are in the 
midst of extensive reviews of their defense planning, 
and consequently budget estimates are very much in 
flux . 

2.3% in 1992, and the government plans to 
freeze military procurement spending at cur
rent levels through 1994. Germany has pro
jected a similar cap on all defense spending 
through 1995. Among the other Western na
tions, the Netherlands plans a 2% per annum 
reduction through 1994, followed by a freeze 
on spending levels from 1995 to 2001. Belgium 
projects a 10% decline through 1995. Spain's 
defense budget dropped 17% in 1992 alone. 
Bucking the tend are Greece and Turkey, 
which show modest increases, though much 
of this will be eroded by inflation. 

In the East, the information on defense 
spending is fragmentary , and fluctuating 
currency va.lues complicate the picture. 
There is no question that defense spending is 
dropping. Russian Federation officials have 
estimated that 1992 defense expenditures will 
be only 33% of 1990 spending levels, falling 
from 17% to 4.5% of GNP. East European 
countries are not registering such precipi
tous declines, showing defense spending re
ductions of 8% to 15% through 1997. The sole 
exception is Hungary with an 8% increase, 
reflecting higher personnel salaries. 

Active duty personnel reduction 
Military personnel reductions are under

way tl:lroughout Europe. The United States 
had started to reduce its 300,000+ personnel 
in Europe before the Persian Gulf War. Con
gress has now mandated a 100,000 ceiling, ef
fective 1995. Some have suggested that as few 
as 50,000 troops in Europe would be adequate. 
Pentagon officials failed in their arguments 
for a minimum of 150,000, and still warn of a 
weakened U.S. influence in the NATO com
mand structure if U.S. European deployment 
becomes merely "symbolic." 

Among NATO allies, announced personnel 
reductions through the next three to four 
years include: United Kingdom 20%, Ger
many 31%, France 15%, Italy 25% . Personnel 
reductions are also severe among former 
Warsaw Pact members. Russia, Belarus, and 
Ukraine have initiated an accord within the 
framework of the CSCE, which limits their 
forces to 1.45 million, 100 thousand, and 450 
thousand respectively. 4 This compares to the 
Soviet military personnel total in 1985 of 4.5 
million troops. The Czech and Slovak Repub
lic has projected a 33% cut by 1997. The Pol
ish press reports a 30% drop in active mili
tary personnel over the last two years. 

Decline of military modernization programs 
Most military establishments on the Eur

asian continent have scaled back equipment 
modernization and procurement programs. 
On the nuclear front, Russia and France 
have terminated or reduced procurement of 
land and sea-based ICBMs and medium-range 
missiles, as has the United States. The Unit
ed States has terminated development of ad
vanced cruise missiles and nuclear tactical 
air to surface missiles. Both the United 
States and France have scaled back their nu
clear submarine programs. 

The European Fighter Aircraft (EF A) con
sortium is close to dissolution, with Ger
many arguing for a cheaper, less sophisti
cated aircraft, and Britain holding to the 
original plans for a "next generation" air
craft. France has canceled the land-based 
version of the new Rafale fighter aircraft. 
The United States, United Kingdom, France, 
and Germany have terminated or radically 
reduced main battle tank procurement. 

Among former Warsaw Pact members, po
litical decisions, economic constraints, and 

4 Ukrainian and Belorussian leaders believe their 
armed forces will stabilize well below these ceilings, 
as soon as jobs and housing can be found for demobi
lized troops. 
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arms control agreements have brought most 
modernization programs to a standstill. 
While some military production continues, 
particularly in Poland and Czechoslovakia, 
must of it is intended for foreign markets to 
gain hard currency. Most East European 
countries are weighing the option of procur
ing more sophisticated Western equipment. 
High costs remain the major obstacle; how
ever, in the future, licensing and co-produc
tion arrangements may overcome this. Rus
sian military production has also fallen sub
stantially. In 1992, the Director of the De
fense Intelligence Agency testified before 
Congress that Russian 1991 procurement out
lays fell 20% from the previous year, and 
were estimated to fall an additional 80% for 
the first quarter of 1992. Soviet officials have 
reported that in 1991 ICBM production fell 
40% while tank and aircraft production fell 
66% and 50% respectively. Navy Commander
in-Chief Chernavin has reported that naval 
construction has come almost to a stand
still. 

These sweeping reductions in military pro
duction while applauded almost universally, 
have brought with them two major concerns: 
unemployment and loss of defense produc
tion bases. With development programs can
celed and production lines shutting down or 
scaling back, hundreds of thousands of jobs 
in NATO and former Warsaw Pact nations 
will disappear over the next several years. 
For the United States and Western Europe, 
this presents a challenge for political lead
ers, and could exacerbate economic slow
downs in the short term. Indeed, it can be ar
gued that some defense programs have been 
continued more for economic, than purely 
military, considerations. In Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union, however, the problem 
is far greater. These countries are already 
struggling with the unprecedented transition 
to a free market economy. For many of these 
countries, and Russia in particular, military 
production occupied a much greater propor
tion of domestic industry than in the West. 
Consequently, political leaders must balance 
long-term benefits of reduced military pro
duction against the immediate political in
stability large industrial layoffs could in
cite. Further complicating the issue, for 
Russia and some East European countries 
(e.g., Czechoslovakia and Romania) military 
equipment is one of the few commodities 
they can export for hard currency. In some 
cases, notably Czechoslovakia's proposed 
tank sales to Syria, the United States has 
applied direct pressure to prevent arms 
transfers and offered assistance in convert
ing defense industries to civilian production. 
The Russian sale of submarines to Iran and 
rockets to India have also alarmed those 
concerned with weapons proliferation. 

The conversion of military industries is at
tracting much attention on both sides of the 
former Iron Curtain; it is, however, proving 
difficult to implement. Nevertheless, the de
sire to continue the easing of military ten
sions and domestic economic considerations 
probably will keep industrial conversion 
high on most political agendas. 

As military investment dwindles and in
dustrial conversion gains support, some ob
servers are troubled by the potential loss of 
national defense production bases. They 
argue that if research lags and production 
lines close down, it will be impossible to re
constitute them in a timely manner if a 
military conflict should break out. They be
lieve that the complexity of modern weap
onry would preclude the kind of dramatic 
conversion to war production the United 
States achieved in the 1940's. Others argue 

that any major conflict would provide suffi
cient long-term warnings to allow resump
tion of production, particularly if research 
and development continue and key produc
tion facilities are mothballed. 

With the imminent probability of shrink
ing national defense industries and the new 
emphasis on multinational military units, 
some have suggested that NATO should 
stress greater coordination, and perhaps spe
cialization, of defense industry capabiHties. 
This is, however, an area in which NATO has 
historically given lip service to the ideal, 
but largely accepted the dominance of indi
vidual national policies. 

REVISION OF MILITARY DOCTRINE 

National and alliance doctrines are under 
revision from the Atlantic to the Urals. With 
Cold War battle lines no longer relevant and 
the prospect of a global war between super
powers fading, military establishments must 
now reconsider their missions and the means 
to achieve them. The West is undertaking 
this in the face of public opinion demanding 
greater resources for domestic concerns, and 
East Europe in the midst of severe economic 
dislocation during the transition to market 
economics. 

U.S. military planners are faced with a 
unique set of circumstances. The United 
States is arguably the only remaining super
power, and the only nation seeking to main
tain a strong position of global influence. 
Nevertheless, there is great domestic pres
sure to reduce force structure, curtail over
seas deployments, and restrain equipment 
costs. Simultaneously, the nuclear element 
of U.S. military doctrine has become less rel
evant as regional conflicts have assumed 
center stage. The most salient elements of 
the emerging U.S. military doctrine are the 
emphasis on rapid force projection and force 
reconstitution in the event of protracted 
conflict. Force projection (transporting and 
sustaining combat units at great distance 
from their home bases, is intended to com
pensate for a reduced number of troops sta
tioned overseas.) Force reconstitution (the 
creation of units to augment existing forces) 
is intended to mitigate the shortcomings of 
smaller active duty forces in the event of a 
large scale conflict. All three armed services 
are currently engaged in developing the sub
stantive details of these doctrinal revisions, 
a process expected to take at least another 
year. 

The United Kingdom completed a defense 
policy review in July 1992. The "Options for 
Change" report stressed adequate forces for 
the defense of the British Isles, continued 
nuclear weapons modernization, and British 
participation in multinational activities, 
such as the leadership of NATO's Rapid Re
action Force and military assistance to U.N.
sponsored operations. The Major government 
also echoed the U.S. desire for rapidly re
sponsive forces. 

The French government has seen the post
Cold War environment as an opportunity to 
increase its influence in European military 
affairs. Though a member of NATO, France 
withdrew its armed forces from NATO's inte
grated military command structure in 1966. 
This has allowed France a more independent 
defense policy, but also limited its influence 
in NATO-dominated military planning and 
organization. With the dissolution of the 
Warsaw Pact, France has sought to reduce 
European reliance upon NATO, which it be
lieves is too often governed by U.S. interests. 
France's efforts to foster the growth of a 
Eurocentric military establishment has led 
it to adopt what appears to be a more col
laborative approach to defense planning with 

its European allie&-particularly Germany. 
French support for the rejuvenation of the 
moribund West European Union (WEU), its 
cooperative efforts with Germany to create a 
multi-national rapid reaction "Eurocorps", 
and public indications it may be willing to 
reconsider its highly independent nuclear 
weapons doctrine, are all hallmarks of a 
evolving defense policy. This evolution, how
ever, has taken place assuming the greater 
European political integration through the 
European Community (EC). This assumption 
is no longer certain. In France itself, the na
tional referendum on the EC treaty reflected 
a remarkable ambivalence towards the Euro
pean union. Should progress on EC integra
tion stall, it could erode the foundation of 
France's new collaborative attitude. 

In Germany, the most salient military pol
icy debate is to what extent the German 
armed forces can or should participate in 
military operations outside the NATO area. 
(For a detailed discussion, see Germany's 
Military Role in the World, CRS Report 92-
670 S). The Kohl government has chosen to 
interpret the German constitution, or Basic 
Law, as permitting armed forces participa
tion in NATO and possibly U.N. sponsored 
military operations. The emphasis here has 
been on " peace-keeping" efforts, but as re
cent events in Bosnia have demonstrated, 
the fine distinction between "peace-keeping" 
and the more active military role of "peace
making" can blur. This has raised strong ob
jections from opposition political parties and 
created dissension within Kohl's own coali
tion. Germany must now reconcile the inter
national pressure to expand its role in collec
tive military actions and the domestic aver
sion to all but purely defensive military op
erations. Less controversial, but no less sig
nificant for NATO's future , is Germany's 
continuing active cooperation with France 
in strengthening the "European identity" in 
security affairs. 

Among other NATO members, regional 
concerns are playing a large role in military 
planning. For Spain, Portugal, Italy, and 
France, political and religious unrest in 
North Africa is of importance. Spain's recent 
reorganization of its air force into regional 
commands and its bolstering of air force as
sets of its Southern Command are indicative 
of this concern. For Italy, Yugoslavia's dis
integration has revived an historical interest 
in Balkan affairs, now reinforced by Italy's 
coordination of both NATO and WEU naval 
activities in the Adriatic Sea. 

Further east, against the background of 
their ongoing rivalry, Greece and Turkey are 
also now challenged by a new security envi
ronment. The Greek-Turkish dispute over 
Cyprus continues to simmer, as do alterca
tions between the two NATO allies over AE
gean airspace and maritime territorial lim
its. More immediately, however, Macedonia's 
declaration of independence on its northern 
border has alarmed Greece and caused mili
tary conscription reform to be put on hold. 
Turkey, NATO's only predominantly Muslim 
nation, has ended its centuries old adversar
ial posture with Bulgaria, with mutual troop 
withdrawal along the common border. It is 
now turning its attention to the twin chal
lenges of the nascent Turkish moslem repub
lics in former Soviet Central Asia and the re
gional tensions generated by Iran and Iraq. 
In addition, Turkish military leaders are 
grappling with a paradox of sponsoring U.N. 
assistance to Kurdish refugees from Iraq 
while simultaneously battling to suppress its 
own Kurdish separatist guerrillas. Turkish 
military leaders are also concentrating on 
completing a multi-year modernization ef-
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fort to enhance their armed forces ' mobili ty 
and small unit operations. 

In Eastern Europe, military leaderships 
have been eager to discard the responsibil
ities of the. Warsaw Pact's offensive doctrine. 
Public statements have unequivocally 
stressed the defense of national borders as 
the cornerstone of new military doctrines. 
Defensively-oriented troop redeployments 
and greater emphasis on defensive weapons 
systems (e .g . air defense missiles/radars) 
have corroborated the public posture. As 
noted above, Bulgaria has withdrawn troops 
from the Turkish border. Czech and Slovak 
Republics and Poland have drawn down 
forces from their borders with Germany. The 
negotiated withdrawal of Soviet troops is 
completed in the Czech and Slovak Republics 
and Hungary, and continuing apace in Po
land.5 

Reduction of nuclear reliance for European 
security 

Perhaps the single most important con
sequence of the last few years is the reduced 
reliance on nuclear weapons. The United 
States and Soviet Union signed the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) in July 
1991. Elaborating an agreement with the CIS 
successor states delayed the ratification 
process, but now Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, 
and Kazakhstan have signed a protocol gov
erning START implementation. U.S. pro
grams canceled as a result of START or uni
laterally include: the small " midgetman" 
ICBM, mobile launchers for MX and midget
man, SRAM II and SRAM-T air launched 
missiles. In July 1992, the United States 
completed withdrawal of land-based tactical 
nuclear weapons from Europe. The United 
States is also withdrawing 50% of its air
craft-borne nuclear weapons. The United 
Kingdom is following suit, withdrawing its 
tactical missiles and nuclear artillery from 
the Continent. France has canceled its 8-45 
mobile ICBM and medium-range Hades mis
sile programs. For its part, Russia an
nounced in May 1992 that all former Soviet 
nuclear weapons had been withdrawn to its 
territory. 

These events mark the end of NATO's 
" Flexible Response" doctrine, and now make 
nuclear weapons the " weapon of last resort." 
This is a position somewhat closer to that 
long-held by France and may allow closer co
operation on nuclear issues. As EC unity has 
grown, France has come under pressure to 
define the role of its nuclear forces within a 
common EC security policy. France has con
sequently offered to consult with the UK on 
future nuclear policy. 

Today, as the probability of East-West nu
clear confrontation wanes, the focus is on or
derly compliance with the START treaty, 
the possibility of further strategic reduc
tions, and efforts to stem nuclear prolifera
tion in the Third World. 

Out-of-Area Operations and Force Projection 
The Persian Gulf War, the on-going Yugo

slav crisis, and other smoldering regional 
conflicts have caused military establish
ments to focus upon out-of-area operations 
and force projection capabilities. For the 
United States, these are not new concerns. 
In the 20th century, indeed, all major U.S. 
military operations have been conducted at 
significant distance from national borders. 
The United Kingdom, as demonstrated in the 
Falkland Islands and the Persian Gulf War, 

5The largest Soviet force in Eastern Europe (ca . 
300,000) was located in East Germany. These troops 
are withdrawing to Russia in accordance with a ne
gotiated timetable. Their isolation and declining 
morale have deeply eroded their military capability. 

has traditionally maintained some force pro
jection capability. France provided forces in 
the Persian Gulf, and has carried out small 
unit military operations, primarily in 
Francophone Africa, on many occasions. 
But, for the most part, West European (par
ticularly NATO) military force structure, 
planning, and equipment have been designed 
for a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. The al
most simultaneous collapse of the Warsaw 
Pact and the outbreak of war in the Persian 
Gulf has now engendered a whole new range 
of military scenarios. 

Seeking to maintain its viability and in
fluence, and to focus on realistic security 
concerns, some NATO members have sought 
to redefine the alliance's purely defensive 
mission to include the option of out-of-area 
operations, particularly peace-keeping ef
forts. While military planning and force re
structuring is underway, the political ele
ments of this transformation still present 
problems. NATO can employ its military re
sources only on consensus--the agreement of 
all members. When its primary mission was 
to react to Warsaw Pact attack, the thresh
old and scope of action remained relatively 
clear. In dealing with lower-intensity con
flicts , e.g. the Yugoslav civil war, that clar
ity is lost. The timing and nature of response 
is subject to greater political debate. Fur
ther complicating the situation, France and 
Italy have opposed extending NATO's man
date to out-of-area operations, and Germany 
is in the midst of a constitutional debate 
over the use of its forces for purposes other 
than the defense of its national borders. 
Even if Germany resolves the constitutional 
issue in favor of permitting foreign deploy
ments, it may choose to act in these cases 
only under United Nations, CSCE, or WEU 
auspices, rather than NATO's. 

Some, particularly France, prefer the WEU 
as the means to handle out-of-area oper
ations. However, the WEU is a fledgling or
ganization , and cannot equal NATO capabili
ties. Most notably, the WEU allies, lacking 
U.S. membership, are severely limited in 
long-range air and sea transport. 

In the Yugoslav crisis, both NATO and the 
WEU have chosen to defer their authority for 
action to the United Nations, allowing that 
body visible authority to decide the timing 
and scope of operations. Today, several thou
sand troops from NATO member nations are 
on the ground as U.N. military observers, 
while NATO and WEU member naval units 
monitor the Adriatic. Some have argued that 
more decisive military action should be un
dertaken-particularly in defense of Bosnia
Herzegovina-while others believe that 
NATO's and the WEU's caution is wise in the 
face of the ethnic and geopolitical complex
ity involved. 

The Yugoslav crisis has also raised the 
question of how well trained European forces 
are for low-intensity warfare or peace-keep
ing missions. It has also introduced the con
cept of " peace-making", i.e. forcing warring 
factions to the peace table through military 
intervention. "Peace-making" has so far 
proven a mission to which no nation or orga
nization has been willing to dedicate forces. 

Independent of the question of political 
will, military capabilities will be a limiting 
factor for almost all European countries (and 
NATO and the WEU) for some time to come. 
Air/sealift, logistical support, naval air sup
port, and C3I are examples of existing equip
ment shortfalls. Therefore, out-of-area oper
ations present new procurement require
ments at a time of radically shrinking de
fense budgets. Although political rhetoric 
has committed NATO and WEU members to 

the out-of-area mission, it appears that ac
tual employment of forces, in all but mini
mal roles, may remain problematic for some 
time to come. 

Force structure reorganization 
As threat assessments, doctrine, and man

power levels change, NATO nations are reor
ganizing their force structures. Former War
saw Pact nations are widely discussing force 
structure reform, but undertaking little
aside from some reduction of army unit size. 

NATO has changed both its force structure 
concept and its command structure. NATO 
forces will be divided into three categories: 
Rapid Reaction Forces (10%), Main Defense 
Forces (60%) and Augmentation Forces 
(30%). Major operational commands will be 
Allied Command Europe and Allied Com
mand Atlantic, with three subordinate re
gional commands: Allied Forces South (Med
iterranean area); Allied Forces Central 
(Central Europe); and Allied Forces North
west (United Kingdom, Norway, North Sea). 

The hallmark of NATO's new force com
mand structure is multinationality. Pre
viously , NATO corps and divisions were 
based on primarily national forces. Now, all 
corps will be multinational and each re
gional command will have at least one mul
tinational division. This arrangement will 
permit nations to provide smaller units and 
perhaps allow greater specialization in the 
types of units provided. It will, however, de
mand such greater attention to interoper
ability of equipment, joint logistics, and 
multinational manuever unit training. Some 
have argued these reforms will undermine 
NATO's organizational strength, severely 
complicate command and control, and re
quire a level of interoperability NATO has 
never been able to achieve. These critics fear 
that NATO's organization has been driven 
more by political concerns than those of 
military effectiveness. Those supporting the 
reorganization argue that it is a rational re
sponse to the collapse of the Warsaw Pact 
and the reduction of military forces across 
the Continent. 

Among the more interesting of NATO's 
force structure innovations is the creation of 
the Rapid Reaction Forces (RRF). Concep
tually, these forces will replace the "front
line troops" once deployed along the Warsaw 
Pact border. Now, their number is much 
smaller and their mission is crisis manage
ment. They are to be kept at high readiness, 
able to deploy at full strength in a few days, 
and be capable of a wide variety of missions. 
The RRF will be under British command and 
will comprise: one British armor and one 
British motorized division, one multi
national airmobile division with British, 
Dutch, German, Belgian brigades; and one di
vision with Italian, Spanish, Greek, and 
Turkish brigades. One Germany-based U.S. 
division and aviation brigade may also be in
cluded in the RRF, only if2 U.S . divisions re
main in Europe. NATO's Standing Naval 
Forces in the Atlantic, Mediterranean, and 
English Channel will provide the RRF mari
time component. An RRF air staff is cur
rently planning the air component's com
position. 

The Main Defense Forces will have seven 
multinational corps with a total of 13-15 di
visions, which will include both active duty 
and reserve elements. The United States is 
slated to command one corps, with one or 
two U.S. divisions remaining in Europe aug
mented by a German division. The third ele
ment is Augmentation Forces, about 30% of 
the total , which will be North America-based 
U.S. and Canadian units, possibly com
plemented by Spanish and Portuguese 
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troops. Again, both active and reserve forces 
are included. Today, NATO is in the staffing 
and planning phase of this reorganization. 
Full operational capability for the new 
structure is not expected until the mid-nine
ties. 

Outside NATO, France is leading an effort 
to have the existing Franco-German brigade 
and corps serve as the nucleus of a multi
national WEU " Eurocorps." The UK, Nether
lands, Belgium, Spain, and Portugal have, 
with distinctly varying levels of enthusiasm, 
expressed interest in participating. It ap
pears likely that the units designated for 
"Eurocorps" will be those already assigned 
to NATO's RRF. This, coupled with French 
reluctance to clarify how the Eurocorps 
would coordinate with the NATO command 
structure, has raised concerns, particularly 
among U.S. policy makers. Again, the essen
tial question is whether the WEU effort is to 
complement NATO or compete with it. 
International security organizations realigned 
With the Warsaw Pact's and the Soviet 

Union's dissolution, the primary justifica
tion for NATO evaporated. Defense against a 
potential continent-wide invasion led by the 
Soviet Army is no longer the preeminent 
military concern for Western Europe or the 
United States. Consequently, NATO leaders, 
such as Secretary-General Manfred Woerner, 
have sought to redefine the alliance's pur
pose and reorganize its command and force 
structure in order to maintain its role as the 
preeminent military security organization in 
Europe. At the same time, new international 
forces have been created and other existing 
ones are striving to play more acti:ve role&
the West European Union (WEU), the North 
Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE). The result is a collage of 
acronyms representing organizations with 
overlapping memberships, complementary or 
redundant objectives. and often blurred lines 
of responsibilities. Adding to the complexity, 
the United Nations has assumed a much 
more active leadership role in international 
military activities. Each organization is oc
cupied today with finding the means and 
methods to fulfill the goals outlined by po
litical leaders. And, for most, concrete ac
complishment has fallen short of rhetoric. 

The cornerstone of NATO's uniqueness and 
strength in European affairs is its direct link 
with U.S. conventional and nuclear armed 
forces . This linkage, though still seen by 
many in Europe as critical, has lost some of 
its importance with the collapse of the So
viet Union. Greater numbers on both sides of 
the Atlantic now believe that U.S. influence 
and participation in European security af
fairs can or should be lessened. This belief is 
grounded in the assumption that European 
military capabilities are adequate to meet 
anticipated threats. Others are more hesi
tant to discard what they consider a proven 
formula for transatlantic cooperation. 

Indicative of the challenge to NATO's pri
macy are the Franco-German efforts to reju
venate the West European Union. Largely 
moribund since its inception in 1954, the 
WEU is a military alliance among nine mem
bers of the European Community (EC).s As 
the EC attempts to move towards a common 
political and foreign policy, endowing the 
WEU with an active command structure and 

6 Five NATO members are not WEU members
United States. Canada, Denmark, Iceland, and Nor
way. Greece and Turkey have been granted associate 
non-voting WEU membership. Denmark and Iceland 
are in the European Community , but not WEU mem
bers. 

designated military units appears a logical 
course to many. Supporters of a more active 
WEU characterize it as no threat to NATO's 
primacy, but rather a strengthening of 
NATO's " European pillar." They also believe 
the WEU could be a means for collective out
of-area military operations which NATO's 
charter has traditionally been interpreted to 
preclude. 

In an effort to avoid an image which one 
observer likened to Prandello's " Six Char
acters in Search of an Author, " NATO's lead
ership has argued for expanding its respon
sibilities to include support for Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe and 
U.N. military initiatives and peace-keeping 
operations whether out of area or not. As 
agreed at the NATO meeting in Oslo Septem
ber 1992, this would be on a " case by case" 
basis and only with members' full consensus. 
France, with limited success, has opposed ex
pansion or evolution of NATO responsibil
ities, reasoning that would allow the United 
States to continue too dominant an influ
ence on European security affairs. It has ar
gued for the WEU to take the lead. Some 
U.S. and NATO policy makers fear that rhet
oric to the contrary aside, the WEU's more 
vociferous supporters, particularly France 
and (to a lesser extent) Germany are seeking 
to establish a rival or successor to NATO
not a complementary organization. They 
argue that the focus on the WEU will serve 
to complicate political decision-making and 
confuse existing mechanisms for military co
ordination. For them, a fully capable WEU is 
at best duplicative, and at worst adversarial. 
They believe that in a period of shrinking de
fense budgets, resources dedicated to acti
vating the WEU will reduce those available 
to NATO. WEU supporters argue that mili
tary units could or will be " double-hatted", 
i.e. available to either organization depend
ing upon the contingency. Nevertheless, 
NATO remains the only European security 
organization with functioning military as
sets and command structure. 

Response to the conflict in Yugoslavia has 
provided an illustration of the currently 
competitive, yet curiously interdependent 
NATO/WEU relationship. During the CSCE 
summit in July 1992, the WEU foreign min
isters organized the dispatch of a naval flo
tilla to monitor maritime traffic in the Adri
atic off the coast of Yugoslavia. This action, 
reportedly a "surprise" to NATO leadership, 
evoked within hours an announcement that 
NATO, too, would send naval forces. 7 Today, 
these two naval forces patrol opposite edges 
of the Adriatic Sea, with ships from the 
same nations under separate NATO and WEU 
command, and coordination achieved by hav
ing the Italian navy lead both flotillas. One 
the land, the WEU again led the way, con
tributing 5,000 troops to the U.N. peacekeep
ing forces in Yugoslavia. NATO followed suit 
in September with a contingent of about 
2,000. However, those nations who had al
ready contributed to the WEU force are 
counting those 5,000 troops also as their 
NATO contribution, making the only actual 
NATO addition a 1,200-man Canadian contin
gent. This places troops from seven Euro
pean nations theoretically under the simul
taneous leadership of NATO, WEU, and Unit
ed Nations, in addition to their own national 
command authorities. It is not all clear how 
these various command structures intend to 
coordinate their efforts. 

Both the WEU and NATO have been criti
cized by some for failure to take more deci
sive action to end the fighting in Yugoslavia. 

7 AN 1217/92. 

The critics argue that Yugoslavia provides 
both institutions the opportunity to dem
onstrate their effectiveness in a post-cold 
war crisis. WEU leaders respond that the 
U.N. must take the lead role, and NATO offi
cers complain that they have been unable to 
take any action until NATO's WEU members 
have reached consensus within that organi
zation. 

A number of factors , (e.g., the political 
progress of the EC, the ultimate perform
ances in Yugoslavia) will determine the fu
ture status of the WEU. However, if it con
tinues to grow in responsibility, it seems 
that the relationship with NATO requires 
clearer political definition and a clearer 
military structure. It is now open for U.S. 
policymakers to determine how active a role 
they wish to play in the evolution of Euro
pean security organizations. 

Both NATOS and the WEU have sought to 
become more inclusive as the Cold War divi
sions have melted away. For its part, NATO 
has created the North Atlantic Coordinating 
Council (NACC) as a forum for consultation 
between NATO and former Warsaw Pact 
members. The NACC, meeting monthly at 
the ambassadorial level, confers on issues 
such as crisis management, conversion of de
fense industries, civilian command of the 
military and the revision of military doc
trines. It has also facilitated the exchange of 
officers and NATO training missions to the 
new democratic governments of Eastern Eu
rope. The NACC has served as a means to ex
tend NATO's influence among former War
saw Pact members, and at least an interim 
response to those (particularly Czecho
slovakia, Poland, and Hungary) that have 
broached the subject of NATO membership. 
The WEU has not established an equivalent 
institution, but has created associate mem
berships for Greece and Turkey. Czecho
slovakia, Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, and 
Romania have attended the WEU council 
meetings and may be extended associate 
membership in the near future . 

The most inclusive security organization 
in Europe is the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). With 52 mem
bers, the CSCE encompasses all European na
tions, all of the former Soviet Union, the 
United States, and Canada. It is the only Eu
ropean forum in which all nations on the 
continent stand as equal members. An orga
nization predating the Conference on Disar
mament in Europe, the CSCE gained promi
nence as a human rights forum, and will now 
oversee further Conventional Armed Forces 
in Europe negotiations (CFE1A/CFE2). The 
CSCE remains essentially a deliberative 
body. Its reliance upon full consensus for ac
tion handicaps its crisis management role , 
but the size of its membership ensures it will 
continue as an important forum for security 
issues that affect all of Eurasia. 

PROLIFERATION OF REGIONAL CONFLICTS 

With dissolution of the old political frame
work in Eastern Europe and the subsequent 
relaxation of superpower tension, regional 
conflicts began to proliferate. The most in
tense was the Persian Gulf War-a conflict 
that arguably would not have taken place in 
an atmosphere of U .S.-Soviet tension. Most, 
however, have been on a much smaller scale, 
as po'.itical, ethnic, and religious groups re
kindle old disputes. These have included: the 
Yugoslav civil war, the Armenian-Azeri con
flict in Ngorno-Karabakh, armed clashes in 
Georgia between political and ethnic fac
tions, civil war in Tajikistan, Kurdish insur
rection in Iraq and Turkey, and the conflict 
in Moldova between Rumanian and Russian 
factions. 
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These conflicts reflect centuries-old ani

mosities, deeply rooted in ethnic and reli
gious differences, and are not easily subject 
to political resolution. Although (the Per
sian Gulf War excepted) military interven
tion has been minimal, these conflicts have 
absorbed the attention of international secu
rity organizations and national military es
tablishments alike. The security organiza
tions today struggle to decide when, if, and 
what type of military intervention would be 
effective. National military leaders must de
termine what capabilities they may have to 
provide to fulfill political expectations. 

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION 

Future United States role in European military 
affairs 

There appears little doubt that, if current 
trends continue, the U.S. influence in Euro
pean military affairs will diminish during 
the 1990's. With the Warsaw Pact gone, and 
the former Soviet republics maintaining a 
conciliatory posture, U.S. nuclear deterrence 
has lost importance for many Europeans and 
Americans. While the United States is with
drawing the bulk of its conventional forces 
deployed in Europe, NATO, the primary me
dium of U.S. military influence in Europe, 
now faces the emergency of the WEU as an 
instrument of policy. The first major post
Cold War European military crisis-Yugo
slavia-has seen minimal U.S. participation 
outside the political realm; a situation some 
believe presages an increasing U.S. dis
engagement. 

The most tangible element of U.S. military 
influence in Europe has been the 300,000 per
sonnel stationed there. As withdrawals con
tinue, the debate continues over how many 
troops will remain and what will be the ef
fect on the U.S. role in Europe. In 1991, the 
Bush Administration, as part of its Base 
Force proposal, put the figure at 150,000. This 
was considered sufficient to maintain two di
visions, and support units for augmenting 
forces that would be brought from the Unit
ed States, if required. Congress, however, 
considered 150,000 personnel excessive. The 
FY 1993 Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act stipulates a 100,000 troop ceiling, ef
fective 1996. The Act specifies that reduc
tions should be proportional to each service's 
current deployment, leaving 60,000 Army, 
30,000 Air Force, and 10,000 Navy. This limit 
would permit one Army division, and an aus
tere logistical infrastructure. Supporters of 
this ceiling believe it provides adequate for
ward presence for any rapidly developing cri
sis, and a sufficient infrastructure to permit 
deployment of augmenting forces. Those who 
consider a higher troop ceiling appropriate 
fear the United States will be left with a 
token operational force in Europe, and that 
U.S. influence even within NATO could suf
fer both politically and in the command 
structure. Proponents of greater residual 
troop limits also point out that forces can 
often be deployed more rapidly to other 
troublespots (e.g. Middle East, Southwest 
Asia) from Europe than from the United 
States. 

The 100,000 ceiling has also come under fire 
from those who suggest an even smaller 
troop presence (e.g. 50,000). They contend 
that the United States' position as the only 
remaining nuclear superpower will permit it 
to exercise sufficient influence in European 
military affairs. For many who support 
lower troop levels, the issue is closely tied to 
that of burdensharing-requiring our allies 
to take on a larger share of joint security re
sponsibilities. They question the extent to 
which the United States should become in
volved in smaller regional crises, and believe 

that our unique range of military capabili
ties (and current European deficiencies) will 
ensure the United States adequate influence 
or participation, if desired, in any major cri
sis. 

The debate over the extent of the U.S. role 
in European security affairs in general, and 
troop levels in particular, is not finished and 
will most probably be re-visited in the 103rd 
Congress. 

New defense goals and military capabilities 
For many NATO members, the question of 

whether military capabilities are consonant 
with new defense goals remains open. De
fense goals have been articulated at the po
litical level-generally in terms of smaller, 
better-trained, better-equipped, and more 
mobile forces, capable of rapid reaction and 
extensively augmented by reserves-but im
plementation is widely expected to take the 
better part of the decade. While revisions of 
doctrine, restructuring of forces, and re-eval
uations of mission have just started, defense 
budget cuts and personnel reductions are 
well underway. Many Western military lead
ers are concerned that budget and manpower 
cuts are being driven primarily by domestic 
political demands that may leave military 
capabilities inadequate for the missions ex
pected. 

In Britain, France, and the Netherlands, 
military leaders have objected to the pace 
and extent of army manpower reductions, 
anticipating "hollow" combat units. In 
France, the Iberian nations, and Belgium, 
military leaders have objected to reducing 
conscription and/or the length of conscripted 
service, citing adverse effects on training 
and readiness. They have also criticized 
some procurement program cancellations or 
modifications (e.g., a second French aircraft 
carrier, the multinational European Fighter 
Aircraft) as hampering force projection capa
bilities. 

An area of particular concern, for both the 
United States and its European allies is sea 
and airlift. Though the United States has by 
far the greatest strategic lift capability in 
the world, distances to probable trouble 
spots are great, and U.S. forces are very 
"equipment-heavy". The lessons of the Per
sian Gulf War and the reductions of forward
based troops have put an emphasis on strate
gic transport. Nevertheless, continued cost 
overruns and tighter defense budgeting are 
slowing programs like the C-17 transport and 
fast sealift vessels. NATO allies, though ad
vocating more mobile forces-both tactically 
and strategically-have very limited capa
bilities. It is yet to be seen if future procure
ment programs will be adjusted to address 
this. 

With reduced active duty personnel 
strengths, more reliance will be placed upon 
reserve forces of all types, particularly in 
the event of a major conflict. However, it is 
not clear if additional resources will be 
available to improve reserve training and 
equipment. Current trends in the United 
States and Europe show reductions in re
serve personnel and overall reserve funding. 

Among newly independent East European 
members, consistency of defense goals and 
capabilities does not present as many chal
lenges. In discarding the offensively oriented 
Warsaw Pact doctrine, and emphasizing only 
defense of national borders, these nations 
have reduced the demands upon their armed 
forces. Political instability and economic 
dislocation have precluded consideration of 
new challenges, such as out-of-area oper
ations. For the most part, defense goals have 
been restricted to maintaining an adequate 
professional military cadre, carrying out 

very limited equipmen~ modernization, and 
maintaining internal security. 

Roles of International Security Organizations 
With 1992 drawing to a close, much remains 

unsettled about the roles of Europe's inter
national security organizations. For the last 
two years, the actions of NATO, the WEU, 
CSCE, and the United Nations have been re
active, characterized by ad hoc coordination. 
They have not been able to play a deterrent 
role in regional crises. Organizational com
petition has often underlain the rhetoric of 
cooperation. U.S. policymakers now face the 
formative period of a totally new European 
security alignment. They must balance a de
sire for reduced overseas presence against 
the desire to participate in Europe's new se
curity structures. The future roles and rela
tionships of these organizations will, to a 
significant extent, define the parameters of 
U.S. participation and influence in European 
military affairs.• 

TRffiUTE TO FLORIDA LAW RE-
LATED EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

• Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we are 
a diverse nation. Indeed, diversity is 
part of our richness. 

As Americans, we came from many 
places featuring many cultures. My 
family was from Scotland. One of our 
foundations for unity amidst diversity 
is our Constitution. 

In this era of swirling change, the 
importance of understanding our his
tory and our Constitution is more vital 
than ever. 

We in the United States, as founders 
of the world's most enduring constitu
tional democracy, have a special re
sponsibility to hold high the standards 
of freedom. 

What better time to impress on our 
own young people the cherished values 
first written in the Declaration of Inde
pendence and embodied in our Con
stitution? By instilling in our youth an 
appreciation for liberty, we assure lib
erty for generations to come. 

In this spirit, I am pleased to re~og
nize a group of State and district coor
dinators who have demonstrated
through the "We The People" Bicen
tennial programs on the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights-exemplary ef
forts to enhance our student's civic 
education. 

The individuals are: Theresa Bryant, 
Eugene Cain, Suzanne Prior, Steve 
Kovacs, George Jeandheur, John Doyle, 
Paul Hanson, James Elliott, Charles 
Fleming, Connie Hankins, Sheila Kel
ler, Patricia Segrest, Karen Cloud, 
Christa Lira, Bill Massolio, Judy 
Nugent, Steve Byrne, Dr. James Moore, 
Annette Boyd Pitts, Louie Roos, Clin
ton Rouse, Cynthia Ryan, Patricia 
Segrest, Kathy Steiner, Warren Tracy, 
and Dr. Theron Trimble. 

These people coordinate the "We The 
People * * * Bicentennial Competi
tion,'' its noncompetitive companion 
program, Congress and the Constitu
tion and the National Historical Pic
torial Map Con test. 

Through the dedicated and voluntary 
efforts of these people, thousands of 
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upper elementary, middle, and high 
school students are able to participate 
in this program. This curriculum, 
based on the Principles of the Declara
tion of Independence, introduces stu
dents to the philosophical ideas of our 
founding fathers, the historical back
ground of the Philadelphia Convention 
and the issues and debates that shaped 
the writing of our Constitution. Stu
dents learn how our Government is or
ganized and how it protects the rights 
and liberties of all citizens. Most im
portantly, students learn the respon
sibilities that accompany the rights of 
citizenship in the democracy. 

Preserving the tradition of debate of 
fundamental issues is our pledge to the 
world that freedom and justice will 
prevail. 

These programs also help teach our 
youth the responsibilities that accom
pany the rights of citizenship in a de
mocracy. I am honored to express ad
miration and gratitude to these coordi
nators for their contributions to the 
development of competent and respon
sible citizenship.• 

TRIBUTE TO AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
CONGRESSIONAL PIONEERS 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to some very spe
cial people who have made many great 
contributions to our great country, the 
African-American congressional pio
neers. For it is on Friday, February 26, 
that NOBLE [National Organization of 
Black Law Enforcement Executives] 
and the Bowling Green Association will 
honor the first African-Americans to 
enter the U.S. Congress with a festive 
awards ceremony. This special night of 
honor is being held at Federal Hall Na
tional Monument in New York and will 
highlight the distinguished careers of 
Hiram Rhodes Revels, Joseph H. 
Rainey, and Blanche K. Bruce. 

Hiram Rhodes Revels of Mississippi 
became the first African-American 
Member of Congress on February 25, 
1870. He served in the Senate in the 41st 
Congress. He has the distinction of 
being the first African-American Mem
ber of the Senate and the first African
American Member of Congress from 
Mississippi. Joseph H. Rainey of South 
Carolina served in the 41st Congress be
ginning December 12, 1870, and was the 
first African-American Member of the 
House of Representatives as well as the 
first African-American Member of Con
gress from South Carolina. Blanche K. 
Bruce was the first African-American 
elected to the U.S. Senate from Mis
sissippi; elected as a Republican to the 
44th through the 46th Congresses. 

I would like each of us to remember 
the many contributions that have been 
made by these ipdividuals and pay trib
ute their combined years of dedication 
and fine leadership. Their outstanding 
qualities of enlightened leadership and 
exceptional dedication brought them 

to Washington where they became in
strumental in crafting our Nation's 
laws. They served our country with 
great distinction; A grateful Nation re
members and will commemorate Hiram 
Rhodes Revels, Joseph H. Rainey, 
Blanche K. Bruce, and the many other 
African-Americans who have served in 
Congress; they have sought to accom
plish great things and they have left a 
monumental legacy. 

It is only right that this celebration 
go forth and that a special Revels
Rainey NOBLE Leadership Award be 
presented as a way of remembering a 
rich heritage in Congress. I ask my col
leagues to join me in remembering this 
important date in history this year and 
in the years to come.• 

TRIBUTE TO MARK BREWER 
• Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize and pay tribute to 
the manager of Salisbury-Wicomico 
County Regional Airport, Mark Brew
er, for his years of meritorious service 
to Wicomico County and the Eastern 
Shore of Maryland. Mark is moving on 
to a new airport management position 
outside of Maryland and I, and many 
others in our State, are sorry to see 
him go. 

For over 7 years, Mark has been a 
forceful and effective advocate for 
Salisbury-Wicomico Regional Airport
the second largest airport in Maryland 
and the busiest airport on the Del
marva Peninsula. Under his leadership, 
the airport has become one of the fast
est growing commuter airports in our 
State, handling more than 125,000 pas
sengers annually and serving an area of 
more than 1,000 square miles. It is not 
only a vital link in the region's trans
portation network, but also a leading 
element in the Eastern Shore's strat
egy to attract new business and tour
ism. 

During his tenure at SBY, as the air
port is known, Mark managed and im
plemented a major airport moderniza
tion and expansion program, the cen
terpiece of which was the development 
of a new airline terminal complex, 
completed in 1990. Mark worked hard 
to ensure the highest possible level of 
safety and services at the airport, and 
it was through his efforts that we have 
been able to keep the flight service sta
tion operating. His dedication to avia
tion is evident not only in his career, 
but in his community and professional 
activities as well. Mark has been ac
tively involved in an innovative pro
gram called Opportunity Skyway 
which is targeted toward educating and 
encouraging inner-city high school stu
dents to pursue careers in aviation. He 
worked closely with the University of 
Maryland Eastern Shore Aviation 
Science Program and was the imme
diate past present of the northeast 
chapter of the American Association of 
Airport Executives. 

Mark Brewer managed and rep
resented the airport skillfully and with 
great success. He leaves behind an air
port that has been modernized and im
proved due to his efforts, and many 
friends who are appreciative of his 
leadership. I know he will be successful 
in his new endeavors. I ask my col
leagues to join me in wishing him and 
his family the best of luck.• 

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
AND THE UNIVERSITY OF MON
TANA CELEBRATE THEIR 
CENTENNIALS 

• Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I would 
like to extend my congratulations to 
two fine institutions in my State of 
Montana as they celebrate their 
centennials. Montana State University 
turned 100 years old yesterday, and the 
University of Montana celebrates the 
same milestone today. 

Both Montana State University and 
the University of Montana are land 
grant universities. In my opinion, the 
creation of land grant institutions 
under the Morrill Act was one of our 
Government's finest accomplishments. 
President Abraham Lincoln, 131 years 
ago, signed the act into law. 

Lincoln, Jefferson, and other for
ward-thinking individuals knew that 
education and quality of life are close
ly related. Their vision is at the heart 
of land grant universities: practical 
education, open to all. Under this idea, 
every citizen of every State-regardless 
of their financial resources-shall have 
access to a higher education. 

Just as importantly, land grant uni
versities are the center of research and 
extension services, which benefit all of 
those who live in the State. 

The people in my State have been 
well-served by Montana State Univer
sity and the University of Montana. 
Not only do these institutions provide 
important research in biotechnology 
and agriculture-they also count sev
eral Rhodes scholars, a Nobel Prize re
cipient, an astronaut, and former Sen
ator Mike Mansfield among their grad
uates. Keely, my daughter, will be 
graduating from MSU as well. 

Just as importantly, though, are the 
thousands of graduates who have gone 
on to contribute to society as sci
entists, teachers, businesspeople, and 
nurses. Without land grant univer
sities, many of these folks would not 
have had the opportunity to further 
their education. 

As those of us at the Federal, and 
State level determine the priorities for 
public funds, we must not forget the 
basic premise that, of all the services 
demanded by our constituents, edu
cation should be our highest priority. 
The very basis of a free society and the 
success behind self government is an 
educated mind. 

Again, let me extend my congratula
tions to Montana State University and 
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the University of Montana for a job 
well done. The past 100 years have been 
productive, and I know the next 100 
will be even more exciting .• 

TRIBUTE TO MARC LANDON STEIN 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Marc Landon 
Stein, a senior at Beech High School in 
Hendersonville, TN. Marc has been 
named a regional recipient of the AAU/ 
Mars Milky Way High School All
American Award. Marc is one of eight 
students chosen from a group of 13,000 
who were nominated for this award. 
This award is given in recognition of 
his numerous achievements in school 
and his community. 

Marc has distinguished himself aca
demically, athletically and through 
community service. He is a member of 
the National Honor Society and is a 
National Merit Scholarship Com
mended Student. Marc has also been 
honored as a U.S. Achievement Acad
emy All-American for the past 3 years 
and was selected to attend the Ten
nessee Governor's School for the 
Sciences. 

In addition to his rigorous academic 
schedule, Marc has been on the Beech 
High School varsity soccer team for 
the past 4 years. He also participated 
in football and cross-country, and he 
was awarded the Student Athlete 
Award of Merit for his success in these 
three sports. 

Marc also finds the time to volunteer 
in his community. During the summer, 
he participated in the Appalachian 
service project to repair buildings in 
the region, and this year he is acting as 
chairperson for the ASP planning com
mittee. He also helps with the Meals
on-Wheels Program and the Beautiful 
Henderson Recycling Center. 

Marc's concern for those around him 
was evidenced by his selfless effort to 
help an elderly woman who was injured 
in a car accident. He was awarded the 
Mayor's Certificate of Recognition for 
Heroic Rescue of Accident Victim and 
the Woodsman of the World Lifesaving 
Commendation as a result. 

Mr. President, I commend Marc Stein 
on his award and the exemplary record 
he has made for himself. He is an ex
traordinary young man with a bright 
future ahead of him, and I join his fam
ily and friends in extending my con
gratulations.• 

SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS 
LIMIT UNFAIR 

• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to add my name as a cosponsor 
to the legislation introduced by my 
distinguished colleague from Arizona 
to repeal the Social Security earnings 
test for seniors between the ages of 65 · 
and 69. 

This bill is identical to that adopted 
by the Senate last year as an amend-

ment to the Older Americans Act reau
thorization bill. Because some in Con
gress objected, however, the provision 
had to be dropped from the final ver
sion of the bill. 

So while some progress was made 
with the passage of the bill in the Sen
ate, more work needs to be done to 
bring about fair treatment for seniors. 
That is why I am continuing the fight. 
I am again cosponsoring the legislation 
to repeal the earnings test. I will again 
ask for help from the seniors of my 
State to convince Congress to repeal 
this law. I will again press for passage 
of this bill and its signing in to law to 
rectify, at long last, this unfair and 
discriminatory situation. 

I say it is unfair and discriminatory, 
Mr. President, because one tenet with 
which I believe most Americans agree 
is that people should be paid fairly ac
cording to their abilities. But that is 
not the case with our working seniors. 
They are penalized only because they 
receive Social Security, and only be
cause they are over 65 years old. 

The current Social Security earnings 
test mandates benefit reductions for 
those seniors who choose to remain 
productive and contribute to our soci
ety. For seniors ages 65 to 69, the cur
rent regulations will cause a $1 reduc
tion in benefits for every $3 earned over 
the ceiling of $10,560. This 331/a percent 
tax is placed on top of all the other 
taxes seniors must pay on earned in
come. How is it fair to burden seniors 
with extraordinarily high taxes and pe
nalize them for contributing to our 
economy? 

It is an abomination to discourage 
the productive behavior of Americans, 
especially Americans who are among 
our most highly trained and motivated 
workers. Every study I have seen shows 
that millions of seniors want to work. 
And I have heard from countless sen
iors from the State of Washington who 
express outrage at being penalized by 
their government for continuing to 
work past age 65. 

Not only is continued productivity 
an endeavor which adds to our econ
omy, it also promotes a positive sense 
of well-being and importance in our 
seniors. It connects them with their 
communities. We should not lock out 
or penalize seniors who get satisfaction 
and fulfillment from working. 

I look forward to the day when our 
seniors can easily decide whether con
tinued or additional work makes sense 
for them without having to calculate 
the deduction in Social Security. Extra 
initiative, Mr. President, should be re
warded, not penalized, by the Govern
ment. 

The Social Security earnings test 
should be repealed.• 

HISPANIC WOMEN LEADERS GATH
ER FOR FIRST NATIONAL HIS
PANIC WOMEN'S SUMMIT 

• Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, on Feb
ruary 6, 1993, a group of Hispanic 
women leaders from across the United 
States gathered in Washington, DC, to 
convene the first National Women's 
Hispanic Summit. They discussed an 
array of challenging situations facing 
Hispanic women of today. 

The National Hispanic Women's sum
mit was sponsored by the Vista Insti
tute for ·Hispanic Studies, and was 
chaired by Hispanic activist, Maria 
Elena Torano, president and CEO of 
Miami-based Maria Elena Torano and 
Associates, [META], a national man
agement consulting firm. 

The purpose of this summit was to 
assure, assist, and promote the expan
sion and inclusion of able Hispanic 
women at the highest levels of Amer
ican society. By identifying unique 
problems and suggesting appropriate 
strategies to be replicated, women who 
want to succeed in business, govern
ment, academia, and other professions 
are learning of their options, and how 
to access them. 

These professional women corrobo
rated and analyzed many of their expe
riences. The result-a series of rec
ommendations to promote opportuni
ties for their future. The results of the 
summit will be published by Vista in 
March. 

The 46 women from across the United 
States who were selected to be partici
pants are all proven leaders in their 
communities. Many of them are His
panic leaders who are corporate execu
tives, entrepreneurs, scholars, mem
bers of the media, and elected and ap
pointed officials. 

I would like to commend these lead
ers for their impressive efforts to pro
mote greater awareness toward elimi
nating barriers and promoting a posi
tive attitude toward women in the 
work environment. 

Deborah Aguiar-Velez, Linda Alva
rez, Gigi Anders, Patricia Asip, Annie 
Betancourt, Blandina Cardenas, Alicia 
Casanova, Raquel Cohen, Cynthia Cruz, 
Miriam Cruz, Patricia Diaz-Dennis, and 
Rita DiMartino. 

Dorita deLemos Down, Carmen 
Delgado Votaw, Beverly Vigil 
Ellerman, Ana Fontana, Nely Galan, 
Juliet Garcia, Elsa Gomez, Josie 
Goytisolo, Ana M. Guzman, Luz Hope
well, Wanda Hopkins, and Bobbi Ibarra. 

Ada R. Pena, Anita Perez Ferguson, 
Leticia Quezada, Rosemary Ravinal, 
Gloria Rodriguez, Lula Rodriguez, Mar
garita Roque, Miriam Santos, Yvonne 
Soler, Maria Elena Torano, Ivette 
Torres, Teresa McBride, Elvira 
Valenzuela Crocker, and Angela 
Zavala. 

I ask you to join me in congratulat
ing these inspiring women leaders on a 
successful summi t.• 
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THE 1688+ ATTACK SUBMARINE 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, since 
proposing an 1688+ attack submarine, 
the most frequent question I have been 
asked is, what does the Navy think 
about your proposal? For those who 
missed my last two statements, by 
1688+, I mean a baseline 1688-class sub 
with the inclusion, on a case-by-case 
basis, of new technologies, Seawolf-de
rivative or not, that are more afford
able than those currently fielded by 
the 1688-class, offer identical or im~ 
proved capabilities, and match or bet
ter both the weight and space foot
prints and the power and cooling re
quirements of the systems or compo
nents being replaced. 

To date, I have received no reaction 
from the Navy. Frankly, with the 
budget in limbo, I would expect none. 
However, my proposal did not emerge 
out of a vacuum. To be fair, the genesis 
of my proposal was a report entitled 
"Report on Preservation of U.S. Nu
clear Submarine Capability" prepared 
by Adm. Bruce DeMars, Director, 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion, for then-As
sistant Secretary of the Navy-Re
search, Development, and Acquisi
tion-Gerald Cann. Admiral DeMars 
strongly advocated reopening the im
proved 688 class line. In a forceful and 
eloquent discussion of the problems 
facing the submarine community, the 
admiral made it clear that "prompt 
commitment to a one-a-year SSN 6881 
multiyear procurement was essential 
to bridge the gap to Centurion and to 
provide focus for industry and Govern
ment downsizing efforts." 

I agree. 
So, in effect, the question is less one 

of what the Navy thinks of my idea, 
and more one of what I think of the 
Navy's idea. I believe that restarting 
the 1688 line, and at the same time 
challenging industry to come up with 
creative options that enhance the af-

fordability of the baseline design, is 
the only way to put a submarine in this 
year's Defense authorization and ap
propriations bills. I look to my col
leagues, and industry itself, for support 
as we move through the budget cycle.• 

WASHINGTON'S FAREWELL 
ADDRESS 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con
sent that the reading of Washington's 
Farewell Address by the junior Senator 
from Idaho, Senator KEMPTHORNE, pre
viously ordered to occur on Tuesday, 
February 23, occur on Wednesday, Feb
ruary 24 at 10 a.m. 

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE 
PRINTING OF CERTAIN RULES 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to the im
mediate consideration of Senate Reso
lution 72 reported earlier today by the 
Senate Rules Committee, the resolu
tion to authorize the printing of a col
lection of the rules of the committees 
of the Senate; that the resolution be 
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 72) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 72 
Resolved, That a collection of the rules of 

the committees of the Senate, together with 
related materials, be printed as a Senate 
document, and that there be printed 600 addi
tional copies of such document for the use of 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, FEBRUARY 
22, 1993 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ·ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-

ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10 a.m., Monday, 
February 22, for a pro forma session 
only; that upon the conclusion of the 
pro forma session, the Senate stand in 
recess until 10 a.m., Wednesday, Feb
ruary 24; that on Wednesday, following 
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings 
be deemed approved to date and the 
time for the two leaders reserved for 
their use later in the day; that Senator 
KEMPTHORNE then be recognized to read 
Washington's Farewell Address, pursu
ant to the previous unanimous consent 
agreement; that upon the conclusion of 
the reading of the Farewell Address, 
there be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business not to extend 
beyond 12 noon, with Senators per
mitted to speak therein for not to ex
ceed 10 minutes each. 

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

RECESS UNTIL MONDAY, 
FEBRUARY 22, 1993 AT 10 A.M. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate 
today, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess until10 
a.m., Monday, February 22, 1993. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:50 p.m., recessed until Monday, 
February, 22, 1993, at 10 a.m. 

CONFffiMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 

the Senate February 18, 1993: 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

MADELEINE KUNIN. OF VERMONT. TO BE DEPUTY SEC
RETARY OF EDUCATION. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE' S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CANADIAN HEALTH CARE 

HON. CHRISTOPHER COX 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. COX. Recently, one of my constitu
ents-a medical doctor-provided me with the 
following analysis of the Canadian health care 
system. The failures in that system are de
tailed for the RECORD. 
WHY THE CANADIAN MEDICAL SYSTEM DOESN'T 

WORK 

In these days when just about everyone has 
a "solution" to the real or imagined medical 
care crisis, it is popular among some politi
cians and some self-proclaimed medical 
"thinkers" to espouse a system in the 
United States similar to the one that's been 
in place in Canada for over 25 years. 

These people fall into two categories
those who are grossly uninformed, or those 
who know the truth, but suppress it in order 
to push their own agendas. It is important to 
realize that there are a lot of people in this 
world who absolutely know what's good for 
the rest of us, and who do not let facts get in 
their way. These people. are often loud, force
ful, and argumentative in presenting their 
point of view. There is nothing so scary in 
this world as a social zealot, determined to 
show the rest of us the true way to social, 
economic, or health care salvation. To com
bat their ignorance, we must have the facts. 

SOME DEMOGRAPlllCS 

Let's look closely at Canada and its health 
care system. First. in case you've forgotten, 
or never paid attention during geography 
class, you must know that Canada is slightly 
larger in size than the United States, al
though its population of about 25 million is 
only one-tenth of ours. Of course. much of 
Canada lies above the Arctic Circle. and is 
inhabited by a few Eskimos, but mainly by 
moose and other wildlife. 

The first fact that jumps out of the lit
erature is that in all this vast land, there are 
only 13 MRI units. Even eliminating the 
northern regions, that's quite a few units 
spread out over quite a bit of land. By com
parison, in the United States. there are 1,300. 
A little simple arithmetic indicates that for 
one-tenth the people, Canada has one one
hundredth of the MRI units. This means it 
has one tenth as many MRis per person as we 
do. If MRis are an indication of other medi
cal equipment, and they are, the conclusion 
is obvious-in Canada, state of the art diag
nostic equipment is in short supply. 

The reason for this relates to the political 
football type of funding of the Canadian 
Health system. This year's budget is based 
on last year's expenditures, with a small in
crease for inflation and cost of living some
times thrown in. The problem is that medi
cal technology increases at a rate of 12 per
cent per year, and there is no allocation for 
that. Worse yet, the government's solution 
to many fiscal problems is often to simply 
cut expenditures and reduce fees. You can 
see how much this leaves for all the new, ex
pensive technology. 

The good things about the Canadian sys
tem are that it is free to all Canadians who 
register for the program, and the citizenry 
seem to like it, with certain exceptions we 
will discuss below. But the Canadians do 
have access to care. At least, they get in the 
door. 

The program is advertised as a single 
payor system, but in reality there is a sys
tem for each of the ten provinces, although 
they are all very similar. The good part for 
the doctors is that they have only one bill to 
submit to one payor. The bad part is that 
when you have only one boss, you are really 
dependent on him. According to our sources, 
a family practitioner who's willing to grind 
out a high volume practice mill, running pa
tients through as fast as possible, can earn a 
reasonable living. 

What most of the Canadians don't realize 
is that they are paying dearly for their 
health care system, with a much higher tax 
rate than we have here. Their maximum is 
about 60 percent, compared to about 40 per
cent in this country. Put another way, an 
American works each year until May lOth to 
pay his taxes. The rest of the year he works 
for himself. A Canadian works until July 
14-two months longer, and more than half 
the year-to satisfy his annual tax burden. 

THERE IS NOTillNG LIKE A GOOD MYTH 

There are certain myths about the Cana
dian system that are commonly used to show 
how superior it is. One is that it costs less. 
Accordingly to our sources, that depends on 
how you do your bookkeeping. American fig
ures on health care spending include long 
term nursing home care. The Canadian fig
ures do not, because that kind of care is out
side the medical system. It is covered, in
stead, by the general welfare expenditures, 
and how much it really costs is unknown. 
Some people, who are no doubt cynics. think 
that if the same bookkeeping system were 
used on both sides of the border, the costs 
would come out about the same. 

The second myth is that Canadians live 
longer, and therefore their system must be 
better. As we all remember from school, this 
is the old "A is true and B is true"-but are 
they related as to cause and effect? The ad
vocates of the Canadian system blithely as
sume that they are. because that's what they 
want to believe. Or want us to believe. 

The fact is that the Canadians are a little 
younger than we are. They have less people. 
proportionately. over 65 years of age, and 
anyone who has studied mortality statistics 
knows that death rates begin to escalate rap
idly with old age. Hell, old people are likely 
to die-they knew that a thousand years ago, 
without benefit of statistics. 

Another facet is that the Canadian popu
lation, with the exception of the Indians and 
the Eskimos, is much more homogeneous 
than ours. In fact. every time you hear about 
the wonderful mortality statistics in some 
other country-Canada, Germany, Sweden
compare that country's population mix with 
ours. 

In America, we're almost like a third world 
country, with the huge influx of Central 
Americans. Asiatics, and Europeans. (It's 
probably safe to assume that we don't get 
the richest, healthiest Europeans, Vietnam-

ese, and Mexicans emigrating to our shores.) 
This is not a matter of racial bias. It's just 
a geo-political-medical fact. Diseases 
thought to be dead in this country, like tu
berculosis, are having a renaissance. 

Consider also our murder rates, which are 
astounding, and their effect on overall mor
tality. Every 18 year old gunned down 1n 
gang warfare has a negative influence on life 
expectancy statistics. 

One other thing. The benefits of the Cana
dian system seem to have escaped their na
tive Indian and Eskimo populations-the 
mortality rates of those unfortunates are 
equal to ·those of third world countries. 

CONTROLLING COSTS 

Since the health care budget is decided by 
the legislature, it follows that it is subject 
to yearly, politically motivated battles over 
how much to spend, and for what. Canada's 
recession has been at least as severe as ours, 
and faced with a lack . of money, it is all too 
popular to blame the doctors, or to claim 
that there is too much waste in the system, 
and therefore to cut the budget for it. (Does 
this sound like President-elect Clinton. 
claiming there is waste in the system, and if 
we could just wiring it out, we'd solve the 
health care crisis?) 

In 1987, The Ontario Liberal Party got 
elected to power by acknowledging that 4,400 
new hospital beds were needed, and by pledg
ing $850 million for the project. In 1989, the 
program was quietly cancelled, with only 80 
new beds having been put into service. 

Another method the Canadian provinces 
use to control costs is to put a cap on doc
tors' incomes. This is a cap on gross receipts, 
not on net income. The only solution for the 
hapless Canadian doctor has been to simply 
close his office towards the end of the year. 
It's that or work for nothing. (Yes, this does 
sound like the global budgets and expendi
ture caps that some people propose for the 
United States.) 

The Canadian government's counter to this 
maneuver is to make it a monthly cap. 
That's typical politician thinking-a non
solution. So the doctors simply close for a 
few days every month, or regulate their 
practices by seeing less patients on a daily 
basis. 

And who suffers for this? The patients, of 
course. They get to wait days and weeks for 
their appointments. We are reliably in
formed that for cataract surgery in one prov
ince, there is a six-month wait just to see 
the doctor, followed by a two to three year 
wait for the surgery. The docs almost never 
schedule the second eye, because the pa
tients don't live long enough. (Does this 
sound as terribly cruel to you readers as it 
does to this writer?) 

THE CANADIAN SAFETY VALVE 

These unconscionable delays occur in other 
types of surgery, too. like hernias and coro
nary bypasses. Hernias are not so urgent, of 
course, but one solution the Canadians have 
used is to contract with U.S. facilities to do 
the work. The University of Washington. in 
Seattle. as a result of such a deal , has re
paired an awful lot of hernias. But then, the 
Canadian citizens had to travel 100 miles or 
more for a simple, basic operation that 

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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should have been readily available to them 
at home. 

Coronary bypasses, of course , are often ur
gently needed. When the backlog got too 
long a few years ago, and patients died while 
waiting for surgery, a private citizens' group 
in Ontario contracted out the surgery to 
nearby Detroit area facilities. A waiting pe
riod of three to six months, just for the 
angiography, and another six to nine months 
for the surgery, is not uncommon for people 
who need coronary bypass. All the patient 
has to do is stay alive until he gets his turn 
to be treated. 

Since there is no private practice outside 
the system permitted in Canada, one has to 
wonder, what do the rich do when they need 
care? To no one's surprise, they head south 
to the United States. The rich always find a 
way to get what they want or need. But 
imagine if the U.S. had a system like the Ca
nadian one. Where then would the U.S. and 
Canadian patients urgently in need of coro
nary bypass, or radiation treatment of their 
cancers, go? 

In other words, we are a safety valve for 
the inefficient Canadian system. But if we 
were the same as them, there would be no 
place to which desperate patients or doctors 
could flee. Except maybe to Tijuana. Now 
there's a chilling thought. 

MORE ClllLLING THOUGHTS 

Here are a few more to curdle your blood. 
In Quebec, city docs get 80 percent for the 
same service for which rural docs get 115 per
cent. Well , that's not too bad. At least the 
doctor has a choice. 

But in British Columbia, a physician must 
practice his specialty in a location specified 
by the Minister of Health, in order to be paid 
by the plan. Since there is no other way of 
getting paid, that takes care of the free 
choice option. 

In 1989 in Ontario, all hospital staffs were 
frozen for two years, while the government 
assessed the fiscal impact of letting more 
physicians hold privileges. (And good luck to 
you, new doctor, with no place to practice.) 

A survey in Ontario that same year indi
cated that only two percent of Canadian phy
sicians were satisfied with their relationship 
with the government. Of course, we all know 
that many Canadian doctors have migrated 
south to the United States. We personally 
don't know of any U.S. docs who have mi
grated to Canada. Apparently, in health 
care, the geese only fly one way. 

In 1989, the Princess Margaret hospital, 
short on technical staff, simply closed its fa
cilities for four months to new patients in 
need of radiation oncology. How many pa
tients did poorly from the lack of necessary 
care is not known, but eventually the gov
ernment found the money to pay the tech
nical help a decent wage. 

Canadian fee scales are set unilaterally by 
the provinces, although with a token input 
from physicians, and are about at Medicaid 
levels. And remember, after the low fees and 
the income caps, the doctor still has to deal 
with the 60 percent tax rate. 

And here 's the worst of all- When one 
large Ottawa chronic care hospital found on 
analysis that CPR was not cost-effective, it 
adopted a uniform no resuscitation policy for 
all patients. 

CANADIAN PRIORITIES 

In summary, it appears that the Canadian 
system offers bare bones, " yes you can see 
the doctor anytime, but you may not get the 
treatment you need" care. On deeper analy
sis, even this superficial impression does not 
sustain. In Canada, it's obvious, the dollar 
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comes first, the patient second, and the doc
tor last. 

We are tempted to call it "Gestapo medi
cine." The only surprise is that there are not 
guards armed with AK-47s posed in every 
doctor's office. The system tells the doctor 
where to practice, limits his ability to take 
care of the patients, and then grossly 
underpays him. 

From time to time in Canada, there have 
been doctor work slowdowns and stoppages. 
The first of these occurred in 1962, when a 
Socialist government in Saskatchewan 
promised universal health care. Many doc
tors left the province then, and the doctors 
essentially won the battle, being allowed to 
balance bill above what the government plan 
paid. 

But a process was set in motion where the 
doctors were propagandized as being opposed 
to the public interest, instead of being the 
defenders of a high level of medical care. In 
retrospect, of course, the doctors were so 
right. This process still prevails today, with 
politicians getting themselves elected by at
tacking doctors, and with individual doctors 
even slandered on the floor of the legisla
tures. 

Another strike occurred in 1986, and the 
government's response to that one was to 
jail non-compliant physicians. The doctors 
capitulated. (It is hard to believe that this 
extreme action could ever occur here, with 
all the writs, motions, and injunctions that 
are available to individuals in our courts.) 

And just last summer, British Columbia 
ran out of money and stopped paying the 
doctors. The response to that was a rotating 
series of "study sessions," which most doc
tors attended, leaving medical care available 
to the public only in hospital emergency 
rooms. This maneuver seems to have suc
ceeded. Very interesting. We'll discuss in 
some future issue the logistics of a strike, if 
we ever need to resort to one. 

THE BOTTOM LINE 

The ultimate problem, of course, is that 
the Canadian system is like the British sys
tem. Both are run by politicians, whose 
agenda is never the health of the patients. 
With all the delays in diagnosis and treat
ment that occur, it is obvious that these 
governments do not really care anything 
about the quality of life or survival of there 
voters. 

It's " give them something that looks 
good," and keep the expenses down. If a few 
patients die along the way who maybe 
shouldn't have, that just saves more money. 
Whatever sugar-coated name they give it, 
it's rationing. 

And in the absence of money for research 
and new equipment, it in inevitable that 
Canada will fall father and father behind the 
United States in medical care. It is also obvi
ous that if a similar system was adopted in 
this country or even a system that incor
porated many of the Canadian features, the 
ultimate result would be to set medical prac
tice back about 50 years. 

Governments are cumbersome and slow to 
react to changing circumstances. It's like 
pulling a sled along the ground on runners, 
instead of using wheels. A parallel to this 
would be the recently deceased Soviet Union. 
All economic decisions were centralized and 
state made, allegedly by the best brains 
available , and for the good of all of society. 
But in practice, it took too long to get any
thing done, and the Soviets fell farther and 
farther behind the free world in technology 
and economic progress, until the system col
lapsed. 

It is doubtful that Americans would ever 
buy the concept of a Canadian system of 
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medicine, but it could occur if they were suf
ficiently deceived, and if there was no 
counter intelligence to all the propaganda 
being put out. It's up to all of us to make 
sure that this does not happen. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE 
ARCTIC ENVffiONMENTAL 
TECTION ACT OF 1993 

HON. RICK BOUCHER 
OF VIRGINIA 

ANT
PRO-

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 
Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, today I have 

introduced a bill to implement the Protocol on 
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic 
Treaty. The protocol was signed by the United 
States in October 1991 and was submitted 
last year to the Senate, where it is awaiting 
ratification. The State Department has deter
mined that the protocol is not self-executing 
and, therefore, requires legislation to ensure 
that all provisions of the protocol are applied 
to U.S. activities in Antarctica. 

The protocol establishes specific principles 
and rules for protection of the Antarctic envi
ronment from the effects of human activities. It 
deals with protection of fauna and flora, im
poses strict limitations on discharge of pollut
ants, and requires environmental impact as
sessment of planned governmental and non
governmental activities. The protocol also pro
hibits all activities relating to Antarctic mineral 
resources, except for scientific research, and 
provides that this prohibition cannot be 
amended by less than unanimous agreement 
for at least 50 years. 

A particularly important aspect of the proto
col is its reinforcement of the status of Antarc
tica as a natural reserve devoted to peace and 
science. This is entirely appropriate because 
Antarctica is a unique scientific laboratory of 
enormous value to the international commu
nity. 

The upper atmosphere over the pole is a 
screen for viewing the results of interactions of 
solar plasmas and the Earth's magnetic field, 
and for detecting evidence of space physics 
processes; The extremely stable, clean, and 
dry atmosphere enables astronomers and as
trophysicists to probe the universe with un
precedented precision from a ground-based 
site. 

It is an ideal biological laboratory for study
ing such effects as adaptation of organisms 
under extremes of light, temperature, and 
moisture, where, for example, a fish has de
veloped natural antifreeze. 

Antarctica's extreme climate, which can in
duce social, psychological, and physiological 
stresses, provides an appropriate location to 
study human health and performance. NASA 
will use this natural lab form, Antarctica is also 
a major part of the global heat engine that de
termines world climate. The vast Antarctic ice 
sheet interacts with oceanic and atmospheric 
circulation to modulate global climate. Accord
ingly, the behavior of the ocean/atmosphere 
system in Antarctica is expected to provide an 
early warning of climate change. 

The 2-mile thick ice sheet covering the pole 
is a repository of the past climate record of 
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great benefit to climatologists and other sci
entists. 

Many naturally occurring global events are 
greatly magnified in the Antarctic environment, 
with the result that changes such as ozone 
layer depletion and climate change are de
tected there first. 

In sum, Antarctica is one of the world's most 
valuable scientific research platforms, and it is 
essential to ensure its continued availability for 
a broad range of research. 

The value and importance of Antarctic re
search are well understood. Unfortunately, the 
United States and other nations which main
tain permanent Antarctic research facilities 
have been less careful about their environ
mental protection practices than can be either 
justified or accepted. At the same time, it is 
recognized that research activity itself will 
cause some environmental disturbance in this 
pristine region, where traces of human activity 
are preserved virtually forever. The goal must 
be to weigh the environmental effects against 
the value of the science and develop workable 
approaches to minimize adverse effects. 

I believe this overall goal will be achieved 
by the comprehensive provisions of the envi
ronmental protocol and its five annexes. 
Therefore, I have introduced legislation to en
sure that the protocol is fully implemented with 
regard to all a activities sponsored under the 
U.S. Antarctic Program, administered by the 
National Science Foundation, and with regard 
to all other activities of U.S. citizens while in 
Antarctica. The legislation amends the Ant
arctic Conservation Act-Public Law 9~541-
and replaces the Antarctic Protection Act of 
1990-Public Law 101-594-with restrictions 
on minerals activities which conform to the 
protocol. 

The responsibilities of Federal agencies 
under the provisions of the bill are consistent 
with their past roles and areas of expertise 
and with their responsibilities under the Ant
arctic Conservation Act. The National Science 
Foundation is responsible for issuing imple
menting regulations for protection of fauna and 
flora, for control of discharge of pollutants, and 
for entry into specially protected areas. The 
Department of State is charged with imple
menting the emergency response provisions of 
the Protocol with respect to nongovernmental 
activities in Antarctica. The Department of 
State, in conjunction with the Council on Envi
ronmental Quality, is responsible for issuing 
regulations for implementing the environmental 
impact assessment provisions of the protocol 
with respect to nongovernmental activities in 
Antarctica. A more complete summary of the 
provisions of the bill follows this statement. 

Mr. Speaker, the Antarctic Environmental 
Protection Act of 1992 represents a com
prehensive implementation of the provisions of 
the environmental protocol and its five an
nexes. It will allow for the continuation of a 
vigorous U.S. research program in Antarctica, 
while ensuring that the pristine environment of 
the continent is preserved for future genera
tions. 
SUMMARY OF THE ANTARCTIC ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION ACT OF 1993 
The Antarctic Environmental Protection 

Act of 1993 amends the Antarctic Conserva
tion Act of 1978 (ACA), Public Law 95-541, to 
bring the provisions of that Act into con-
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formity with the Protocol on Environmental 
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty and an
nexes. 

The bill amends the ACA to require envi
ronmental impact assessments of U.S. gov
ernment activities and to establish a more 
comprehensive statutory scheme for the con
servation of Antarctic fauna and flora as set 
forth in the Protocol. Existing authority of 
the Director of the National Science Founda
tion (NSF) to promulgate regulations to con
trol waste disposal in Antarctica and to pro
tect and manage designated areas with great 
environmental sensitivity or scientific value 
is also revised consistent with the Protocol. 
In addition, the bill expressly extends the 
NSF Director's current general authority to 
promulgate regulations to carry out any pro
vision of the ACA, to cover any provision of 
the Protocol. This provision ensures that 
regulatory power will exist to address any 
environmental issues under the Protocol 
that may arise. 

TQ.e bill implements Article 7 of the Proto
col, which states: "Any activity relating to 
mineral resources, other than scientific re
search, shall be prohibited." The bill repeals 
the Antarctic Protection Act of 1990, which 
was intended as an interim measure pending 
entry into force of an international agree
ment providing an indefinite ban on Ant
arctic mineral resource activities. Article 7, 
which has no termination date and is not 
reviewable for fifty years following entry 
into force of the Protocol , constitutes such 
as indefinite ban. 

Antarctic mineral resource activities are 
prohibited by persons subject to the jurisdic
tion of the United States. The prohibition 
covers prospecting, exploration and develop
ment activities, as well as collecting, remov
ing or transporting such resources. Activi
ties exempted from the prohibition are those 
directly related to scientific research, con
struction, operation and maintenance of fa
cilities, and provision of mineral resource 
specimens for museums and similar institu
tions. 

Among other provisions, the bill provides 
for the Secretary of State to prescribe regu
lations to implement the environmental im
pact assessment provisions of the Protocol 
with respect to non-gover-nmental activities, 
including tourism, in Antarctica, and in con
junction with NSF and the Coast Guard, to 
require private persons to comply with the 
provisions of the Protocol related to emer
gency response action. These tasks can be 
carried out by the Department as part of its 
current responsibilities for gathering and 
circulating information about non-govern
mental activities in Antarctica. Provisions 
of the Protocol dealing with emergency re
sponse requirements for the U.S. Antarctic 
Program are not addressed since these provi
sions can be implemented through existing 
legislative, executive and regulatory author
ity already applicable to Antarctica. 

Finally, the bill strengthens civil and 
criminal penalties under the ACA to increase 
the deterrent effect of the legislation. 

CLINTON MAKES TASK HARDER 
WITH RHETORIC OF CLASS WAR 

HON. DOUG BEREUfER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
commends to his colleagues the following edi-
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torial from the February 17, 1993, edition of 
the Omaha World-Herald. 

[From the Omaha World-Herald, Feb. 17, 
1993] 

CLINTON MAKES TASK HARDER WITH RHETORIC 
OF CLASS WAR 

President Clinton should avoid misleading 
statements and flawed history as he tries to 
earn support for his program of economic 
sacrifice. 

Clinton, during his televised talk Monday 
evening, made this statement: "Seventy per
cent of the new taxes I'll propose-70 per
cent-will be paid by those who make more 
than $100,000 a year. And for the first time in 
more than a decade, we're all in this to
gether." 

That statement included two assertions 
that are misleading. Moreover, when Clinton 
targeted the over $100,000 bracket, it con
stituted a major departure from a promise he 
made during the campaign. He said then that 
he would raise taxes only on incomes above 
$200,000. (Or course, he also said he would re
duce taxes on the middle class, and now he 
says everyone with an income above $30,000 
will pay more.) 

Clinton made an appalling mistake when 
he referred to 70 percent of the new taxes. 
Those words have one meaning only-that 70 
percent of the additional burden would be 
shouldered by taxpayers earning more than 
$100,000. Then the White House issued a clari
fication . Clinton, an administration official 
said, meant that seven of every 10 of his new 
taxes would affect taxpayer who make more 
than $100,000. 

One can only hope he knows the dif
ference-and that he isn't one of those 
Democrats who can't seem to understand 
that the top 1 percent of the earners (those 
who make more than $200,000) don't make 
enough money to wipe out the deficit even if 
everything they earned were taxed. 

Clinton's other misleading assertion came 
when he suggested that Americans of the 
1980s weren't "all in this together." The 
statement sounded like something straight 
from the text of historical revisionists who 
claimed that President Ronald Reagan 
soaked the poor and the middle class in order 
to benefit the wealthy. 

The revisionists are wrong. Everybody's in
come-tax rates were cut in the 1980s, not just 
those of the wealthy. Moreover, the percent
age of total revenues that came from the 
highest-earning taxpayers increased dra
matically. The reason: Many of them lost de
ductions and exemptions with which they 
had been able to shield a portion of their in
come from taxation. At the other end of the 
spectrum, the Tax Reform Act of 1986 re
moved 6 million low-income taxpayers from 
the tax rolls. 

What made so many low- and middle-in
come taxpayers forget the tax savings they 
received in the 1980s? Why have so many 
politicians continued to stir up resentment 
against taxpayers in the upper brackets? 

The reason may have nothing to do with 
the income-tax policies of the Reagan ad
ministration. Congress in the 1970s had ap
proved generous increases in Social Security 
benefits. But no provision was made to pay 
for the new benefits, which went mostly to 
low- and middle-income taxpayers. By 1983, 
it was apparent that Social Security was on 
a path to bankruptcy. 

Congress and the White House raised the 
payroll taxes, saving the program. Unfortu
nately, the higher Social Security taxes off
set savings from the Reagan tax cuts. Demo
cratic politicians have been demagoguing 



3200 
the issue ever since-even though their party 
helped approve the tax cuts and the Social 
Security funding bill , and even though the 
higher Social Security withholding rates 
would have been necessary even if Jimmy 
Carter and Fritz Mondale had controlled the 
White House through the 1980s. 

It's sad that Clinton would use such rhet
oric, whether or not he beliaves it. The presi
dent needs a broadly shared spirit of sac
rifice by people of all income levels to help 
him cut the deficit. We hope he succeeds. But 
his use of the rhetoric of class warfare is 
hardly the way to build a broad base of sup
port. 

MONMOUTH COUNTY NURSES 
HELP COMMUNITY RECOVER 
FROM DEVASTATING STORM 

HON. FRANK P AUONE, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on December 
11 of last year, parts of my district, as well as 
the rest of the Jersey shore and much of the 
east coast, were devastated by a fierce coast
al storm, known as a Nor'easter. Many of the 
residents of the area have seen their lives al
tered permanently by this disaster, and the re
gion as a whole will be recovering for some 
time to come. For public officials and other 
community leaders, the task of bringing about 
a recovery is ongoing. But nothing can de
scribe the fear and terror that faced residents 
of our area on that terrible day when the storm 
hit. And there is no sufficient way to praise the 
wonderful people on the frontlines who helped 
the people get through that terrible day. 

Beginning at dawn on the day of the storm, 
some 46 community health nurses from 
MCOSS Nursing Services of Red Bank, NJ, 
were part of a communitywide effort to provide 
relief services. They joined Monmouth County 
Red Cross nurses and other Red Cross per
sonnel, local police, emergency management 
officials, first-aid squads, fire departments, 
clergy, and volunteers to bring aid to those 
forced to flee their homes when the flood wa
ters hit. This on-the-spot disaster assistance 
continued through the night of December 11 
and into the following 2 days. The deployment 
of MCOSS nurses was coordinated by Jo Ann 
Farina and Ann Dimaira, agency clinical nurs
ing supervisors at MCOSS's Thompson Health 
Center in Red Bank, who were on call for 72 
straight hours. Nurses who participated were 
from three MCOSS health centers-Bodman 
Health Center, Tinton Falls, NJ, and Harding 
Health Center, Manasquan, NJ, as well as 
Thompson Health Center. 

It should be pointed out that many of these 
talented and dedicated health care profes
sionals were themselves flood victims, and 
continued to work and serve others while put
ting aside their own personal anxiety about the 
effects of the storm on their homes and fami
lies. In addition to nursing assessments, the 
nurses provided wound care, monitored blood 
pressures, conducted medication reviews, and 
administered medication when it was avail
able. They arranged for hospitalization of the 
more seriously ill, attended to the mentally ill 
and offered comfort to devastated families. 
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Mr. Speaker, communities are never fully 
prepared to cope with a natural disaster of the 
magnitude of the December coastal storm. 
This storm certainly caught us off-guard on the 
Jersey shore, and we are now working hard to 
apply many of the lessons learned the hard 
way to better prepare for future storms. But 
the key to the effective functioning of a disas
ter response will always be the efforts of the 
people on the frontlines, acting effectively and 
professionally in the most adverse conditions 
imaginable. As hundreds of people streamed 
into shelters on the day of the storm, scared, 
cold, and wet, children or senior citizens with 
special health care needs, the community 
nurses of MCOSS were there to help the vic
tims survive this storm and begin the process 
of rebuilding their lives. I cannot imagine what 
it would have been like without them. They de
serve the full respect and gratitude of their 
community. 

A reception honoring these 46 courageous 
nurses will be held on Thursday, February 25, 
in Red Bank, NJ. It is an honor for me to pay 
tribute to the nurses of MCOSS before the 
Members of this House and in the pages of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION DECEN
TRALIZATION ACT OF 1993 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAF1CANT, JR. 
OFOlllO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I introduced 
legislation today entitled the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration [NASA] De
centralization Act of 1993. My legislation re
quires the Administrator of NASA, in meeting 
the needs of NASA for additional facilities, to 
select abandoned and underutilized buildings, 
grounds, and facilities that can be converted 
to NASA facilities at a reasonable cost. 

Last year, I had similar language included in 
the NASA authorization measure, Public Law 
1 02-588. However, the language is not as 
strongly worded as in my newly introduced 
legislation. Last year's law requires the Admin
istrator to investigate the use of abandoned 
and underutilized buildings, grounds, and fa
cilities in depressed communities that can be 
converted to NASA facilities in meeting 
NASA's needs for additional facilities. My new 
legislation takes that requirement a step fur
ther by requiring the Administrator to actually 
select among facilities in depressed commu
nities when planning to expand to additional 
facilities. 

Depressed communities are defined as both 
rural and urban communities that are relatively 
depressed, in terms of age of housing, extent 
of poverty, growth of per capita income, extent 
of unemployment, job lag, or surplus labor. 
The Administrator shall use that criteria when 
making a selection. This is the criteria, more 
or less, that is used to determine eligibility for 
Federal enterprise zones and urban develop
ment action grants. 

Mr. Speaker and my fellow colleagues, the 
Pentagon has such widespread support be
cause it has decentralized and, therefore, 
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communities across America depend on it for 
their livelihood. When cuts are proposed in the 
Department of Defense budget, Americans ex
press opposition to the loss of jobs. NASA is 
America's baby-the darling of the media. I 
believe that NASA was once perceived by 
Americans as a luxury-a lofty luxury America 
could afford. 

However, high deficits, a recession, explo
sions of certain spacecraft, and faulty con
struction of space vehicles and satellites has 
transported NASA from the skies to the Earth. 
Americans no longer believe that NASA is af
fordable or invincible. That is because NASA 
business centers around a few select areas. 
NASA never decentralized. We need to broad
en NASA's base so that Americans will fight to 
hold onto NASA as they fight to hold onto the 
Pentagon. 

Times are tough and the honeymoon with 
NASA is over. The American people can no 
longer be wined and dined by pictures taken 
in the sky. NASA needs to expand into areas 
that are distressed. To keep costs low, NASA 
should utilize abandoned and underutilized fa
cilities that already exist. My legislation will 
make NASA a priority of the American people. 

If you believe that space programs are as 
important to the future of this Nation as I do, 
you should cosponsor this legislation. It will 
ensure the survival of NASA programs and, at 
the same time, revive America's depressed 
communities and put some Americans back to 
work. 

THE CHILD SAFETY PROTECTION 
ACT 

HON. CARDISS COWNS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
today, I have introduced the Child Safety Pro
tection Act. This act requires the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission [CPSC] to take 
specific action to make toys safe and bicycle 
helmets effective for our children. The safety 
provisions in this bill were included in H.R. 
4706, the Child Safety Protection and 
Consumer Product Safety Commission Im
provement Act, which passed the House by 
voice vote in the last Congress. 

Every year, too many young children choke 
to death on small toys and small parts of toys. 
According to the CPSC, in 1990 alone, 23 
deaths and an estimated 164,500 injuries 
were associated with toys. In many cases, 
parents receive no effective warning that tells 
them a toy may end up choking and killing 
their child. Currently: 

There are no nationally required warning la
bels to alert parents to the choking hazards of 
small toys and toys with small parts that are 
marketed to children over 3, but still pose a 
hazard to the younger children. 

There are no nationally required warning la
bels to warn parents of the hazards of some 
innocent looking, but potentially dangerous 
toys: balloons, marbles, and games of skill 
that have small balls. 

Some toy companies voluntarily use labels; 
however, in many cases, age warning labels 
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are so blandly written that parents may believe 
them more related to educational development 
than safety. The Child Safety Protection Act 
rectifies this problem by requiring specific 
warning labels on certain toys which pose a 
hazard to young children. 

In addition, children under the age of 3 rou
tinely explore their world by putting objects in 
their mouths. Right now, it is legal to market 
balls that are small enough to choke children 
under !he age of three to that age group. The 
Child Safety Protection Act alleviates this haz
ard by requiring minimum choke proof size re
quirements for balls intended for children 
under age 3. 

For most kids, their bicycle is their most 
prized possession and bicycling has long been 
an American family pastime. Over the course 
of the last few years, bicycle helmets have be
come as common as bicycles. Parents are 
buying helmets for themselves and their chil
dren to protect against head injuries. 

It's a good thing, too, because according to 
the CPSC, each year there are approximately 
1 ,200 bicycle-related deaths. Head trauma is 
responsible for 70 percent of the deaths. In 
addition, each year, over half a million injuries 
related to bicycles are treated in hospital 
emergency rooms. Approximately 30 percent 
of these injuries involve the face or head. 

Currently, helmets soid in the United States 
that meet voluntary standards conform to ei
ther the American National Standards Institute 
or the Snell Memorial Foundation bicycle hel
met standards. The American Society for Test
ing and Materials [ASTM] is in the process of 
developing a third voluntary standard. 

This bill will make sure that all helmets are 
designed to protect kids and their families 
from bicycle related head injuries. Under this 
bill, the CPSC must develop a new Federal 
standard based on the existing voluntary 
standards, and include requirements to protect 
against the risk of helmets rolling off of the 
heads of riders, requirements for children's 
helmets, and any other appropriate require
ments. While the CPSC is working on the new 
standard, the bill requires all helmets made 
after a certain date to meet at least one of the 
voluntary standards. 

On February 24, 1993, the Subcommittee 
on Commerce, Consumer Protection and 
Competitiveness will hold a hearing on the 
legislation and proceed directly to a markup. 

I urge the support of my colleagues. 

RESCISSION ACT 

HON. TIM01HY J. PENNY 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, today I joined our 
colleagues CHARLIE STENHOLM, TIM JOHNSON, 
L.F. PAYNE, and others in introducing the Ex
pedited Consideration of Rescission Act, 
which passed the House by a wide bipartisan 
margin in the closing days of the 1 02d Con
gress. 

The measure we introduce today would 
amend the 197 4 Budget Act to establish a 
process to expeditiously consider Presidential 
rescissions. After signing an appropriations bill 
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into law, the President would have 3 calendar 
days to submit to the House a rescission mes
sage containing all rescissions proposed relat
ed to the bill just signed. Under the terms of 
the bill, the President is authorized to rescind 
up to 1 00 percent of unauthorized appropria
tions and up to 25 percent of authorized ap
propriations. If a majority of the House votes 
to approve the resolution, it is sent to the Sen
ate, where a process begins similar to that fol
lowed by the House. This year, a process is 
established in the bill to allow a separate vote 
on any individual rescission contained in the 
President's rescission package if 50 Members 
in the House or 15 Members of the Senate re
quested such a vote. 

The important point is that we will finally 
face votes on rescissions. The authors of spe
cial interest provisions tucked away in spend
ing bills will have to defend their actions and 
if a project or projects survive a vote, only 
then would it go forward. I firmly believe that 
more times than not, unauthorized and waste
ful spending will not survive the light of day 
and a vote by the Congress. 

This measure, Mr. Speaker and colleagues, 
is a very modest attempt to put in place a 
workable process to handle Presidential re
scissions. This might be described as line-item 
veto subject to a majority override in Con
gress. Frankly, I would support broader line
item veto authority for the President. But this 
measure is a good start and it deserves the 
support of every member concerned about the 
runaway national debt and our children's fu
ture. I urge my colleagues to again cosponsor 
and support this bill. 

PHASE OUT EXPORTS OF BOMB
GRADE URANIUM BY DEVELOP
ING SUBSTITUTE FUELS 

HON. CHARLFS E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, .February 18, 1993 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, as part of the 

continuing fight against nuclear-weapons pro
liferation, today I am introducing the Bomb
Grade Uranium Export Substitution Act. 

Bomb-grade uranium was the missing ingre
dient in Saddam Hussein's quest for a nuclear 
weapon. According to U.N. investigators, Iraq 
could have constructed a bomb as soon as it 
produced sufficient bomb-grade uranium. 

In Iraq, we were lucky. The next Saddam 
may forego a production capability and instead 
try to steal bomb-grade uranium or buy it on 
the black market. To reduce that risk, Presi
dent Bush last year signed into law the Bomb
Grade Uranium Export Restriction Act as part 
of the comprehensive energy bill Public Law 
1 02--486. This new law requires the United 
States to phase out exports of bomb-grade 
uranium. 

Such bomb-grade exports still go to a hand
ful of foreign nuclear research reactors that 
depend on the United States for fuel. If we 
simply cut the reactors off cold-turkey, how
ever, they may look to alternate suppliers, 
which could actually worsen the proliferation 
situation. It would be preferable to develop al
ternate, non-weapons-usable, uranium fuel to 
replace the bomb-grade exports. 
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The good news is there already is a pro

gram at Argonne National Laboratory, known 
as Reduced Enrichment for Research and 
Test Reactors [RERTR], that can develop al
ternate fuel to substitute for these bomb-grade 
exports within 5 years. The bad news is that 
funding for fuel development was halted in 
1990. 

The bill I am introducing today would reau
thorize the RERTR program for 5 years, by 
which time all remaining bomb-grade exports 
could be replaced by safer fuels. The total 
cost would be no more than $30 million, a 
small price to help keep nuclear weapons out 
of the hands of terrorists and radical nations. 

Mr. Speaker, in this post-cold war era, pro
liferation looms as one of the greatest threats 
to United States and global security. Develop
ing alternatives to exports of bomb-grade ura
nium is one small piece of a comprehensive 
strategy to reduce this threat. I urge my col
leagues to support this legislation. 

MEXICO AND ITS WALL 

HON.BHLmCHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 2 years 
ago, on February 21, 1991, I entered into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a thoughtful article ti
tled, "Mexico and Its Wall" on Mexican-Amer
ican relations by the well-known expert on 
Mexico, C. Allen Ellis. Mr. Ellis eloquently ex
plained some of the political reasons why the 
North American Free-Trade Agreement is 
needed. 

Today, I would like to share with my col
leagues chapter two of Mr. Ellis' thoughts on 
NAFT A and the challenges faced by Presi
dents Salinas and Clinton. 

MEXICO AND ITS WALL 

(By C. Allen Ellis) 
On January 9, 1993 President-elect William 

Clinton joined President Carlos Salinas de 
Gortari in Austin, Texas, the only foreign 
head-of-state with whom he met prior to be
coming the 42nd President of the United 
States. This auspicious beginning for United 
States-Mexico relations in the new adminis
tration had been initiated by President Sali
nas to begin the important process for his 
nation and administration of describing 
Mexico's views and policies. However, his 
most important objective was to persuade 
the President-elect of the importance of the 
successful conclusion of the earlier nego
tiated and signed North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA). 

It is unlikely that President Salinas 
dwelled on the contribution of an early 
NAFTA to his own extraordinary presidency 
and to the ability of his successor to con
tinue the political and economic policies 
begun in 1982 by his predecessor, Migual de la 
Madrid, and upon which he, in turn, has so 
ably built. In the historical context of the 
United States-Mexico relationship these 
policies had represented a fundamental 
change from centuries of mutual distrust 
and the vast cultural divide between the 
United States and Mexico . 

The Salinas Presidency has been charac
terized by the realistic reassessment of 
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Mexico's often nationalistic domestic and 
international policies and the courage to em
bark on dramatic changes in these, even 
when politically sacrosanct, to further Mexi
co's modernization. Among the many major 
policy departures have been the successful 
privatization of many public sector enter
prises, opening the "ejido" system of com
munal rural land tenure to private owner
ship, curbing the power of corrupt union and 
political leaders, and the redefinition of 
church-state relations. 

The economic achievements of the Salinas 
Administration have been equally impres
sive. Rigorous and sound policies, along with 
stringent budgetary austerity, have brought 
public finances into surplus from deep defi
cits, reduced annual inflation to a 14 percent 
level in 1992, and permitted stabilization of 
the foreign exchange rate. The result has 
been a dramatic increase in two-way trade 
between our two nations which reached ap
proximately $75 billion in 1992, with United 
States exports to Mexico exceeding $40 bil
lion. Furthermore, reflecting increase con
fidence in Mexico's economic performance 
and in its continuation by NAFTA, foreign 
institutional and Mexican investors have in
creased their holdings of Mexican short-term 
debt to a level of at least $10 billion with 
portfolio investments at least several times 
greater. 

In spite of the remarkable achievements to 
date of President Salinas, he is now con
fronted by a cruel dilemma inherent in the 
very leadership he has provided to the 
NAFTA process. If NAFTA is successfully 
concluded in coming months it will be the 
pre-eminent achievement of his administra
tion. However, if it is not, his own presi
dential authority will be eroded. Of particu
lar importance is the effect a long-delayed 
NAFTA would have on his own abilit y to as
sure the continuity of the above policies in 
the selection of his successor in Mexico's sin
gle six year presidential term system. 

The perception within Mexico is that Re
publican administrations have traditionally 
been more knowledgeable of Mexico than 
Democratic, and earlier to appreciate the 
importance of the multifaceted and complex 
nature of United States relations with Mex
ico. It indeed would be unfortunate if this 
perception is confirmed anew, by unneces
sary delays in addressing the concerns ex
pressed by Candidate Clinton in his October 
4 address at North Carolina State Univer
sity. 

It appears that special interests vehe
mently opposed to NAFTA are joining forces 
with other disparate voices that do not ap
preciate the transformation of Mexico which 
has occurred and the continuing opportunity 
for both nations represented by a respon
sibly-led and modern Mexico. Only by the 
personal leadership in coming months of 
President William Clinton will these inward 
looking views be overcome by recognition of 
the historic opportunity represented by 
NAFTA for the common prosperity of the 
United States, Mexico and Canada. 

THE POWER OF LOCAL 
INVOLVEMENT 

HON. DOUG BEREUI'ER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, too often the 
Federal Government is turned to as a first re-
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sort when it comes to funding a project or initi
ating a program. Such an attitude over the 
years not only has contributed to the ever-ex
panding Federal budget deficit, it also has cre
ated an unrealistic reliance on the Federal 
Government for matters which are out of its 
domain. 

There is, however, some reason for hope. 
This Member is pleased to bring to the atten
tion of his colleagues an outstanding example 
of a small community organizing its resources 
and tackling a project on its own. Battle Creek, 
NE, a community of less than 1,000 people in 
this Member's district, has demonstrated that it 
is possible to accomplish a great deal without 
government funding. 

For the past several years, the Battle Creek 
community has contributed money and count
less volunteer hours to create a 55-acre park 
and arboretum to accommodate the various 
needs of young children, sports team, nature 
lovers, fitness enthusiasts, and senior citizens. 
The residents point out with well-deserved 
pride that this impressive projeCt was accom
plished without a penny of tax money. 

This example also points out the benefits of 
enacting a line-item veto as a weapon against 
unnecessary items which have been placed 
into a large appropriations bill. By removing 
certain projects from the Federal budget, it 
would not necessarily kill them. Rather it 
would send the message that some things are 
better left to individual communities. Such an 
approach also has the advantage of giving the 
citizens a larger stake in the project and a 
gratifying sense of involvement in the commu
nity. 

This Member commends the citizens of Bat
tle Creek, NE, for their initiative and hard work 
which ensured the success of the park project. 
It should serve as a model for communities 
and individuals throughout the country. 

MODIFIED LINE-ITEM VETO BILL 

HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, last night, 
President Clinton outlined an ambitious plan to 
confront our massive Federal debt. Today, I 
am introducing legislation on behalf of 80 of 
my colleagues to provide him with one of the 
tools he asked for to help him in his effort to 
reduce the deficit-modified line-item veto au
thority. The bill I am introducing is essentially 
the same bill sponsored by our former col
league Tom Carper for the last several Con
gresses that passed the House last year with 
overwhelming bipartisan support. 

This bill would allow the President to send 
down a rescission package within 3 days of 
signing an appropriations bill. Congress would 
be required to vote up or down on the pack
age under an expedited procedure. The re
scissions will take effect if a majority of Con
gress approves the rescission package. If the 
rescission bill is defeated in either House the 
funds for any proposed rescission would be 
spent. Fifty Members of the House or 15 Sen
ators may request a separate vote on an indi
vidual rescission. The bill would provide this 
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new authority for a 2-year test period so that 
we can see how it works in practice. 

In the next few months we will face many 
tough choices and tough votes. It is important 
that as we make these tough votes that we be 
able to assure our constituents that we will 
eliminate wasteful spending and increase the 
accountability in the spending of tax dollars. 
By forcing many programs to stand or fall on 
their individual merits, this modified line-item 
veto bill will go a long way toward eliminating 
the irresponsible spending that the public is 
justifiably fed up with. 

This proposal preserves the power of con
gressional majorities to control spending deci
sions. The President may single out individual 
programs, but he must convince a majority of 
Congress to agree with him before the spend
ing is cut. This bill will not change the balance 
of powers between the branches, but it will in
crease the accountability of both branches in 
the budget process. 

I urge my colleagues to support this small, 
reasonable reform of the spending process. 

SUMMARY OF EXPEDITED RESCISSION 
LEGISLATION 

The legislation would amend the Budget 
Control and Impoundment Act of 1974 to set 
in place the following supplemental proce
dure for rescissions for a two-year trial pe
riod. 

After signing an appropriations bill into 
law, the president would have three days to 
submit to the House a rescission message 
that includes all proposed rescissions for the 
Appropriations bill just signed and a draft 
bill that would enact the proposed rescis
sions. 

The president could propose to rescind 100 
percent of unauthorized programs and up to 
25 percent of specifically authorized pro
grams or projects. 

The resolution would be introduced in the 
House at the earliest opportunity by the ma
jority and minority leaders. The bill would 
be referred to the Appropriations Commit
tee, which must report it out without sub
stantive amendment within seven days. 

Within ten legislative days of introduction, 
a vote shall be taken on the rescission bill. 
The bill may not be amended on the floor , 
except that 50 House members can request a 
vote on a motion to strike an individual re
scission from the rescission bill . 

If approved by a simple majority of the 
House, the bill would be sent to the Senate 
for consideration under the same expedited 
procedure. Fifteen Senators may request a 
separate vote on an individual rescission. 

If a simple majority in either the House or 
Senate defeats a rescission proposal, the 
funds for programs covered by the proposal 
would be released for obligation in accord
ance with the previously enacted appropria
tion. 

If a rescission bill is approved by the House 
and Senate, it would be sent to the President 
for his signature. 

The change to the 1974 Budget Act would 
be effective throughout the 103rd Congress, 
at which time Congress may elect to extend 
it, revise it, or let it expire. 
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THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT INTER

, STATE WASTE CONTROL ACT 

HON. RICK BOUCHER 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, the Local 
Government Interstate Waste Control Act, 
which I am introducing today along with 11 of 
our colleagues, offers a solution to the conten
tious issue of the interstate transportation and 
disposal of municipal solid waste. I am particu
larly pleased that the gentlemen from Michi
gan, Mr. UPTON and- Mr. BONIOA, are principal 
cosponsors of the measure. 

Last year, approximately 15 million tons of 
garbage was shipped out-of-state for disposal. 
All too often, this garbage has been dumped 
in unwanted private landfills in rural commu
nities that were unable to halt the importation. 

Many rural communities lack comprehensive 
zoning designating specified land uses, includ
ing the operation of private landfills. Therefore, 
some private landfill operators import urban 
garbage, notwithstanding the opposition of 
local residents. 

In these circumstances, local governments 
have found themselves powerless to halt gar
ba_ge importation. State law prohibits retro
active zoning, and Federal law prohibits the 
discrimination by any State against the com
merce, including garbage, of another State. 
Accordingly, as long as the landfill operator 
complies with basic environmental require
ments, neither the locality nor the State can 
prevent garbage importation from out of state. 

This inability of localities to control their own 
destiny has spawned a powerful national effort 
to give localities a voice in deciding whether a 
private landfill should be permitted to accept 
out-of-state garbage. The Local Government 
Interstate Waste Control Act is a response to 
this clear need. 

The bill grants local governments the au
thority to approve or disapprove the importa
tion of out-of-state waste into private landfills. 
It would insure that in the future no facilities 
import waste over local opposition. Nothing in 
the legislation allows local governments to act 
beyond the bounds of State law. Indeed, the 
bill merely allows local governments to decide 
one issue: whether a waste disposal facility, 
otherwise permissible under State law, should 
be authorized to accept out-of-state waste. 

The legislation is not intended to put an end 
to interstate garbage movements, and it would 
not have that effect. A large number of private 
landfills receiving out-of-state garbage are op
erated today with the blessing of local govern
ments. Companies such as Waste Manage
ment, Inc., Browning-Ferris Industries, Cham
bers Development Corp. and Laidlaw, Inc. op
erate under the principle that no new landfill 
will be sited without local government ap
proval. Under these practices, the terms and 
conditions of locating and operating the landfill 
are negotiated with the proper local govern
ment authorities. In the typical case, localities 
view these operations as another business in
vestment providing economic opportunities. In 
sum, there will be private landfill space avail
able for municipal garbage exports. This legis
lation would simply insure that the landfills are 
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not operated over the opposition of the citi
zens of the affected locality. 

The legislation has been constructed in con
sultation with the National Association of 
Counties which has endorsed its passage. It 
also enjoys the support of the major compa
nies involved in the interstate transportation of 
solid waste. A substantially similar measure I 
introduced in the last Congress was approved 
overwhelming by the House Energy and Com
merce Committee. I look forward once again 
to working closely with the gentleman from 
Washington, Mr. SWIFT, and the other mem
bers of the Subcommittee on Transportation 
and Hazardous Materials of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee to enact legislation 
which resolves this difficult issue. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, earlier this week, 
the Joint Committee on the Organization of 
Congress concluded its first round of hearings 
on proposals to reform this institution. Over 
the course of five hearings, the joint commit
tee has taken testimony from the House ·and 
Senate leadership, former and current Mem
bers, and outside experts. So far, the joint 
committee has received constructive testimony 
and suggestions from nearly 60 Members of 
Congress, from the leadership to Members of 
the freshman class in the House. We will hear 
from many more. 

The testimony of the witnesses, no matter 
whether they disagree on specific prescrip
tions for reform, reflect widespread concern 
within this institution about its organization, its 
direction, and its role in governance. 

Yet, the conventional wisdom asserts that, 
with the majority in control of both ends of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, legislative gridlock is a 
relic, and that congressional reform is unnec
essary. Frankly, the public has a different 
view. The public understands that the struc
ture of the institution and the process by which 
legislation is considered shapes the result. 
The pubUc also understands what we know to 
be the case-that the legislative process is 
needlessly complicated and dangerously 
dated. 

In weighing the options for change, I believe 
the joint committee must have a high standard 
for congressional reform. The editorial boards 
of two of the Nation's most important news
papers, the Los Angeles Times and the New 
York Times have come to the same conclu
sion. Their recent editorials, dated January 31 
and February 10, 1993, respectively, are an 
example of the standards and expectations 
the public holds for the work of the joint com
mittee. 

I urge my colleagues to continue to work 
with the Members of the joint committee in 
fashioning a comprehensive and long overdue 
reform of the Congress. For the good of the 
institution and the country, we can do no less. 
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[From the Los Angeles Times, Jan. 31, 1993] 

THE COMMITTEE TO REDUCE COMMITTEES 

CAN CONGRESS ACTUALLY REFORM ITSELF? 
STAY TUNED 

Congress, acknowledging its systemic inef
ficiencies and nervously aware of just how 
low its prestige has sunk, has taken a first 
step toward adopting what many members 
hope will be som·e of the most sweeping re
forms in its 204-year history. 

The institution that tries to conduct and 
oversee the nation's business through a stag
gering network of 300 committees and sub
committees-and 38,500 staff members-has 
ventured into the territory of reform by, 
naturally, setting up a committee to hold 
hearings and propose ideas for streamlining 
operations and reducing costs. The Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Congress, 
composed of a dozen-each Democrats andRe
publicans, is to present its recommendations 
next fall. No one expects consensus-building 
in the committee to be easy. 

The joint committee nonetheless rep
resents an effort to address specific maladies 
that, collectively and left largely untreated, 
have fueled growing public dissatisfaction 
with a branch of government that, if never 
revered, has at least been respected for much 
of its existence. 

Last fall 's political campaign and election 
gave dramatic emphasis to popular dis
content with Congress. The familiar litany 
of complaints-gridlocked government due 
to an inability of Congress to work with the 
White House or even to get its own act to
gether, uncertain fidelity to ethical stand
ards, a congressional bureaucracy that had 
grown both overly large and overly power
ful-helped produce something of a political 
earthquake. A significant number of veter
ans were discouraged from seeking reelec
tion or were ousted at the polls. The message 
sent to those who survived was do better, or 
else. 

There are plenty of opportunities for doing 
better; a revolutionary overhaul of the com
mittee system would be the best place to 
start. At last count the Senate had 16 stand
ing committees, three select committees, 
one special. The House had 21 standing com
mittees and five select, and there were four 
joint committees. But in the shadow of each 
of these committees subcommittees tend to 
proliferate, hundreds of them, like mush
rooms in a cellar. Each committee and sub
committee has a chairperson and a staff and 
a budget. Each draws the close attention of 
specialized lobbyists. Worthwhile work, of 
course, is sometimes done. But the gross ex
pansion of committees also reflects and en
courages political self-promotion along with 
influence peddling. Some in Congress have 
been daring enough to suggest that commit
tees and subcommittees could be cut to no 
more than 50, with staffs reduced by 25%. 
Those are attractive numbers. It will be in
teresting to see what the joint committee in 
fact proposes-and even more interesting to 
see what Congress approves. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 10, 1993] 
CONGRESS, UNTIE YOURSELF 

It's no secret that the U.S. Congress is in
efficient: The real mystery is how it gets 
anything done at all. Thirty committees 
and-count 'em-77 subcommittees picked at 
pieces of last year's defense budget. Forty 
committees and subcommittees demand a 
say in energy legislation. The original Clean 
Air Act covered a page and a half; the latest 
renewal filled 313 pages. . 

Checked, balanced and featherbedded to 
the point of stasis. Congress must reform not 
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only its dubious campaign fund-raising prac
tices but the way it works-or doesn' t. And 
Congress senses it. Seared by the hot breath 
of public contempt, the Senate and House 
have done what comes naturally. They have 
formed yet another committee. 

At least this joint committee on Congres
sional reform has Democratic co-chairmen, 
Senator David Boren and Representative Lee 
Hamilton, who offer themselves as earnest 
reformers. But there will be no real change 
unless the leaders of both parties, in both 
houses, give the effort real muscle. They 
need a wake-up call. Here 's a good start: 

Redefine turf. There hasn't been a basic re
alignment of committees since 1946. Splin
tered oversight of energy policy is just one 
example of the need to adjust committee re
sponsibilities to modern times. Turf protec
tors will protest, but the public interest de
mands that laws not be burdened by inser
tions from 40 fiefs . 

When that's done, shrink the jurisdiction 
of committees that are overloaded, such as 
House Ways and Means, which sprawls be
yond revenue matters into all manner of pro
grams affecting health, welfare and foreign 
trade. 

Cut committees and staff. All told. there 
are 300 full committees and subcommittees. 
To justify their existence, they generate 
ideas for legislation. In the lOlst Congress, 
6,973 bills were introduced; barely 200 became 
law. This year's newly elected members, 
bringing a fresh eye to old procedures, areal
ready grumbling about too many hearings 
and too little time for floor debate. 

Speed the budget process. Congress votes 
at least twice, and often four or five times, 
on every dollar it appropriates-in the an
nual budget resolution, in the authorizing 
legislation, and finally in appropriating the 
money. It would be hard to dislodge any 
committees that figure in this process, but 
efficiency and logic would both be served by 
eliminating one of those three steps. 

Stop micromanaging the Government. As 
the billowing Clean Air Act demonstrates, 
laws have become endlessly detailed. Some
times Democratic legislators wrote those de
tails to make sure Republican Presidents fol
lowed the law's intent, but the habit has 
spread generally. Over-provisioned bills are 
often so cumbersome that only their chief 
sponsors know what's in them; other mem
bers are left to vote in the dark. 

Give the minority more space. Republicans 
get short shrift on committee slots, staffing 
and opportunities to shape legislation, espe
cially in the House. Speaker Thomas Foley 
contends that the Democrats need two-thirds 
of the seats on the powerful Rules Commit
tee, but that's only for tight control of the 
agenda. In the Senate, excessive filibustering 
by Republicans abuses their right to be 
heard; the rules need tightening, while pre
serving the minority 's right to object and 
even obstruct. 

The House has already started trimming 
subcommittees, but arbitrarily. It also began 
last week to wipe out four special commit
t ees that have no legislative authority but 
serve to focus attention on four profound 
concerns-narcotics, hunger, the aging, and 
children and families. The need for these 
committees is proper grist for the reform 
committee; they shouldn' t be axed just to 
satisfy an impulse to cut something. 

Congress is under the gun to shape up. By 
last November, voters in 14 states were so 
tired of political gridlock that they imposed 
term limits on their senators and representa
tives. It's too facile to say that the gridlock 
was ended by electing a Democratic Presi
dent. 
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That will, of course, remove some of the 

contention that has roiled the legislative 
process since 1980. But Congress is still Con
gress, not the President's lapdog. If the Sen
ate and House are now to play their proper 
constitutional role, they must first clear up 
the clutter. 

SUPPORT SPACE EXPLORATION
SUPPORT SPACE STATION FREE
DOM 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today on 
behalf of my constituents in Orange County, 
CA specifically the city of Garden Grove, to 
offer my support for full funding for space sta
tion Freedom. 

Last year, we celebrated the SOOth anniver
sary of perhaps the greatest human explo
ration to date-the voyage of Christopher Co
lumbus to the New World, now known as 
America. Today, over five centuries later, we 
are in danger of sacrificing our future voyages 
of exploration by canceling or severely cutting 
funding for a permanently manned orbiting 
laboratory known as space station Freedom. 

The city of Garden Grove, under the leader
ship of Mayor Frank Kessler, has adopted a 
resolution expressing support for full funding 
for space station Freedom. Included in this 
resolution is a statement I find especially ap
propriate regarding the importance of this pro
gram. According to the Garden Grove resolu
tion: 

A vibrant space program, especially in the 
human exploration of space, is one of our 
most effective tools for spurring students' 
interest in math, science, and engineering, 
all fields vital to our global economic com
petitiveness. 

Space station Freedom represents more 
than a space program. It represents the hopes 
and dreams of today's and future generations. 
Please Mr. President, please keep our dreams 

·alive and fully fund space station Freedom. 
I would like to include for the RECORD the 

entire resolution by the city council of Garden 
Grove supporting full funding for space station 
Freedom. 

RESOLUTION NO. 7539-93 
Whereas, Southern California has been and 

will continue to be significantly involved in 
manned space programs; and 

Whereas, Space Station Freedom is a pro
gram that expands and ensures our nation's 
ability to remain the leader in manned space 
exploration by studying the effects on the 
human body and mind of long-term exposure 
to zero gravity and the space environment; 
and 

Whereas, in times of economic uncertainty 
we must remember that the space industry 
has historically proven to be economically 
productive; and 

Whereas, the Space Station Freedom 
project currently employs more than 30,000 
people directly, many who reside in Garden 
Grove, and 75,000 to 100,000 people indirectly, 
not only in the state of California but in 
states across the nation; and 

Whereas, a vibrant space program, espe
cially in the human exploration of space, is 

February 18, 1993 
one of our most effective tools for spurring 
students' interest in math, science and engi
neering, all fields vital to our global eco
nomic competitiveness; and 

Whereas, the program has progressed to 
hardware production in preparation for the 
launch of the first elements of Space Station 
Freedom in three years. Now, therefore, be 
it, 

Resolved, That the City of Garden Grove 
strongly endorses full funding and support 
for Space Station Freedom, and urges the 
President and Congress of the United States 
to provide this funding. 

Adopted this 16th day of February, 1993. 
FRANK KESSLER, 

Mayor. 

ARMENIA IS FAST 
DETERIORATING 

HON. WilliAM J. HUGHES 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, all around the 
world there is instability and need. The un
speakable horrors in the former Yugoslavia, 
and the ravaging hunger in Somalia warrant 
strong responses from the United States and 
the international community. The situation in 
Armenia is equally critical. 

The 4-year blockade by neighboring Azer
baijan has destroyed any semblance of normal 
life in the newly independent and democratic 
Armenia. Armenia is now almost entirely de
prived of electricity, telephone services, trans
portation and running water. Its citizens have 
resorted to cutting down public trees to use 
them for firewood. Many hospitals are closed, 
children are unable to attend school, and al
most no Armenians can work. Food is in piti
fully short supply. As the cruel winter tempera
tures plummet, the last fuel line into Armenia 
was recently destroyed. Armenia is fast dete
riorating into a primitive state. 

The urgent humanitarian need is clear. I ask 
my colleagues to respond to the Armenian 
Government's appeal for food and medicine. 
The United States must work with the inter
national community in providing Armenia with 
the aid it so critically needs. 

The United Nations recently passed a reso
lution calling upon bordering countries of Ar
menia to allow for the immediate passage of 
relief supplies into Armenia. I urge my col
leagues to support this measure in every pos
sible way in order to alleviate the terrible suf
fering of the people of Armenia. 

ALLEGED WHITE HOUSE STAFF 
CUTS 

HON. GERAlD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, add President 
Clinton's elaborate announcement of a 25 per
cent staff cut at the White House to his long 
list of broken campaign promises. 

Through creative accounting, the Clinton 
White House has hoodwinked the American 



February 18, 1993 
public. On the very same day the alleged cuts 
were announced White House aides confirmed 
they were considering asking the Congress for 
a supplemental budget increase for fiscal year 
1993. Maybe I have not caught on to Arkan
sas logic, but would a staff that has been cut 
need more money? Such a request does not 
seem strange at all when I hear there are peo
ple sitting on the floor and working at desks in 
the hallways in White House office buildings. 

Fascinating accounting methods. I have al
ways considered OMB and the U.S. Trade 
Representative as part of the White House 
staff. And the detailees leaving the Clinton 
White House will return to their home agen
cies. Estimated savings to the U.S. taxpayer 
here-zero. The senior staff faces no actual 
pay cut, as they merely eliminated the COLA 
increase for positions that received an adjust
ment in January. The limousine service got a 
substantial slashin~eltway style, 1 08-1 04. 
Are we really to believe that Hillary Rodham 
Clinton has 25 percent less staff than Mrs. 
Bush, taking into account Mrs. Clinton's influ
ence in policy and her additional office space? 
I think the operation and staffing of Mrs. Clin
ton's Health Care Task Force deserves further 
investigation. Who is serving on this panel and 
to whom are they accountable? 

The announcement demonstrated that the 
drug crisis will be a low priority under Clinton 
as the only office where real cuts were made 
was the drug czar's. John Walters, a Bush of
ficial who held on as Acting Director, resigned 
in disgust. Reducing the staff of this office 
from 146 to 25 prompted Senator DENNIS 
DECONCINI to write, "I am worried that rather 
than streamlining the office, you are effectively 
gutting it." 

Mr. Speaker, the Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress, of which I am a 
member, is studying all aspects of Capitol Hill 
staffing and will probably recommend a real 
cut to help restore the integrity of this institu
tion. In the long run, then, Mr. Clinton's cuts 
will be seen by the American people as a 
smoke-and-mirrors trick. 

THE DANGERS OF OVER-REGULAT
ING THE PRACTICE OF MEDICINE 

HON. CHRISTOPHER COX 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, recently, two of my 
constituents sent me the following letter from 
their doctor. Because it reflects so well the 
dangers of over-regulating the practice of 
medicine, I set it forth for the RECORD: 

WILLIAM D. DIXON, M.D. , INC. , 
Orange, CA, December 7, 1992. 

TO ALL OF MY PATIENTS: It is with mixed 
feelings that I announce the closing of my 
practice, effective 15 January 1993-mixed, 
because I am truly sad to be ending a rela
tionship with a truly unique group of people , 
those patients who have blessed me with the 
opportunity of providing them with 
Orthopaedic care; yet I am happy and excited 
to be beginning a new phase of life for myself 
and my family . 

Government, Federal and State, have be
come extremely intrusive into medica l prac-
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tice, as have the ADA, OSHA, CAL-OSHA, 
IPA's, PPO's, HMO's, and any other set of 
initials you can think of. New rules-re
cently enacted, and more to come in the near 
future-are making it difficult, if not impos
sible, for a small business such as a solo 
medical practice to achieve a reasonable re
turn. As a result, it has become economi
cally impossible to give the kind of medical 
care which you deserve. Great changes are in 
store for Medicine. I feel that medical prac
tice, such as I have striven to accomplish, is 
doomed. Rather than compromise my treat
mP.nt and the level of service which I can 
provide to you, I have decided to give up pri
vate practice completely. 

I am truly honored to have been chosen by 
you to provide you with medical care. I hope 
that the care which I have rendered has met 
with your expectations, and that my office 
staff and I have succeeded in our attempts to 
treat you all with respect, kindness, and dig
nity. 

I will miss you all. 
Sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM D. DIXON 

FREE SHOTS FOR ALL CHILDREN 
ISN'T WAY TO SOLVE PROBLEM 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
to my colleagues an editorial which appeared 
in the Omaha World Herald on February 16, 
1993. This editorial takes a courageous stand 
regarding President Clinton's proposed child
hood vaccination plan. Mr. Speaker, it is tough 
to take a stand against a plan to immunize 
children, but before enacting such an initiative, 
Congress must ensure that this Federal ex
penditure is really appropriate to finance vac
cinations for all American children: 
FREE SHOTS FOR ALL CHILDREN ISN'T WAY TO 

SOLVE PROBLEM 
President Clinton appears to be on the 

verge of a classic overreaction as he consid
ers the subject of childhood immunizations. 

White House sources indicated that Clin
ton may propose an expanded immunization 
program as part of his proposals to reduce 
the deficit and create economic growth. 

By one account, Clinton wants the govern
ment to buy the nation's children's vaccines 
and distribute them free. 

Certainly his concern about the health of 
children is appropriate. About half the 
American kids under age 2 haven' t received 
all their shots. Disease such as measles, 
which not long ago were thought to be near
ly extinct, are reappearing. Child mortality 
continues to be intolerably high among seg
ments of the U.S. population where preven
t ive measures are typically neglected. 

However, a free-shots-for-everyone ap
proach isn' t the way to solve the problem. 

For one thing, that approach is based on a 
debatable assumption, namely that the cost 
of the shots is the main reason many chil
dren haven't received them. Such as assump
t ion would follow the Children's Defense 
Fund line that the government isn' t spend
ing nearly enough tax money on the health, 
education and welfare of children. 

Dr. C. Everett Koop, who was surgeon gen
eral in the Reagan administration, has a 
much different view of why so many kids are 
going unprotected. 

3205 
Writing recently in The Washington Post, 

Dr. Koop noted that 11 states have already 
done what Clinton may be about to propose 
for the nation-they provide free immuniza
tions to every child. 

If high costs were the main reason for the 
appallingly low rate of immunization, it 
would follow that nearly every child in those 
free-immunization states would have the 
shots. But those states' immunization rate is 
63 percent. Dr. Koop said- only five points 
above the nation as a whole. 

Instead of cost, he suggested, the main 
problem is ignorance-a distressingly high 
number of parents either don't know or don' t 
care that providing protection against child
hood diseases is part of their responsibilities 
as a parent. Another problem, he said, may 
be that the clinics that provide free shots to 
low-income families are inconvenient to use. 

Rather than spending up to S500 million to 
provide free shots for people from all income 
groups, Dr. Koop would have society do more 
to be sure all parents know their responsibil
ities. He also advocates making the delivery 
system more convenient for the shots that 
are available. For people to whom cost might 
be a problem, he said, tax incentives could be 
used to encourage insurance companies to 
cover immunizations and to reimburse par
ents who aren' t insured. 

A Clinton policy of free shots for everyone 
would require taxpayers to finance a service 
that three-fifths of the intended bene
ficiaries are already providing for them
selves. That isn't a proper function of gov
ernment. Neither is the assumption of a re
sponsibility that millions of people are faith
fully discharging as part of their obligations 
as parents. 

An expanded entitlement program would 
be an odd component of a Clinton deficit-re
duction package. One of the reasons the defi
cit needs reducing is that the government 
has taken over too many functions that re
sponsible people once handled for them
selves. Adding yet another can only make a 
solution more difficult. 

REINVENTING GOVERNMENT: RE
DUCE ASBESTOS THREAT 
THROUGH INCENTIVES, NOT REG
ULATION 

HON. CHARLFS E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, in keeping 
with President Clinton's theme of reinventing 
Government-achieving policy goals via mar
ket mechanisms rather than burdensome Gov
ernment regulation-today I am introducing 
the Asbestos Management Incentive Act. 

This bill was drafted in response to recent 
scientific studies and guidelines-by the Amer
ican Medical Association, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the Health Effects In
stitute-which indicate that management-in
place rather than removal is the optimum 
method to reduce the threat of asbestos. 
While such reports have been trickling out for 
several years, the United States still spends 
more than $3.5 billion annually on asbestos 
removal, much of which is an unnecessary 
burden on economic growth. 

The problem is as follows: Due to the explo
sion of asbestos-related litigation, banks have 
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become extremely hesitant to make loans-for 
example for refinancing or renovation-to 
owners of buildings that contain asbestos. 
Many banks insist owners remove all asbestos 
from a building before making a loan. This has 
severe consequences. 

Owners who comply, by removing all asbes
tos, may actually increase health hazards 
while incurring massive expenses. 

Owners who cannot afford to remove all as
bestos rarely adopt a management plan that 
would reduce asbestos health hazards. In ad
dition, denial of loans exacerbates the credit 
crunch in the real estate market and the re
cession in the construction industry. 

The ordinary Government solution, issuing 
regulations, is not the answer here. It would 
take years, would be burdensome, and would 
not solve the credit problem. 

Instead, the bill I am introducing today 
would provide a financial incentive for both 
lenders and owners to do the right thing. 
Lenders would be given immunity from poten
tial third-party liability, but only if owners 
instated a formal asbestos management plan. 
In this way, lenders would be freed to make 
more real estate loans, and owners would be 
motivated to manage asbestos in the safest, 
most cost-effective manner. 

This legislation was drafted over the course 
of 2 years, in consultation with labor, environ
mental, banking, and real estate interests. Not 
every group agrees with every detail, but all 
sides concur that the bill's enactment would 
be an improvement over the current situation. 
I urge my colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 

LEGISLATION TO ASSIGN DEPART
MENT OF DEFENSE PERSONNEL 
TO ASSIST WITH BORDER P A
TROL FUNCTIONS 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAFICANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, today I have 
reintroduced legislation to authorize the Sec
retary of Defense to assign up to 1 0,000 full
time Department of Defense [DOD] personnel 
to assist the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service [INS] and the U.S. Customs Service 
perform their border protection functions. 

The border patrol has the strength of only 
3,800, yet its mission is to guard the two long
est borders of one of the largest countries of 
the world. Reports indicate that, at any given 
time, only 800 patrolmen are available to pro
tect our 2,000-mile southern border. 

Congress has failed to provide funding nec
essary to enlarge the border patrol. Until Con
gress can find the money, this military option 
is the best short-term way to address this 
shortage of border patrol personnel. Until our 
borders are fully protected, illegal immigrants, 
drug traffickers and possible terrorists will 
have an open invitation to cross into the Unit
ed States undetected. 

DOD personnel are already involved in 
some border protection work. Yet, in terms of 
numbers, their involvement is virtually insignifi
cant. My new bill w~uld permit the Secretary 
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of Defense to beef up the border with DOD 
personnel so that our borders are fully pro
tected. 

I realize that many Americans are con
cerned with militarizing the border. Yet, my 
legislation in no way violates existing laws that 
guard against searches, seizures and arrests 
by military personnel. Military personnel would 
simply assist the border patrol and Customs 
Service in their border protection work. 

We have hundreds of thousands of United 
States troops deployed throughout the world 
protecting European, Asian, and Latin Amer
ican nations. At the same time, we have aJr 
proximately 3 million illegal aliens crossing our 
border annually, carrying drugs into our Nation 
and taking jobs away from Americans that 
need them. If the DOD can bestow hundreds 
of thousands of U.S. troops on foreign nations 
for their defense, it should be able to spare 
about 1 0,000 military personnel to protect our 
Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor this im
portant legislation. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO REFORM THE FAIR CREDIT 
REPORTING ACT OF 1970 

HON. FSTEBAN EDWARD TORRFS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing legislation to modernize and reform 
the Fair Credit Reporting Act of 197Q-a law 
that has not been substantially updated in 
more than 20 years. The FCRA was enacted 
to ensure that the Nation's credit reporting 
system functioned fairly, accurately and with
out undue intrusion into the consumer's pri
vacy. 

But our country has changed dramatically 
over the past two decades, and so too has the 
technology that facilitates the credit reporting 
system. Credit reports are no longer filed in 
manilla envelopes and stored in metal cabi
nets. Today, reports are stored, manipulated 
and relayed by the most sophisticated comput
ers in the world. When the FCRA was passed 
in 1970, the largest credit bureau had but 27 
million files on consumers. Today, each of the 
three largest bureaus keeps files on 150 to 
170 million consumers. 

The present state of computer technology 
and the volume of credit transactions that fuel 
the American economy have rendered the 
FCRA dangerously ill-equipped to meet the 
needs of today's consumers. 

The FCRA sought to achieve a balance be
tween the legitimate business need to obtain 
accurate consumer credit information and the 
right of consumers to protect the privacy of 
their personal and financial records. But that 
delicate balance has been lost. 

Today, consumers lives are an open book. 
Sensitive personal and financial data is bought 
and sold with little or no regard for the privacy 
of the consumer. Workers are denied employ
ment or even blackballed because of erro
neous information in their files. And inaccurate 
credit information is difficult if not impossible to 
correct. Clearly, it is time to regain the balance 
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to protect American consumers against the 
abuses of the credit reporting industry. 

Credit reports play a vital role in the lives of 
virtually every adult in America. Whenever you 
apply for a loan, rent an apartment, buy a 
house, purchase insurance coverage or even 
apply for a job, your credit report is likely ex
amined to determine eligibility. As the former 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Consumer 
Affairs and Coinage, I spent the past 2 years 
examining the credit reporting industry. After 
extensive hearings and a thorough investiga
tion, the subcommittee found an industry des
perately in need of major reform. 

The most serious problem uncovered by the 
subcommittee was the number of errors con
tained in credit reports. In 1991 alone, 10,000 
consumers complained to the Federal Trade 
Commission about inaccurate credit reports. 
Recent studies have found that almost half of 
all credit reports contain errors and that one of 
every four reports has serious errors that 
could result in the denial of credit, insurance 
or even the loss of a job. 

These studies have also found that consum
ers spend an average of 6 months getting 
credit bureaus to correct errors in their reports, 
and that even if mistakes are corrected, they 
often show up as errors in subsequent reports. 

The human consequences of these errors 
can be devastating. The subcommittee heard 
from a cable company executive who was 
fired from his job after he was mistakenly 
identified on his credit report as a convicted 
drug dealer. A homeowner who had paid off 
his mortgage and never missed a payment 
was refused credit from banks and retailers for 
close to a year because his credit report incor
rectly listed a tax lien on property that he did 
not own, located in a State where he had 
never lived. Almost 1 ,500 taxpayers in Nor
wich, VT were erroneously recorded as dead
beats because of an error by TRW, one of the 
Nation's three largest credit bureaus. The resi
dents of south Middlesex County, MA suffered 
the same nightmarish fate a few months later. 
And the horror stories go on, and on, and on. 

The bill I am introducing today will help put 
an end to the pain and suffering the credit re
porting industry is causing thousands of de
cent and responsible Americans. It will in
crease the accuracy of credit reports and bet
ter protect the privacy of those reports. 

The Consumer Reporting Reform Act gives 
consumers greater access to their credit his
tories and makes it easier· to correct mistakes. 
It holds banks and merchants accountable for 
the quality of the information they turn over to 
credit bureaus. And it increases privacy by re
quiring employers to get permission before 
they can check a worker's credit report. The 
bill offers greatly needed reforms. 

JUSTICE FOR HAITIANS 

HON. CARRIE P. MEEK 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mrs. MEEK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation to help Haitians who are 
here in t Je United States and whose suffering 
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has brought sympathy from many Americans. 
My congressional district, the 17th district in 
Florida, has the largest number of Haitians in 
Florida and in the United States. Many Hai
tians who are here in the United States are 
here because they have a legitimate fear of 
persecution in Haiti. This is especially true of 
Haitians who fled the military coup. While it is 
true that the only real solution to the Haitian 
refugee crisis in south Florida is long-term 
Democratic government in Haiti, we in the 
United States still have a human problem that 
should not be ignored. Our communities are 
pained to see human suffering when des
perate Haitians have risked their lives at sea 
and those who have made it to Florida are in
carcerated for weeks and months awaiting 
processing. 

Many of the Haitians who arrived in the 
United States before and after the military 
coup did so based on a credible fear of perse
cution and continue to be justified in their reti
cence to return to the areas from where they 
fled. Many are facing imminent deportation 
and there is not yet a viable system of protec
tion in place should they find themselves back 
in Haiti. Many Haitians who have been here in 
the United States prior to January 20, 1993, 
when President Clinton took office, have filed 
asylum claims. It is difficult, however, for some 
people who have a credible fear of persecu
tion to actually provide documentation satis
factory to INS. They may nevertheless have a 
strong but unverifiable case. 

My bill would give Haitians immigration 
treatment similar to that given to Cubans, who 
are automatically given the benefit of the 
doubt. But unlike Cubans, who may receive 
adjustment to permanent residency status 
even if they arrive in the future, my bill would 
provide adjustment to permanent residency 
status only for those Haitians who can prove 
their arrival in the United States prior to Janu
ary 20, 1993. They would be able to apply for 
such adjustment within 2 years after the date 
of enactment of this legislation. This would be 
a one-time adjustment and would extend a hu
manitarian hand to Haitians who are here and 
who can become productive citizens. 

I would like to invite my colleagues to join 
with me in helping Haitians who are already 
here in the United States to successfully reset
tle in the community and to make their con
tribution to our society in the same way so 
many of our own parents and grandparents 
have done. 

Mr. Speaker, a copy of this legislation fol
lows: 

H.R. -
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS OF CER

TAIN HAITIANS. 
(a) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.-The status of 

any alien described in subsection (b) may be 
adjusted by the Attorney General , in the At
torney General 's discretion and under such 
regulations as the Attorney General may 
prescribe, to that of an alien lawfully admit
ted for permanent resi1ence if-

(1) the alien applies for such adjustment 
within two years after the date of the enact
ment of this Act; 

(2) the alien is otherwise eligible to receive 
an immigrant visa and is otherwise admissi
ble to the United States for permanent resi-
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dence, except in determining such admissi
bility the grounds for exclusion specified in 
paragraphs (4), (5), (6)(A), (6)(B), and (7)(A) of 
section 212(a) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act shall not apply and the Attor
ney General may, in his discretion, waive the 
ground for exclusion specified in paragraph 
(6)(C) of such section; 

(3) the alien is not an alien described in 
section 243(h)(2) of such Act; 

(4) the alien is physically present in the 
United States on the date the appli9ation for 
such adjustment is filed; and 

(5) the alien has continuously resided in 
the United States since January 20, 1993. 

(b) ALIENS ELIGIBLE FOR ADJUSTMENT OF 
STATUS.-The benefits provided by sub
section (a) shall apply to any alien-

(1) who is a national of Haiti, 
(2) who arrived in the United States before 

January 20, 1993, and 
(3) who (unless the alien filed an applica

tion for asylum with the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service before January 20, 
1993) was not admitted to the United States 
as a nonimmigrant. 

(c) NO AFFECT ON FASCELL-STONE BENE
FITS.-An alien who, as of the date of the en
actment of this Act, is a Cuban and Haitian 
entrant for the purpose of section 501 of Pub
lic Law 96-422 shall continue to be considered 
such an entrant for such purpose without re
gard to any adjustment of status effected 
under this section. 

(d) RECORD OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE AS OF 
JANUARY 20, 1993.-Upon approval of an 
alien 's application for adjustment of status 
under subsection (a), the Attorney General 
shall establish a record of the alien 's admis
sion for permanent residence as of January 
20, 1993. 

(e) No OFFSET IN NUMBER OF VISAS AVAIL
ABLE.-When an alien is granted the status of 
having been lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence pursuant to this section, the 
Secretary of State shall not be required to 
reduce the number of immigrant visas au
thorized to be issued under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act and the Attorney Gen
eral shall not be required to charge the alien 
any fee . 

( f) APPLICATION OF IMMIGRATION AND NA
TIONALITY ACT PROVISIONS.-Except as other
wise specifically provided in this section, the 
definitions contained in the Immigration 
and Nationality Act shall apply in the ad
ministration of this section. Nothing con
tained in this section shall be held to repeal, 
amend, alter, modify, effect, or restrict the 
powers, duties, functions, or authority of the 
Attorney General in the administration and 
enforcement of such Act or any other law re
lating to immigration, nationality, or natu
ralization. The fact that an· alien may be eli
gible to be granted the status of having been 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence 
under this section shall not preclude the 
alien from seeking such status under any 
other provision of law for which the alien 
may be eligible. 

BEST PLACES TO WORK 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
recently a book was published in which Robert 
Levering and Milton Moskowitz published the 
results of their research on the best compa-
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nies to work for from the standpoint of employ
ees. These journalists published a similar vol
ume in 1984, and it is good to note that they 
report that there is a substantial increase in 
the number of good companies. And I was 
particularly pleased to note that 1 of the top 
1 0 companies listed in the entire Nation was 
the Beth Israel Hospital in Boston. 

I congratulate Dr. Mitchell Rabkin, the direc
tor of the hospital, and all of those who work 
with him for this well earned honor. I can say 
as a former patient of Beth Israel that I share 
the high evaluation which it received in this re
port. To be listed as 1 of the 10 best places 
to work in the entire country-not just 1 of the 
1 0 best hospitals but 1 of the best 1 0 best 
work places of any sort-is a genuine accom
plishment of which Dr. Rabkin and his staff 
should be extremely proud. Of course Beth Is
rael accomplishes this while also providing to 
people first rate medical care, and the leader
ship of this hospital has been extremely help
ful to those of us trying to formulate a better 
health care policy for America. 

I also note that the Lotus Development 
Corp. and the Polaroid Corp. received high 
marks as well in this survey and I congratulate 
the people who run these companies as well. 
Lotus and Polaroid were listed among the top 
100, which is also an extremely impressive ac
complishment given that we are dealing with 
all work places in the entire Nation. All three 
of these companies demonstrate that provid
ing excellent service is completely consistent 
with dealing fairly with one's employees. They 
are models that I hope will be emulated. 

[From the Boston Globe, Jan. 23, 1993] 
BEST PLACES TO WORK 

(By Mary Sit) 
Talk to any employee of America's 100 best 

companies to work for and the conversation 
quickly begins to sound touchy-feely. 
Empowerment. Flexibility. Trust. Respect. 

But the people who work at these compa
nies are sincere when they enthuse about 
their workplaces. Their accounts have been 
chronicled in a book released yesterday 
called "The 100 Best Companies to Work for 
in America," published by Currency/Double
day. 

Three Massachusetts companies made the 
list: Beth Israel Hospital of Boston, which 
was ranked among the Top 10; Lotus Devel
opment Corp. and Polaroid Corp., both in 
Cambridge. 

Almost a decade after writing their 1984 
book on the 100 best companies, business 
journalists Robert Levering and Milton 
Moskowitz said this time it was difficult to 
winnow through and choose only 100. A dec
ade ago, it was hard to come up with 100 good 
companies. 

What's triggered the turn-around? 
"Some of it is more enlightened manage

ment. You can get things done better 
through better employee relations-honey 
versus the stick," said Levering, adding that 
they were not inundated with great work
places to research. " I don't think most work
places are great. The trend, however, is good. 
The best of the best is getting better." 

Take, for example, Beth Israel Hospital. 
The 510-bed hospital associated with Harvard 
Medical School employs 5,100 people . Judy H. 
Silva, 38, is a nurse manager who has worked 
there 18 years. "You have a lot of autonomy, 
and you're treated as a responsible person to 
make those kinds of decisions to balance 
your personal and professional life, " ex-
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plained Silva, who is also a wife and mother 
of three children. "The hospital runs itself 
on general guidelines that reflect the values 
of the organization. So people are encour
aged to make independent decisions. There 
isn 't a book of rules. " 

Levering and Moskowitz asked thousands 
of workers-usually non-supervisory ones or 
first-level supervisors-to rate the compa
nies through the eyes of the employees. They 
used six factors to evaluate the firms and 
awarded up to five stars per category: pay/ 
benefits; opportunities; job security; pride in 
work/company; openness/fairness; camara
derie/friendliness. 

Polaroid stood out for its employee democ
racy. After a takeover threat, the instant 
photography company is now 20 percent em
ployee-owned and several employees actually 
sit on the board of directors. Lotus, a soft
ware developer, made the list because it was 
"a company with a heart," said Levering. Its 
focus on diversity made it one of the first 
companies to offer full health benefits to gay 
couples. 

Although the book's best 100 companies 
may be great places to work, job security 
isn't guaranteed. Several of the companies 
have had huge layoffs, including Inter
national Business Machines Corp., Cummins 
Engine Corp. and Xerox Corp. 

Polaroid is currently offering its employ
ees an early retirement program and a vol
untary severance program. Lotus shed 10 
percent of its workers a year ago. The key 
factor to consider with layoffs, said Lever
ing, was how the company treated employees 
when the firm suffered tough times. 

Did the firm still respect the individual? 
Apple Computer Inc. failed to make the list 
because employees heard about layoffs 
through the media before it heard from man
agement, said Levering. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY MISLEADING MAIL
INGS AND COMMUNICATIONS ACT 

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, today my col
league JIM BUNNING and I are introducing the 
Social Security Misleading Mailings and Com
munications Act. The purpose of the bill is to 
strengthen penalties for organizations which 
send mailings to senior citizens that convey 
the false impression that the organization is 
endorsed by or affiliated with a Federal Gov
ernment agency. 

A Subcommittee on Social Security staff 
summary of the proposal follows. 

In 1988, Congress enacted a provision pro
hibiting the misuse of words, letters, symbols 
and emblems of the Social Security Adminis
tration [SSA] and the Health Care Financing 
Administration [HCFA]. The law permits the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
[HHS] to impose civil monetary penalties not 
to exceed $5,000 per violation or, in the case 
of a broadcast or telecast, $25,000 per viola
tion. The total amount of penalties which may 
be imposed is limited to $100,000 per year. 

In May 1992, the Subcommittee on Social 
Security and the Subcommittee on Oversight 
held a joint hearing to examine the effective
ness of the 1988 law designed to prevent 
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fraud through deceptive advertising and solici
tation practices. Of particular interest to mem
bers of the Subcommittees was the adequacy 
of section 1140 of the Social Security Act 
which prohibits the misuse of names, symbols 
and emblems of SSA and HCFA. 

The subcommittees heard testimony from 
the Commissioner of the Social Security Ad
ministration, Gwendolyn King, representatives 
from the Office of Inspector General, Depart
ment of Health and Human Services and Unit
ed States Postal Inspector as well as State at
torney's general and State aging agencies. 

Numerous witnesses testified that limiting 
the total amount of penalties that can be lev
ied against individuals for violations of section 
1140 to $1 00,000 per year did not serve as an 
adequate deterrent to groups who can take in 
millions of dollars each year by engaging in 
deceptive practices. The proposal would elimi
nate the provision in section 1140 which pro
vides for an annual cap on penalties, to allow 
the Secretary to set fines at a reasonable level 
which would provide a strong deterrent to or
ganizations and individuals against violations 
of section 1140. 

The bill would define a violation with regard 
to mailings as each individual piece of mail in 
a mass mailing. Regulations promulgated by 
the HHS Inspector General treat each piece of 
mail addressed to specific individuals as a vio
lation while an entire mass mailing addressed 
to resident is considered only one violation. 
This would strengthen the deterrent against 
deceptive mailings by making each piece of 
mail a violation. 

Section 1140 would be amended to include 
the use of names, letters, symbols or em
blems of the Department of Health and 
Human Services as protected items. 

The proposal would amend the provision in 
current law which prevents a person from 
using names and symbols in a manner which 
such person "knows or should know would 
convey a false impression" of a relationship 
with SSA, HCFA, or HHS to provide an alter
nate standard. The proposal would add lan
guage to current law to prohibit the name or 
symbol from being used in a manner which 
"reasonably could be interpreted or mis
construed as conveying" a relationship to 
SSA, HCFA, or HHS. 

In response to numerous complaints from 
the public generally and concerns expressed 
by hearing witnesses regarding organizations 
that offer to provide individuals with Social Se
curity forms for a fee, the proposal would re
quire groups to receive approval from SSA in 
order to engage in these activities. The pro
posal would stipulate that no person may re
produce, reprint, or distribute for a fee any 
form, application, or other publication of the 
Social Security Administration unless it has 
obtained specific written authorization for such 
activity in accordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary. 

The bill would provide that any disclaimer of 
section 1140 would not be a defense against 
an action for violation. Many consumers do 
not read, or cannot read, disclaimers on mass 
mailings. Similarly, disclaimers in other forms 
of media may not be heard or understood by 
the consumer. Thus, the proposal would pro
vide that any determination of whether there is 
a violation of section 1140 shall be done with
out regard to a disclaimer. 
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The proposal would require the HHS Sec

retary to report annually to the Committee on 
Ways and Means detailing the number of 
complaints of deceptive practices received by 
SSA and the HHS IG, the number of cases in 
which a letter of complaint was sent by SSA 
requesting that an individual cease misleading 
activities, the number of cases referred by 
SSA to the HHS IG, the number of investiga
tions undertaken by the HHS IG, the number 
of civil monetary penalties formally proposed 
by the HHS IG in a demand letter, and the 
number of judgments obtained. 

For the purpose of providing every individual 
due process under the law, the Secretary 
would be required to report to the Committee 
on Ways and Means the number of hearings 
requested by the respondents and the disposi
tion of these hearings. 

Finally, the bill would stipulate that the provi
sions of section 1140 would continue to be en
forced by the Office of Inspector General of 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices. 

THE BALANCED BUDGET 
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993 

HON. TIMOTIIY J. PENNY 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 
Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro

ducing the Balanced Budget Enforcement Act 
[BBEA] of 1993, which was introduced in the 
1 02d Congress by our former colleague Leon 
Panetta. This legislation would put in place 
tough new measures to reform the budget 
process and eliminate the Federal budget defi
cit. As our former colleague frequently said: 
"There is no free lunch. Balancing the budget 
will require tough medicine." And no one 
knows better than Leon who in his new role as 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget [OMB] will be playing a lead role in in
stituting a deficit reduction plan for the Clinton 
administration. The BBEA will equip the budg
et process with the tools necessary to make 
these tough choices. 

Specifically, the bill: 
First, establishes deficit reduction targets. 

The bill provides gradually escalating targets 
through FY98 for total deficit reduction over 
$800 billion. 

Second, board of estimates. Under the leg
islation, the President would appoint a five 
member board of estimates, made up of the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve and one citi
zen member from separate lists of the House 
Speaker and minority leader and the majority 
and minority leaders of the Senate. The board 
would select in their entirety the economic as
sumptions provided by either the OMB or 
CBO. This would encourage honest budgeting. 
Budget projections would be based on the as
sumptions chosen by the Board. 

Third, requirement of President and Con
gress to follow targets. The President's budget 
woulq be required to meet the annual targets, 
as would the budget resolutions agreed to by 
the Congress. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Fourth, the bill establishes an annual cap on 
discretionary appropriations to achieve over 
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$160 billion in savings above the savings in 
the 1990 budget agreement. If the cap were 
violated, across-the-board spending reductions 
would be enforced in all programs. 

In the area of revenues and entitlements, 
the BBEA establishes annual deficit reduction 
targets, that produce over $400 billion in defi
cit reduction over the next 5 years. Budget 
resolutions would include reconciliation in
structions to individual committees to achieve 
specific savings each year in programs or rev
enues under their jurisdiction. 

A budget priorities bill based on the budget 
resolution would be sent to the President for 
his signature. Whether he signs it or not will 
determine the sequestration process used. If 
the President signs the so-called spinoff bill, 
sequestration is based on rewarding those 
committees that meet their reconciliation tar
gets. Sequestration would take place in pro
grams under the jurisdiction of committees 
that don't meet their targets. If revenues do 
not meet the revenue target, a personal and 
corporate surtax would be imposed. 

If the President and the Congress fail to 
agree on the process for meeting the reconcili
ation targets, there would occur an across-the
board freeze of all entitlements spending and 
revenue to a level necessary to meet the tar
get. For revenues, a freeze would apply to in-

- come tax indexing and would be accompanied 
by a rate incr-ease for those with incomes 
above $250,000. 

Of course, selected increases in spending 
could be enacted, but they would have to be 
paid for by corresponding spending cuts or 
revenue increases. 

Reducing the budget deficit was a demand 
of the voters. As the President has indicated 
in his budget message, now is the time to ear
nestly attack the deficit with an honest ap
proach. The BBEA provides the honest struc
ture and process for balancing the budget. I 
urge my colleagues to join me and the other 
original sponsors of this bill in support of this 
measure. 

JUDGE'S LENIENT SENTENCES 
DON'T FIT MASSIVE SWINDLE 

HON. DOUG BEREUlER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
would like to commend to his colleagues the 
following editorial from the February 2, 1993, 
Omaha World Herald, concerning the sen
tences imposed on two "white collar'' criminals 
by U.S. District Judge Dean Whipple. It is a 
noteworthy commentary. Willie A. Schonacher 
and James R. Wining were found guilty of 
conspiring to defraud the Mutual of Omaha 
company out of an estimated $408 million, 
$20 million of which was pocketed by Messrs. 
Schonacher and Wining. As the commentary 
makes clear, Judge Whipple's leniency in sen
tencing one man to 2 years in prison, and the 
other to 5 years probation, seems appalling. 

JUDGE'S LENIENT SENTENCES DON'T FIT 
MASSIVE SWINDLE 

Willie A. Scbonacher and James R. Wining 
got off too easy. Much too easy. 
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The two Kansas City men pleaded guilty in 

federal court to charges of pocketing inore 
than S20 million in a fraudulent scheme that 
victimized Mutual of Omaha Co. Evidence 
showed that they had created a network of 
phony reinsurance carriers and obligated 
Mutual to pay millions of dollars in claims 
for which the Omaha-based insurer received 
no premiums. 

The swindle cost Mutual an estimated $408 
million, of which only $74 million has been 
recovered. 

Federal law provides a maximum sentence 
of 10 years for the crimes of which 
Schonacber and Wining were convicted. That 
would be a light sentence, but the judge gave 
them far less. 

U.S. District Judge Dean Whipple ordered 
Schonacber to serve two years, which 
amounts to a minimum of 21 months in a 
federal prison. Wining got off even easier. 
The judge, noting that Wining bas a men
tally disabled son who requires constant 
care, ordered the con man to spend five years 
on probation. 

Judge Whipple's leniency is appalling. It's 
no wonder some people have lost confidence 
in the justice system. An unemployed bread
winner could go to jail for writing bad 
checks to feed his kids. So could an 
uneducated kid who tries to earn money for 
child support by running street drugs. 

But a James R. Wining can work several 
years setting up a scheme to rip off a major 
insurance company, paying himself $450,000 a 
year in money be bad no right to lay his 
hands on. He and his partner can break the 
bonds of trust that are one of the strengths 
of American business. Then, when the law 
catches up with him, be avoids jail time by 
reminding the court of the obligations of 
parenthood. 

These weren't small-time con men. They 
persuaded people who worked with them that 
they bad millions of dollars in backing that 
they didn't have. Wining told a Mutual of 
Omaha subsidiary that he was a former dep
uty to the chairman of Lloyd's of London, 
which wasn't true. He and Scbonacher di
verted millions of dollars to new companies 
that they created in the Caribbean. In 1984, 
when Mutual grew suspicious and told them 
to stop accepting new business, they agreed 
to stop. But that was a lie, too. They contin
ued to write new business. 

Twenty-one months in prison for one of 
them. Five years on probation for the other. 
Whatever became of the idea that the pun
ishment should fit the crime? 

PREVENTING DISCRIMINATION IN 
GROUP HEALTH PLANS 

HON. WilliAM J. HUGHFS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing legislation along with fifteen of my 
colleagues, to reverse the fifth. circuit decision 
Greenberg versus H&H Music. In essence, the 
court ruled that an employer could amend or 
terminate a health plan at any time leaving 
employees at the risk of loosing health cov
erage when they are sick and most vulner
able. The Supreme Court's denial of certiorari 
on November 4, 1992 requires this body to act 
swiftly. Individuals must have confidence in 
our private health system and the Group 
Health Plan Nondiscrimination Act of 1993 will 
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reaffirm the safeguards the drafters incor
porated into ERISA 18 years ago. 

According to the fifth circuit, ERISA currently 
allows for the retroactive reduction of benefits 
to take place. How tenuous has employer-pro
vided health coverage become? Through cre
ative plan design employers now place dollar 
caps or completely exclude certain diseases 
from coverage. By simply changing insurance 
carriers employees are dropped from cov
erage because of preexisting conditions. We 
understand employers' concerns about spiral
ing health care costs and the burden that 
places on the employer sponsored system but, 
we do not believe that ERISA was ever in
tended to sanction employers from reneging 
on promises made to their employees. 

This legislation is very similar to H.R. 6147, 
a bill which I introduced in the 1 02d Congress. 
The new version has taken into account the 
many thoughtful opinions submitted from inter
ested parties. I believe the changes that have 
been made have enhanced the clarity of the 
bill's intent. 

This bill addresses the specific situation Dr. 
Frank Greenberg brought to my attention at a 
hearing of the Select Committee on Aging. He 
poignantly illustrated the discriminatory actions 
taken against Jack McGann, an employee of 
H&H Music Co. Mr. McGann was covered by 
a generous group health insurance plan. He, 
like most of us, felt protected by his employ
er's plan. Yet when Mr. McGann was diag
nosed with AIDS and began submitting medi
cal reimbursement forms for his treatment, his 
company reduced the lifetime coverage for 
AIDS-related disorders from $1 million to a 
mere $5,000. 

The bill restores the intent that section 510 
of ERISA applies to an individual's right for ei
ther pension or health benefits. By adding 
subsection (b) to 510 we have made explicitly 
clear that it is unlawful to discriminate based 
on benefit claims under group health plans. 
The triggering event, establishing an employ
ers intent to discriminate, is a change in a 
plan that takes away coverage when an em
ployee is being treated for a disease or medi
cal condition previously covered by the plan. 
Changes made to eliminate or significantly re
duce benefits for an individual who has be
come ill is prohibited under this section. The 
legislation continues to allow for prospective 
changes in benefit levels and incorporates 
clear notice requirements to employees con
cerning these material plan changes. 

In addition, section 516 has been added to 
ERISA since no section adequately dealt with 
an employer's right to discriminate against cer
tain diseases in designing health plans. This 
new section makes it unlawful to discriminate 
among lifetime benefit levels within a health 
plan and directly addresses the reduction in 
benefits Mr. McGann was forced to accept be
cause he contracted AIDS. Public policy must 
dictate that plan sponsors should not offer 
more to their employees then they intend to 
deliver. Employees when accepting an offer of 
employment take into consideration not only 
the salary but also the health benefit package 
offered. Employers must take a realistic look 
upfront at what level of health benefits they 
can afford to offer and then stand by their 
promises. 

This legislation should not be mistaken for 
our response to health care reform. But we 
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cannot stand by and permit employers to pull 
the health care carpet from under the feet of 
their employees at the time they are most vul
nerable and have nowhere else to turn. As we 
work with our new President to make health 
care available to all Americans we must not 
allow the unjust results of our current system 
to proliferate. Most people rely on ERISA to 
protect their basic civil right against discrimina
tory actions and their right to due process. We 
must work together to ensure that the prom
ises made to American workers in ERISA are 
kept. 

H.R.-
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 "Group 
Health Plan Nondiscrimination Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. PROTECTION FROM INTERFERENCE WITH 

RIGHTS. 
Section 510 of the Employee Retirement 

Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1140) is 
amended-

( I) by inserting "(a) IN GENERAL.-" after 
"SEC. 510."; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) DISCRIMINATION BASED ON BENEFIT 
CLAIMS UNDER GROUP HEALTH PLANS.-

"(!) IN GENERAL.-It shall be unlawful dis
crimination for purposes of subsection (a) to 
take any action to cancel or reduce a benefit 
of a participant or beneficiary under a group 
health plan (by plan amendment or planter
mination, change in insured status of the 
plan, change of insurer under the plan, or 
any other means), if-

"(A) such action is specifically related to 
one or more particular diseases or medical 
conditions, 

"(B)-such participant or beneficiary is un
dergoing, at the time such action is taken, a 
course of treatment related to any such dis
ease or medical condition, and 

"(C) a valid claim under the plan reason
ably related to such course of treatment has 
been submitted to the plan by or on behalf of 
such participant or beneficiary prior to the 
taking of such action. 

"(2) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub
section-

"(A) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.-The term 
'group health plan' has the meaning provided 
in section 607(1). 

"(B) CHANGE IN INSURED STATUS.-The term 
'change in insured status' of a plan means a 
change to self-insured status or a change in 
the extent to which benefits provided under 
the plan are provided under a contract or 
policy of insurance issued by an insurer 
under the plan. 

" (C) INSURER.-The term 'insurer' under a 
plan means a person licensed by a State to 
engage in the business of insurance who pro
vides benefits under the plan under a con
tract or policy of insurance issued by such 
person. 

"(D) VALID CLAIM.-The term 'valid claim' 
under a group health plan means a claim 
which, at the time of its submission by or on 
behalf of a participant or beneficiary, would 
have entitled the participant or beneficiary 
to benefits under the plan.". 
SEC. 3. NONDISCRIMINATION IN LIFETIME BENE· 

FIT COVERAGE UNDER A GROUP 
HEALTH PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Part 5 of title I of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
''NONDISCRIMINATION IN LIFETIME BENEFIT 
COVERAGE UNDER A GROUP HEALTH PLAN 

"SEC. 516. (a) IN GENERAL.-It shall be un
lawful for a group health plan to discrimi
nate among diseases or medical conditions 
with respect to levels of lifetime benefit cov
erage provided to similarly situated partici
pants and beneficiaries under the plan. For 
purposes of this section, the term 'lifetime 
benefit coverage' provided to any participant 
or beneficiary under a plan means the maxi
mum benefit available under the plan in the 
aggregate to such participant or beneficiary. 

"(b) LIMITATION.-Subsections (a) shall not 
apply with respect to participants and their 
beneficiaries under a group health plan if the 
requirements of paragraph (1) or (2) are met 
as follows: 

"(1) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING.-The require
ments of this paragraph are met if-

"(A) the participants consist of employees 
covered by a collective bargaining agree
ment between employee representatives and 
one or more employers, 

"(B) there is evidence that benefits pro
vided under the group health plan estab
lished or maintained pursuant to such collec
tive bargaining agreement between such em
ployee representatives and such employer or 
employers, and 

"(C) the discrimination consists of a lack 
of uniformity based solely on-

"(i) variations in the required terms of the 
collective bargaining agreement as applied 
to separate geographically located facilities 
of the same employer, or 

"(ii) different levels of contributions to 
such plan negotiated between such employee 
representatives and more than 1 employer, 
as set forth in applicable collective bargain
ing agreements. 

"(2) EXEMPTION PROCEDURE.-The require
ments of this paragraph are met if the spon
sor of such group health plan demonstrates 
to the Secretary by a preponderance of the 
evidence that such sponsor will be unable to 
continue such plan unless granted relief from 
the applicable requirements of subsection 
(a), pursuant to an exemption procedure 
which-

"(A) shall be established by the Secretary 
by regulation for purposes of this subsection, 
and 

"(B) shall be subject to standards and pro
cedures similar to those applicable under 
section 408(a) with respect to exemptions 
granted thereunder.". 

"(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents in section 1 of such Act is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sec
tion 514 the following new items: 
"Sec. 515. Delinquent contributions. 
"Sec. 516. Discrimination in lifetime benefit 

coverage under group health 
plan." . 

SEC. 4. REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE REQUIRE· 
MENTS. 

(a) NOTICE OF MODIFICATIONS AND 
CHANGES.-Sectio:ri 104(b)(l) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1024(b)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: "In the case of a group 
health plan (as defined in section 607(1)), the 
adoption of any material coverage restric
tion which constitutes such a modification 
in the terms of the plan (including the termi
nation of the plan), or which is represented 
by any such change in the information re
quired under section 102(b), may not take ef
fect until 60 days after such a summary de
scription of such modification or change is 
furnished to each participant and to each 
spouse thereof who is a beneficiary under the 
plan in language calculated to be easily un-
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derstood by the typical participant or bene
ficiary. For purposes of the preceding sen
tence, the term 'material coverage restric
tion' means any change in the terms of a 
group health plan that results in elimination 
of, or increased restrictions on, any form of 
benefit coverage which was provided by the 
plan prior to the change, including, but not 
limited to, the establishment of, or increases 
in the amount of, deductibles or coinsurance 
payments required of participants and bene
ficiaries under the plan, except that the Sec
retary may by regulation exclude from such 
term any such change of a type which the 
Secretary finds to be de minimis.". 

(b) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SELF-IN
SURED PLANS.-Section 102(b) of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 1022(b)) is amended-

(!) by inserting "(1)" after "(b)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2)(A) In the case of a self-insured group 

health plan, the plan description and sum
mary plan description shall also contain a 
statement-

"(i) indicating that the plan is a self-in
sured group health plan and is not a policy of 
insurance, 

"(ii) identifying the person who is respon
sible for claim determinations and process
ing, and 

"(iii) indicating that the plan is not sub
ject to State guarantee fund protection and 
that, if the plan does not pay all benefits for 
which participants or beneficiaries are eligi
ble under the plan, responsibility for pay
ment for medical care may to some extent 
remain with the participant or beneficiary. 

"(B) For purposes of this paragraph-
"(i) The term 'group health plan' has the 

meaning provided in section 607(1). 
"(ii) A group health plan is 'self-insured' 

unless all benefits provided under the plan 
are provided under a contract or policy of in
surance issued by a person licensed by a 
State to engage in the business of insur
ance.". 
SEC. 5. LEGAL RELIEF FROM DAMAGES FOR IN

TERFERENCE WITH RIGHTS UNDER 
PLAN. 

(a) DAMAGES.-Section 502(c) of the Em
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1132(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"(4)(A) Any person who violates section 510 
or 516 with respect to any participant or ben
eficiary under a group health plan shall be 
liable to such participant or beneficiary for 
actual damages. Subject to subparagraph 
(B), damages for such violation shall not in
clude punitive damages. 

"(B) In any case in which the violation 
constitutes willful, fraudulent, or malicious 
conduct, bad faith, or gross negligence, each 
person liable under subparagraph (A) may, in 
the court's discretion, be liable to such par
ticipant or beneficiary for exemplary dam
ages equal to not more than the greater of-

"(i) 200 percent of the amount of actual 
damages awarded, or 

"(ii) $10,000. 
Any such exemplary damages shall be in ad
dition to any actual damages under subpara
graph (A). 

"(C) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term 'group health plan' has the meaning 
provided in section 607(1).". 

(b) ATTORNEY'S FEES.-Section 502(g) of 
such Act (29 U.S.C. 1132(g)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(3) In any action for damages under sub
section (c)(4) in which the plaintiff prevails 
or substantially prevails, the court shall 
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award the plaintiff reasonable attorney's 
fees and other costs of the action, including 
reasonable expert witness fees and costs, to 
be paid by the defendant. Fees awarded 
under this paragraph shall be at generally 
prevailing hourly" rates.'' . 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply with respect to changes in group 
health plan coverage adopted on or after 
February 4, 1993. 

TRIDUTE TO RALPH AND 
BARBARA VOORHEES 

HON. FRANK PAlLONE, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 

February 25, 1993, the State Theatre in New 
Brunswick, NJ, will be the site for a concert 
gala in honor of Ralph and Barbara Voorhees. 
Mr. and Mrs. Voorhees are two of the most 
active and generous volunteers in the Middle
sex County, NJ, community, devoting tremen
dous time, talent and boundless energy to the 
enrichment of the area. It is hard to imagine 
anyone in our community more deserving of 
this tribute than Mr. and Mrs. Voorhees. 

Mr. Ralph Voorhees is a member of one of 
New Jersey's most distinguished families. He 
is a 1948 Phi Beta Kappa graduate of Rutgers 
University and the senior vice president for in
vestments at Paine Webber. Currently, he 
serves the community as a member of the ex
ecutive committee of the Rutgers University 
Foundation Board of Overseers, the Univer
sity's Board of Trustees, the board of over
seers of the Jane Voorhees Zimmerli Mu
seum, Chairman of the New Brunswick Cul
tural Center and executive committee member 
of the Robert Woods Johnson University Hos
pital Foundation. He has· also served as the · 
chair of the Governors, Trustees and Over
seers Gifts Committee for the Campaign for 
Rutgers, having exceeded his $5 million goal 
by almost 1 00 percent. 

For the past 30 years, Mr. Voorhees has led 
numerous organizations-financial, cultural, 
political and social-giving fully of his time, en
ergy and resources. He served as a council
man in Highland Park, NJ, his lifelong home 
town, and as chairman of the Highland Park 
democratic committee. He served as president 
of both the Middlesex County Family Counsel
ing Service and United Community Service of 
Central Jersey, the parent organization of the 
United Fund. 

As chairman of the New Brunswick Cultural 
Center, Inc., he helped that organization raise 
more than $2 million to renovate the old 
YMCA building to become the permanent 
home of the George Street Playhouse, and $5 
million to purchase and refurbish the historic 
State Theatre as the centerpiece of a new 
center for the performing arts in downtown 
New Brunswick. He has been the recipient of 
numerous awards, including the Torch of Lib
erty Award from the Central New Jersey Soci
ety of Fellows of the Anti-Defamation League 
of B'nai B'rith, and the Presidential Recogni
tion Award for Volunteerism, where he was 
one of the first 12 people honored by Presi
dent Reagan. 
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Barbara Voorhees has also been extremely 
active in the community. She was a member 
of the board of trustees of the George Street 
Playhouse from 1977 to 1985, serving for 3 
years as the theater's first board president. 
Along with her husband, she is a patron mem
ber of the Friends of the Zimmerli, a group of 
volunteers and art lovers who enhance the 
Jane Voorhees Museum by providing thought
provoking, stimulation and entertaining pro
grams and special events for its members and 
the public, and to help with fundraising. As a 
member of the Friends, Mrs. Voorhees has 
served as a member of the board and was 
treasurer for 3 years. She has also been ac
tive with the YWCA in New Brunswick. In ad
dition, she serves as a Special Assistant to 
the Honorable John Lynch, the Minority Lead
er of the New Jersey senate. 

Ralph and Barbara Voorhees have four 
grown children. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor and a privilege 
for me to pay tribute to these two distin
guished members of the community in Central 
New Jersey. 

TRIDUTE TO ROBERT HAGER 

HON. ROBERT E. (BUD) CRAMER, JR. 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay a special tribute to Robert W. (Bob) 
Hager, a most distinguished citizen of Hunts
ville, AL, who is retiring as vice president-gen
eral manager of the Missiles & Space Division 
at the Boeing Co. . 

Responsible for all missile and space pro
grams .within the Boeing Co., Bob has worked 
on both strategic and tactical missile programs 
such as Minuteman, the Air Launched Cruise 
Missile [ALCM], Avenger, and the Non-Line Of 
Sight-Combined Arms [N-LOS/CA] weapon. 
His division is a key contractor for the Nation's 
Strategic Defense Initiative [SDI] programs, in
cluding the Lightweight Exo-Atmospheric Pro
jectile [LEAP] program, Airborne Surveillance 
Testbed, and Free Electron Laser. 

Bob has supervised Boeing's work as prime 
contractor for the man-rated elements of 
NASA's Space Station Freedom program, 
space transportation activities including the 
Boeing role in the National Launch System 
and the U.S. Air Force Inertial Upper Stage 
[IUS] program, and advanced design and de
velopment work in both the military and civil 
space arenas. Leading a diverse work force 
with major facilities in Huntsville, AL, and 
Kent, WA, he has served defense and space 
customers across the Nation. He was also re
sponsible for Boeing petroleum reserve for the 

· Department of Energy and supervised the 
Boeing Commercial Space Development Co. 

Bob has made and will continue to make 
many contributions to business, education, 
and the quality of life in Huntsville and in the 
State of Alabama. He has served on the Uni
versity of Alabama in Huntsville's Foundation 
Board of Trustees and on Oakwood College's 
President's Roundtable. He has served as 
chairman of the Definition Team for the Ala
bama Commission on Aerospace, Science 
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and Industry, the Technical and Business Ex
hibition/Symposium [TABES], the Huntsville 
Alliance for Science Project [HASP], and the 
Business Council of Alabama. He has served 
on the Huntsville/Madison County Chamber of 
Commerce Board of Directors and Foundation 
Board, the city of Huntsville's Education Sum
mit Committee and Vision 2000 Policy Board, 
the Huntsville Hospital Foundation's Board of 
Directors, the Botanical Gardens Advisory 
Council, and the U.S. Space and Rocket Cen
ter's Exhibits Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Bob Hager for al
most 40 years of dedicated service to the 
Boeing Co. and for his many contributions to 
our country's space program and to our com
munity. He has been a good friend to me and 
to the Fifth District of Alabama. I am thankful 
that he and his wife, Peggy, will continue to 
call Huntsville home. 

LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE THE 
DISSEMINATION OF WEATHER 
AND CLIMATE INFORMATION TO 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAACANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I have intro
duced legislation today amend the National 
Agricultural Weather Information System Act 
of 1990 to improve the collection and distribu
tion of weather information to assist agricul
tural producers. I urge my colleagues to co
sponsor this important legislation. 

The 1990 farm bill established the National 
Agricultural Weather Information System under 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture aimed at 
meeting the weather and climate information 
needs to agricultural producers. I believe that 
the program is a good one because it allows 
for the collection and organization of weather 
information from universities, State programs, 
Federal agencies and the private weather con
sulting sector. Moreover, it provides funding 
for weather research programs. 

However, it provides for the establishment 
of only 1 0 State agricultural weather informa
tion systems that are responsible for dissemi
nating information to agricultural producers in 
those States. That leaves a large portion of 
this Nation's agricultural producers without any 
assistance. 

My legislation fills in the gaps of the present 
law by requiring the Secretary of Agriculture to 
enter into an agreement with Secretary of 
Commerce to use Weather Service offices and 
distribute information aimed at meeting the 
short-term and long-term weather and climate 
information needs of agricultural producers. 
Each field office of the National Weather Serv
ice will be responsible for collecting and orga
nizing information that will impact the region 
that it covers. 

My legislation, then, specifically calls for the 
dissemination of information to agricultural 
producers in the region in the form of: First, a 
weekly publication containing weather fore
casts and other information regarding antici
pated temperatures and precipitation levels; 
second, toll-free and local telephone numbers 
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that agricultural producers can call to obtain 
immediate information to assist with specific 
day-to-day production activities; and third, 
such other methods as the Secretaries con
sider to be appropriate to distribute weather 
and climate information in a timely manner. 

My legislation, therefore, ensures that agri
cultural producers throughout the Nation are 
receiving comprehensive and timely informa
tion. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact
ment, the legislation requires the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Secretary of Commerce to 
jointly submit a report to Congress analyzing 
the effectiveness of the program in providing 
relevant weather and climate information to 
agricultural producers. The report shall include 
a description of the number of agricultural pro
ducers who obtained weather information 
through the project and an estimate of wheth
er the project improved farm profitability for 
participating producers. 

Weather information is central to agricultural 
producers across the Nation because vari
ations in weather conditions cause huge 
losses in production. My legislation will in
crease farm profitability. Once again, I urge 
you to co-sponsor this important legislation. 

BAN ON AIDS INFECTED ALIENS IS 
APPROPRIATE 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the AIDS 
virus has caused enormous devastation both 
in the United States and around the world. In 
Africa, in the Caribbean, and elsewhere, AIDS 
is devastating entire populations. It is a trag
edy, and it is entirely appropriate that we have 
made combating the AIDS virus a priority of 
our foreign aid program. But permitting HIV-in
fected individuals to enter the United States as 
refugees is quite a different matter. 

When President Clinton announced his in
tention to reverse the ban on AIDs victims en
tering the United States, while it is motivated 
by an understandable desire to alleviate the 
suffering of the 300 Haitians at Guantanamo 
Bay who are infected with HIV, will inevitably 
put additional Americans at risk. It will place 
additional strains on a health care system that 
is already terribly overburdened with American 
citizens suffering from HIV. 

Mr. Speaker, an editorial in the February 14, 
1993 edition of the Omaha World Herald cor
rectly expressed concern over the policy impli
cations of reversing the ban on HIV-infected 
aliens. This Member would urge his col
leagues to carefully consider this insightful edi
torial. 

DON'T LIFT BAN ON AIDS IMMIGRANTS 
President Clinton seems determined to 

keep a campaign pledge he never should have 
made. He says he will lift the ban against 
AIDS-infected foreigners entering the United 
States. 

Clinton is under pressure to take that ac
tion to help about 300 Haitian refugees, 
whom the U.S. government has determined 
to be in danger of political persecution if re
turned to Haiti. Most of them have AIDS or 
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are infected with the HIV virus. They are 
currently waiting at the U.S. naval base at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, caught between fear 
of reprisals in their own country and the 
U.S. government's ban on AIDS-infected im
migrants. 

Their plight is heart-rending. But it 
shouldn't be the basis for throwing open the 
door to everyone who might want to bring a 
case of AIDS to this country. The precedent 
of stopping carriers of infectious diseases at 
the border is well established. If that weren't 
sufficient reason to maintain the ban, Amer
ica also has an obligation to its citizens and 
taxpayers to prevent exploitation of its wel
fare and Medicaid system. 

Indeed, that is the same system that Clin
ton says is failing to provide a safety net for 
millions of Americans. Why, then, would he 
put it under increased stress? Why would he 
increase the pool of potential carriers? 

BOB MICHEL'S WORDS OF WISDOM 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on Wednes
day night, February 17, Republican leader 
BOB MICHEL made the official Republican re
sponse to President Clinton's address to a 
joint session of Congress. I believe that our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle should 
get the chance to read these wise and incisive 
remarks. At this point I wish to insert in the 
RECORD BOB MICHEL's speech: 

Good evening, tonight you and I witnessed 
a colorful ritual-a new president of the 
United States addressing a joint session of 
Congress for the first time. The great Cham
ber of the House rang out with cheers for the 
President. It was, as always, a thrilling spec
tacle. But now the last echo of the final 
cheer has faded away. The ceremony is over. 
It's time to put aside the pomp and cir
cumstance. 

It's time to get to work for- America. 
That's what I'd like to briefly visit with you 
about: how your government can work better 
for you. Don't worry: I have no props, no flip
charts, no pointer, no electronic gimmicks. I 
don't even have a 1-800 number for you to 
call. I'd just like to talk with you as though 
we were having a cup of coffee back in my 
hometown of Peoria. It is a chance to ask 
some questions about where our Nation is 
heading, the kinds of questions you might 
ask if you were here. 

We Americans are a questioning people; it 
is part of our national character. In fact we 
may be the only Nation whose national an
them begins and ends with a question. So, in 
questioning the direction of the administra
tion, we are acting in a great American tra
dition. All of us-Democrats, Republicans, 
Perot supporters, Independents-want our 
new president to succeed. We want to help 
him do the right thing. But the only way we 
can help him is by candidly letting him 
know how we feel about his announced poli
cies. 

Our new President has an excellent chance 
to be successful. Because of the leadership of 
Presidents Reagan and Bush, our Nation does 
not face a nuclear threat. President Bush 
handed over to the President an economy 
that is growing, not shrinking, and a rate of 
worker productivity that is rising, not fall
ing. As a matter of fact, the past 12 years of 

February 18, 1993 
Republican leadership have built a strong 
foundation for progress. We agree with the 
President that we have to put more people to 
work, but remember: 80% to 85% of the new 
jobs in this country are created by small 
business. 

So the climate for starting and expanding 
businesses must be enhanced with tax incen
tives and deregulation, rather than imposing 
higher taxes and more governmental man
dates. The President speaks of the half-mil
lion new jobs that will be created by his eco
nomic stimulus program. But, there are esti
mates that doing it his way will cost tax
payers some $55 thousand per job. It should 
be noted that last year alone the private sec
tor created a million-and-a-half new jobs on 
its own. We have to make certain that gov
ernment action helps, not hinders, the grow
ing economy. 

After listening to the President tonight, do 
you know what the President's long-range 
economic strategy is? I don't-and, I must 
say, I wonder if he does. All we are certain of 
is that the administration is engaged in a 
media blitz to "sell" his program. The Presi
dent offers us what he calls a "New Direc
tion". But where he seems to be going is 
"Back to the Future"-back to the failed Big 
government schemes of a generation ago. 
That is not the direction we should be going. 
The Clinton spin-doctors have even given us 
a new political vocabulary: 

"Investment" now means Big Government 
spending your tax dollars. "Change" now 
means reviving old, discredited Big Govern
ment tax-and-spend schemes. "Patriotism" 
now means agreeing with the Clinton pro
gram. The powerful, evocative word, "sac
rifice" has been reduced to the level of a 
bumper sticker slogan. And, my favorite
"contribution"-is now the new word for 
"taxes". On April 15, just try telling the In
ternal Revenue Service you don't feel like 
"contributing" this year. 

The administration is about to launch the 
biggest propaganda campaign in recent polit
ical history. The White House is even now 
becoming one big partisan political mega
phone. But public relations campaigns are no 
substitute for sound public policy. Tonight 
the President mentioned a number of new 
programs that inevitably will cost consider
able sums of money. Laudable as they might 
be, how do we pay for them? The President's 
answer is: more taxes on everyone. In 1992, 
candidate Clinton said: tax only the super
rich. 

In 1993, President Clinton now says: if you 
earn more ttan $30,000, your taxes are going 
up. So much for not taxing the middle class. 
The American people would do well to re
member: when you hear a Democrat call for 
taxes, do not ask for whom the tax rises-it 
will rise for you. There are those who say 
some taxes are a necessary evil. The dif
ference is that Democrats stress the word 
"necessary" and Republicans stress the word 
"evil". 

The President was short on specifics again 
tonight-probably because he keeps juggling 
the figures. He offers no bench-marks, no co
herent economic principles by which to 
judge what it is he is hoping to achieve. 
These fragmented, ad-hoc proposals are the 
kind of thing that might be excused in the 
heat of a campaign. But, Mr. President, the 
campaign is over. You won. The time has 
come to park the bus and start the hard 
work of governing. 

And one of the hardest parts of that work 
is the vital question of health care reform. 
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Will there be rationing of care? Will there be 
job-destroying mandates on employers? Re
publicans believe in: Your right to select the 
doctor of your choice. Your right to imme
diate care without long waiting lines. And 
preserving the best of what our health care 
system has to offer. 

Does the administration share these prin
ciples? As I said, these are some of the ques
tions we have to ask. The answers we get 
will determine the kind of future we will 
have. And we Republicans are here to ask 
the tough questions, cut through the rhet
oric, and get the job done. But we do need 
your help. My father, a French immigrant, 
used to tell me: that it's better to listen 90% 
of the time-for that leaves you only 10% for 
talking. 

Throughout my life in public service, I've 
tried to take his advice. And I know my 
party is listening to your voice, because we 
share your basic principles. Our Republican 
governors, our state legislators, our local 
elected officials, and of course, those of us in 
the United States House and Senate are all 
part of the same team. We owe it to you to 
make clear the ideas at the heart of our poli
cies. And here are a few: We Republicans, 
and I think it's fair to say a great body of 
Perot supporters, insist on cutting spending 
as the best way to real deficit reduction. 
We'd like to support the President on an 
honest line-item veto that applies not only 
to pork barrel spending but to special inter
ests tax loopholes. We will continue to press 
for a balanced budget amendment. 

We want to help President Clinton in his 
efforts to spur savings and investments. We 
hope he will strive to maintain the current 
low rates of interest and inflation he inher
ited from George Bush. And let's not forget 
we still live in a tough and often brutal 
world. 

Our national destiny is linked to our abil
ity to compete in a global economy and to 
defend our interests and our values around 
the world. That's why we need to maintain a 
strong defense and stay on the cutting edge 
of high technology. I'd like to address a few 
closing comments directly to the President. 
Mr. President, we wish you well. President 
Reagan and President Bush have given you a 
solid foundation of peace and a growing 
economy on which to build. You have a won
derful opportunity to succeed. 

When your domestic programs and policies 
are based on sound economic principles, 
common sense, and traditional American 
values, we Republicans will be with you. 
When your foreign policy is based on defend
ing American interests and American values 
first and foremost, we will be with you. But 
when those great values are missing from 
your proposals, we Republicans will be there 
to ask the tough questions and to provide ef
fective answers. To all of you. Thanks for lis
tening. 

As the "designated Republican questioner" 
tonight, I know I speak for all elected Re
publicans, among our governors, within the 
state legislatures and in the U.S. House and 
Senate, when I say: In the months ahead we 
will be visiting with you-whether the issue 
is health care, crime, education or the econ
omy. We will be listening and ready to react 
to your concerns. Make your voice count
You can make a difference. Thank you* * * 
and have a good evening. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

THE HIGH PRICE OF 
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the pharma
ceutical industry exists amid a world of se
crecy and false truths. The following experts 
from the Philadelphia Inquirer series on pre
scription drugs highlight the pharmaceutical in
dustry's practice of disinformation. 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Dec. 13, 
1992] 

PHARMACEUTICALS HUSHED ABOUT R&D EX
PENDITURES; FIFTY PERCENT OF DRUG COSTS 
REFLECT WHAT INVESTORS COULD HAVE 
MADE SOMEWHERE ELSE! 
Drug company executives don't talk much 

about how they arrive at a price of a drug. 
* * * 

Time and again, government researchers 
have tried to find out. 

The General Accounting Office ran into a 
wall of silence this year when it undertook a 
study of drug-price inflation. * * * 

The Office of Technology Assessment also 
had to do without specific R&D costs in its 
preparation of a massive study on pharma
ceutical R&D to be released soon. A draft of 
the agency's report said drug companies 
"have demonstrated a willingness to ac
tively resist providing access to congres
sional agencies to this proprietary data." 

One of the few breakdowns of drug costs by 
an independent researcher was done three 
years ago by [Dr. Steve] Schondelmeyer, the 
University of Minnesota economist who is an 
expert in the drug industry and a phar
macist. He says that about 22 percent of a 
drug's cost goes for marketing and about 16 
percent for R&D. 

As for the $231 million research figure, it 
not only includes direct development costs 
but also the cost of money-money the in
vestor could expect to earn elsewhere during 
the time it takes to develop a drug. That 
amounts to $117 million-a little more than 
half the total. 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Dec. 15, 
1992] 

PHARMACEUTICAL MANUFACTURERS PROFIT 
FROM SECRET DEALS 

The buyer of prescription drugs has few 
ways to comparison shop, unlike the case 
with most consumer products. 

Drug firms often require big customers to 
sign confidential agreements not to divulge 
the price, said John Coster, a staff member 
of the senate special Committee on Aging. 

It's not just the legal threat that keeps 
customers quiet, Schondelmeyer said, but 
also the concern they could lose their fa
vored prices. 

Secrecy makes it that much harder for 
large and small buyers to ferret out the best 
deal. 

"If more people knew how inexpensively 
these medications could be made and how 
cheaply they are sold to other segments of 
the market or other parts of the world, they 
would be up in arms," said Tom Snedden, di
rector of Pennsylvania's prescription drug 
program for low-income older people. 

Manufacturers' agreements deter their cus
tomers from talking about their prices, 
Schondelmeyer said. 

"The industry will go to all extremes to 
protect this uncompetitive side of the mar-
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ket," Coster said at a health-care conference 
in February organized by the Wharton 
School of the University of Pennsylvania. 
"They do not want any semblance of com
petition from breaking down the insulated 
market structures [they have] created in the 
retail marketplace. 

"This is the side of the market in which 
competition must be stimulated if we are to 
have any hope of controlling the cost of 
pharmaceuticals. But history shows that it 
will be difficult to do without some form of 
government intervention." 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Dec. 14, 
1992] 

UNACCEPTABLE DRUG ADVERTISING 
As a senior regulatory review officer for 

the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, 
David Banks bird-dogged drug companies
poring over advertisements, screening tele
vision spots and ferreting our underhanded 
promotional tactics. 

He helped uncover misleading information 
distributed by a company suggesting that an 
arthritis medicine might also prevent joint 
degeneration. He stopped another company 
from distributing promotional material dis
guised as a medical publication. 

"The pharmaceutical industry undertakes 
many, many drug promotional activities 
that appear to be anything but drug pro
motion," Banks said. 

The disguises are many, he said: 
A drug company may write an article 

about a medicine, find a physician willing to 
accept authorship and find a medical journal 
to publish it. 

A drug company may subsidize a doctor 
who lectures at medical conferences through 
an 'educational grant. ' The physician is cho
sen because he or she is known to favor a 
particular drug. 

A drug company may pay physicians to 
test a new medicine on patients. It is called 
a post-marketing drug study but serves as an 
incentive for the doctor to prescribe the 
medicine. 

As for the reliability of print advertising, 
60 percent of drug ads in medical journals re
viewed were rated 'poor or unacceptable' in a 
1992 study prepared for the Inspector Gen
eral's office of the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

Banks said the entangled relationship be
tween the industry and medical community 
leads to misleading information. 

Drug company financial relationships with 
the research and physician communities 
have become so widespread, and drug com
pany control over public discussions of drug 
therapy so pervasive, that literally any pub
lic discussion of drugs should be considered 
potentially subject to drug company bias, 
[Banks] said. 

THEODORE YOUNGBLOOD
PATRIOT AND LEADER 

HON. J.J. PICKLE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
order to honor an old and cherished friend, 
Mr. Theodore Roosevelt Youngblood. Mr. 
Youngblood was a friend and confidant of 
President Lyndon Baines Johnson and many 
of our State political and business leaders. 

Mr. Youngblood was born on January 8, 
1903, to the late James Edward and Willie 
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Youngblood in Coolidge, TX, near Mexia. He 
and his twin brother, Booker T., became the 
6th and 7th children in a family of 12. 

He received his Bachelor of Arts degree in 
history from Samuel Huston College in 1927. 
Following his graduation he was married to 
Miss Jewel Deems, who preceded him in 
death. Two sons were born of this union, Dr. 
Theodore R. Youngblood Jr., and Alvin Lee 
Youngblood. 

On May 7, 1948, Mr. Youngblood was mar
ried to Miss Latatlion Richard, a relationship 
that lasted for 44 years and 9 months. 

Mr. Youngblood was employed for many 
years as Maitre d' of the historic Austin and 
Driskill Hotels. It was here that I first met this 
upstanding gentleman. Mr. Youngblood had a 
strong sense of duty to his customers and had 
a way of instilling pride in everyone who was 
associated with him. I remember the way that 
he used to bring in boys and make them gen
tlemen. He constantly stressed perfection in 
both dress and manner. Mr. Youngblood re
ceived several awards and honors for the 
quality of his work and, his commitment to 
community service. During his life he was hon
ored by Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity, Wesley 
United Methodist Church, National Conference 
of Christians and Jews, Metropolitan A.M.E. 
Church, Sunshine Benevolent Club, and Top 
Ladies of Distinction, Inc. 

He was a leader in the Austin community 
and a valuable asset to its people. While re
maining devoted to his work, he also found 
the time to take part in numerous community 
service organizations. As a charter member of 
Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity he served as its 
president on several occasions. He has also 
been chairman of the local United Negro Col
lege Fund drive, treasurer of the Salina Senior 
Citizens Board, and a member for over 20 
years on the Austin City Planning Commis
sion. 

Last Monday an overflowing crowd of 
friends and neighbors paid their final respects 
at the Wesley United Methodist Church. The 
Reverend Freddie B. Dixon, Dr. Charles Akins, 
Mrs. Hazel Coffman, Mr. George Purnell, Dr. 
E. Marie Gilbert, Mrs. Vivien C. Richard, Rev
erend Raphael Smith, Dr. Marvin C. Griffin, 
and Dr. James D. Fay and Congressman JAKE 
PICKLE paid heartfelt tributes to Mr. Young
blood. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the people like Theodore 
Youngblood and all the countless millions of 
other hard-working, dedicated Americans who 
make this Nation great. They go about their 
day-to-day lives with quiet dignity and deter
mination; and, by both direct action and exam
ple, they bring America closer to the ideal of 
true unity. 

THE MINOR CROP PROTECTION 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1993 

HON. E de Ia GARZA 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing two measures intended to provide 
the means for revising the Nation's food safety 
laws to ensure that all Americans can continue 
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to have the safe, affordable, and healthful food 
supply which they have come to expect from 
American farmers. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF FIFRA 

The first bill would simply reauthorize the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act [FIFRA]-the law which gov
erns the registration and use of pesticides in 
the United States. I am joined in introducing 
this measure by the Honorable PAT ROBERTS, 
the ranking member of the Committee on Agri
culture, and by the Honorable CHARLES STEN
HOLM and the Honorable ROBERT SMITH, the 
chairman and ranking member, respectively, 
of the Agriculture Subcommittee that will be 
dealing with pesticide and food safety issues 
this Congress. 

The authorization for appropriations for 
FIFRA expired at the end of fiscal year 1991. 
However, the Committee on Appropriations 
has seen fit to continue funding the activities 
and programs under FIFRA for each of the fis
cal years since. 

Reauthorization of FIFRA is important. But, 
so too, are improvements in the food safety 
laws-both FIFRA and the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act [FFDCA]-that govern 
the safety of our food supply. 

We are introducing this measure simply to 
provide the framework for making improve
ments in FIFRA. Food safety and pesticides 
have been the subject of extensive hearings 
and debate in recent years. The Committee on 
Agriculture began the process of developing 
amendments to FIFRA last year to make 
changes in the way in which pesticides are 
registered and used. However, we were un
successful in completing action on this meas
ure prior to adjournment of the Congress. 

This year, using the simple rea~:~thorization 
bill we are introducing today, we hope to begin 
again the process of revising FIFRA to make 
needed improvements. This bill will serve as 
the vehicle for constructing a package of 
amendments to FIFRA that will help to reaffirm 
the public's confidence in the safety of Ameri
ca's food supply. 

MINOR CROP PROTECTION ASSISTANCE ACT 

One of the changes that is needed in cur
rent pesticide programs and law is the manner 
in which so-called minor crops are dealt with 
by EPA and USDA. 

Minor crops are fruits, vegetables and other 
crops which are produced on less than 
300,000 acres each a year. While these crops 
account for less than 2 percent of all the acre
age planted in the United States annually, 
minor crops are not insignificant. So-called 
minor crops are a major contributor to the ag
ricultural economy of many States and, more 
importantly, they are a major and vital part of 
the human diet. 

Developing and registering pesticides for 
crop protection can be expensive. A complete 
data set-the information on the safety of the 
product, and its possible effect on consumers, 
workers, and the environment-can cost mil
lions of dollars to prepare. Residue data alone 
for a crop can cost more than $100,000. 

Pesticide manufacturers are shying away 
from investing in the research and develop
ment of products that are intended for use on 
minor crops because of their limited market. 

Nor is this problem always limited to the 
minor crops. It is also happening to some pes-
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ticides intended for use on major crops-such 
as wheat, corn, soybeans, and cotton-where 
a pest problem is not widespread and the po
tential market for the product is relatively 
small. 

Reregistering a product that is currently reg
istered for use on minor crops is also costly. 
The 1988 amendments to the Federal Insecti
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act [FIFRA] 
required EPA to initiate a process to update 
the registrations of pesticides that had been 
registered prior to November 1 , 1984. As a re
sult of this process, registrants must update 
the data supporting their registrations, and, 
where this information is lacking, perform new 
studies, or gather new data to fill the data 
gaps. 

When companies weigh the costs of devel
oping this new data versus the potential profits 
from minor crop pesticide sales, some are de
ciding to voluntarily cancel the registration 
rather than seek renewal. 

Mr. Speaker, minor crop pesticides are im
portant to agricultural production in all 50 
States. These pest management tools are par
ticularly vital to the continued production of 
fruits and vegetables. Often overlooked is the 
fact that minor crop pesticides are critical com
ponents of many integrated pest management 
[IPM] systems currently in place to control ag
ricultural pests in an environmentally prudent 
manner. 

Today, I am joined by several of my House 
colleagues in introducing the Minor Crop Pro
tection Assistance Act, to help maintain minor 
use pesticide registrations. The bill is intended 
to maintain minor use registrations in a way 
that does not compromise the health and safe
ty standards for farmworkers, consumers, and 
the environment currently in place under 
FIFRA. As a result of discussions with agricul
tural interests and representatives of 
consumer and environmental groups, the bill 
has been modified to ensure that it will not 
significantly disrupt the schedule for register
ing pesticides as required by the 1988 amend
ments to FIFRA. 

Our proposal is designed to provide a num
ber of options to EPA for registering existing 
pesticides and promoting new minor use reg
istrations. These options include: Waive cer
tain data requirements if the pesticide's use 
does not present an unreasonable risk to 
human health or the environment; grant exten
sions for developing data in certain cases; re
quire the expedited review of applications for 
registration for minor uses, and permit the use 
of data from an identical or substantially simi
lar pesticide whose registration has been al
lowed to lapse for economic reasons. 

In no instance would these mechanisms be 
used if EPA's Administrator has determined 
that the pesticide poses an unreasonable ad
verse risk to human health or the environment, 
or where the missing data are essential for 
making such a determination. 

Members of the House should be aware 
that the Committee on Agriculture is preparing 
to grapple with the difficult issues associated 
with pesticide regulation and use. Our Sub
committee on Department Operations and Nu
trition, under the able leadership of Sub
committee Chairman CHARLIE STENHOLM, will 
be holding extensive hearings on food safety 
and pesticide issues in preparation for sub
committee markup later this year. 
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The Minor Crop Protection Assistance Act 

addresses an important issue in this debate. 
However, I recognize that other improvements 
in the regulation and use of pesticides, par
ticularly for minor crops, are needed. 

According to the findings of a GAO study I 
requested, the management of the Depart
ment's IR-4 Program needs improvement. IR-
4 can be a useful tool in securing and main
taining pesticide registrations for minor crop 
uses. Unfortunately, the IR-4 Program has 
suffered from a lack of resources and leader
ship to date. 

USDA also needs to establish a more effec
tive system for providing advance warning to 
producers of changes in the availability of pest 
control chemicals due to registration decisions 
by EPA and pesticide registrants. In addition, 
USDA has been slow to investigate and iden
tify alternative pest control strategies which 
place less reliance on chemical approaches 
such as IPM strategies. This situation must 
change. 

I look forward to working with Mr. STENHOLM 
and the other members of the committee in 
addressing these and other pesticide issues 
this year. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the Minor Crop 
Farmers Alliance and their many members 
from the ranks of individual agricultural pro
ducers, their commodity organizations, and 
other farm groups for their help and support in 
drafting this important legislation. 

SECTION BY SECTION SUMMARY: MINOR CROP 
PROTECTION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1993 

SECTION 1 

Short Title. 
SE CTION 2(A) . DEFINITIONS OF MINOR USE 

Defines the term " minor use" as the use of 
a pesticide on a animal, on a commercial ag
ricultural crop or site or for the protection 
of public health where the use does not pro
vide sufficient economic incentive to support 
the initial registration or continuing reg
istration, and if the use has not been deter
mined to pose an unreasonable risk to 
human health or the environment. 

SECTION 2(B ) . EXCLUSIVE DAT E USE 

Provides 190 years of protection for reg
istration data submitted after the date of en
actment of this bill that relates solely to the 
registration of a minor use. 

SECTION 2(C). TIME EXTENSIONS FOR 
DEVELOPMENT OF MINOR USE DATA 

Requires the Administrator to extend the 
deadlines by 2 years for the submission of 
residue chemistry data to support a minor 
use registration if adequate data has been or 
is being submitted to support other uses of 
the pesticide, if the registrant submits a sat
isfactory data production schedule and if the 
Administrator has determined that the ex
tension will not significantly delay RED 
schedule. However, the Administrator is pro
hibited from extending the deadline if the 
Administrator determines that the minor 
use may pose unreasonable adverse effects 
during the extension period or that available 
data is insufficient to determine the risk as
sociated with such minor use. 

SECTION 2(D). MINOR USE WAIVER 

Allows the EPA Administrator to waive 
certain data requirements for a minor use 
only if the Administrator determines that 
the absence of such data will not prevent the 
Administrator from determining the incre
mental risk presented by the minor use of 
the pesticide, and that such risk, if any, 
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would not be an unreasonable adverse effect 
on the environment. 

SECTION 2(E ). EXPEDITING MINOR USE 
REGISTRATIONS 

Requires the Administrator to complete 
the review of applications for registrations 
of certain minor uses within 6 months. Also, 
preserves the full time period for submitting 
data if a data waiver that is submitted in 
good faith is denied. 

SECTION 2 (F ) AND (G). CONDITIONAL 
REGISTRATION FOR MINOR USE 

Directs the Administrator to provide con
ditional amendments to pesticide registra
tions and conditional registrations to permit 
additional minor uses of certain pesticides, 
provided such uses do not significantly in
crease any risks associated with the pes
ticide. 

SECTION 2(H). TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 
REGISTRATION FOR UNSUPPORTED MINOR USES 

Temporarily prohibits the Administrator 
from taking any action with regard to sus
pending or cancelling an unsupported minor 
use of a pesticide for failure to submit data 
until the final deadline for submitting data 
with respect to other uses of the pesticide 
that the registrant is supporting (and provid
ing data for) . 

SECTION 2(1) . UTILIZATION OF DATA FOR 
VOLUNTARILY CANCELLED CHEMICALS 

Allows EPA to utilize data from an iden
tical or substantially similar pesticide that 
has been voluntarily cancelled for economic 
reasons within 2 years to support the reg
istration of an identical or substantially 
similar minor use. 

SECTION 2(J ) . ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY MINOR USE PROGRAM 

Directs EPA to establish a minor use pro
gram within the Office of Pesticide Pro
grams to coordinate minor use issues. 

SECTION 2(K ). DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
MINOR USE PROGRAM 

Directs USDA to coordinate its respon
sibility by establishing a minor use program. 
Also, authorizes the establishment of a 
minor use matching fund to help ensure the 
continued availability of minor use chemi
cals. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
REGARDING SURVIVOR ANNUITIES 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNEllY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing legislation to provide for the . pay
ment of retirement and survivor annuities to, 
and improve access to health insurance for, 
certain ex-spouses of employees of the 
Central Intelligence Agency. This bill recog
nizes the contributions made by these individ
uals to the Central Intelligence Agency and 
provides much needed retirement security. Ex
cept for updating and technical drafting 
changes, this bill is identical to title I of H.R. 
5651, a bill I introduced last year which was 
included in the vetoed Revenue Act of 1992. 

Throughout the 1980's, Congress enacted a 
series of legislation to provide greater retire
ment equity for the spouses of Federal Gov
ernment employees. The CIA Spouses' Retire
ment Equity Act of 1982 provided that quali-

3215 
fied former spouses of CIA officers would pre
sumptively receive upon divorce a pro rata 
share of the officer's retirement benefits, up to 
50 percent, based on the length of the mar
riage during the period of Agency service prior 
to divorce. The qualified former spouse would 
also be awarded a similar share of the offi
cer's survivorship benefits. These presumptive 
amounts could be adjusted by court order or 
spousal agreement. 

This right, which is substantially the same 
as that provided to similarly situated former 
spouses of foreign service officers, has been 
extremely important for the financial security of 
older women facing divorce from clandestine 
officers of the CIA. We are all now well aware 
of how difficult it has been for most women to 
secure an equitable division of marital assets 
upon divorce, and the financial deprivation that 
usually results. These difficulties were 
compounded for CIA spouses who were un
able to reveal in open court the basic details 
of their personal circumstances. 

Under the 1982 law, unfortunately, in order 
to qualify as a CIA "former spouse," an indi
vidual not only had to have been married to a 
CIA employee during at least 1 0 years of the 
employee's creditable service, but 5 years had 
to have been spent outsideJhe United States 
by both marriage partners. ~ 

The Subcommittee on Legislation · of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, 
which I chaired in the last Congress, became 
aware that the 5-year overseas rule for the 
non-CIA spouse disqualified from retirement 
and survivorship benefits many former 
spouses whose sacrifices for family and coun
try were as great as those of the former 
spouses who met the requirement of the' rule. 
These women also provided great support to 
their husbands and to the Agency by maintain
ing cover, accepting frequent transfers, and 
participating in service-related activities. They 
bore all family responsibilities stateside alone 
while the officer served overseas and agreed 
to the extra demands on family income of 
maintaining two households. Like other CIA 
spouses, they found employment opportuni
ties, when not precluded by the nature of the 
officer's work, to be very limited, and they too 
experienced the stress of living with secrecy 
and the fear for the physical safety of their 
partners. The subcommittee found that these 
women were in some cases prevented from 
meeting the 5 years' overseas rule by days 
because they were not allowed by the Agency 
to accompany the officers to war zone assign
ments or because they needed to bring a sick 
child back to the United States for medical 
care. 

Congress in 1991 repealed the 5-year over
seas rule for former spouses divorced after 
December 4, 1991. My bill today addresses 
the plight of a relatively small number of indi
viduals divorced before the repeal. It enables 
them to receive on a prospective basis retire
ment and survivor benefits equivalent to the 
amount they would have presumptively been 
awarded, provided they meet the other former 
spouse requirements. In addition, these indi
viduals will be allowed to purchase Federal 
health insurance benefits on the same terms 
available to other CIA former spouses. 

Mr. Speaker, the tales of some of the 
women who will benefit from this legislation 
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have been shared with me, and they are 
heartrending. We are talking about people 
who were-and are-every bit as dedicated to 
the highest ideals of the Central Intelligence 
Agency as anyone employed there, but who 
have paid great costs financially and emotion
ally for their service. 

As chair of the Subcommittee on Legislation 
of the Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence in the 1 02d Congress, I was frustrated 
by our inability to extend former spouse legis
lation to spouses who had not met the 5-year 
overseas rule, even though the concept itself 
was not objected to by the Central Intelligence 
Agency or by the leadership of the Intelligence 
Committee. In fact, since the enactment of the 
Central Intelligence Agency Former Spouses' 
Retirement Equity Act of 1982, the Congress 
on three occasions has enacted legislation to 
address the needs of qualified former spouses 
where divorce or retirement had taken place 
prior to the effective date of the act. 

I made it clear during my tenure on the In
telligence Committee that I would continue to 
work to extend former spouse legislation. Al
though my tenure on the committee is over, I 
look forward to working with the members of 
that panel to see that this legislation is en
acted this year. 

SEVENTH ANNUAL BLACK ENGI
NEERS OF THE YEAR AWARDS 

HON.KWEISIMflJME 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
pay tribute to the Seventh Annual Black Engi
neer of the Year Awards. On February 20, 
1993, the Black Engineers of the Year Awards 
Conference will take place in Baltimore, MD. 
The conference is held in order to recognize 
significant contributions that black engineers 
have made to this ever-challenging profession. 

The conference is held during Black History 
Month and the annual awards will recognize, 
as well as document, the contributions of 
blacks in education, science, engineering, and 
technology. Such recognition can also inspire 
and direct more students toward a career in 
the exciting field of engineering. 

Mr. Speaker, Career Communications 
Group, Inc. and its president and chief execu
tive officer [CEO], Tyrone Taborn, should be 
commended for their steadfast support of 
America's black engineers and for its fine pub
lishing of U.S. Black Engineer magazine. 

Career Communications Group along with 
Mobil Corp., the Council of Engineering Deans 
of Historically Black Colleges and Universities, 
and the 1993 selection committee are proud to 
announce this year's conference award 
honorees of 1993: 

Black engineer of the year, Dr. James 
Mitchell, outstanding technical achievement-in
dustry, Jonathan Abrokwah, professional 
achievement, Carserio Doyle, professional 
achievement, Wilbert Copeland, affirmative ac
tion, Christine Stubbs, outstanding business 
support, Daniel Gill, community service, Mark 
Thomas, most promising engineer, Stephanie 
Cole. 
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Most promising engineer, Dr. Peter J. 
Delfyett, student leadership, Shawn Emerson, 
lifetime achievement, Dr. Robert Shumey, 
dean's award, Dr. Paul T. Bailey, president's 
award, Doris Hollingsworth-Gray, outstanding 
achievement government, Arthur Willoughby, 
outstanding achievement government, Cmdr. 
William Bundy, education, Dr. Melvin Ramey. 

I congratulate the 1993 awardees and the 
conference hosts for what promises to be an
other successful event. 

LEGISLATION REGARDING 
NOTIFICATION OF NEXT OF KIN 

HON. WilliAM F. GOODUNG 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I regret to 
say there is no consistent policy regarding the 
notification of next of kin in cases of death. 
Unfortunately, there exist some local officials 
who do not succeed in locating a deceased 
person's next of kin for one reason or another. 
As you can imagine, this is very unpleasant 
for a family in this situation. 

The issue was brought to my attention by a 
family who lives in my district. A family had a 
son who had run off on his own from their 
home in York, PA, and finally resided in an
other State. The son died later of natural 
cause, and although the local medical examin
er's office attempted to locate an uncle, whom 
he had listed as next of kin, it was not suc
cessful in locating the uncle and made no at
tempt to locate the family. After searching on 
their own, the parents finally found out 3 years 
later their son had died. This is clearly a tragic 
situation which no family should have to en
dure. 

Today, I introduced a resolution expressing 
the sense of Congress that medical examiners 
and coroners should make reasonable, good 
faith efforts to locate the next of kin of de
ceased individuals, and that States should de
velop such procedures. 

Such guidelines might include: 
At the place of death and current resi

dence-house, nursing home, and so forth
check for personal papers, phonelists, let
ters, and so forth. 

Check for a will or insurance policies; 
Check for hospitals for previous admis-

sions; 
Check telephone directories; 
Check city directories; 
Check with police agencies; 
Contact banks, and financial institutions 

for possible accounts with beneficiary. 
Contact veterans assistance; 
Contact Social Security Administration; 
Contact neighbors; 
Place notice in newspapers and electronic 

media; 
Contact FBI for fingerprints; 
Contact place of employment; 
Check with registrar for deaths of same 

name; 
If place of birth is known, check with local 

registrar, police, hospitals; 
Use police telenetwork; and 
Check with secretary of States office. 
Federal agencies and departments, such as 

the Social Security Administration and the De-
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partment of Veterans Affairs, should cooperate 
with local officials in these efforts. 

I am very pleased that my legislation has 
been endorsed by the Pennsylvania State 
Coroner's Association. Through our efforts, I 
hope these guidelines will assist local medical 
examiners and coroners in locating the next of 
kin of deceased individuals in a timely manner 
so that no families will have to endure the trial 
and heartache of one family in my district. I 
would urge my colleagues to cosponsor this 
resolution. 

TRffiUTE TO EDWARD E. COBB 

HON. ROBERT E. (BUD) CRAMER, JR. 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay a special tribute to Edward E. Cobb who 
is retiring as chief executive officer of Hunts
ville Utilities after 28 years of service. 

Faced with the challenge of providing serv
ice to the seventh-fastest growing city in the 
United States, Mr. Cobb has maintained a fi
nancially stable utility with no major rate in
creases. Boasting some of the lowest rates in 
the country, Huntsville Utilities under Mr. 
Cobb's management has aided in attracting 
the industry responsible for Huntsville's boom
ing growth. With 40,000 customers when Mr. 
Cobb began managing the utility in 1964, 
Huntsville Utilities has grown to serve more 
than 106,000 customers today. 

Customer satisfaction and confidence in 
Huntsville Utilities has prevailed throughout 
Mr. Cobb's tenure due to his commitment to 
keep the public informed on changes taking 
place in the utility industry. During the energy 
crisis of the late 1970's, Mr. Cobb responded 
by implementing an energy conservation pro
gram, including home energy audits, low-inter
est loans for customer weatherization work, 
public hearings, and media appearances to 
discuss issues and listen to concerns. 

Throughout his administration, Mr. Cobb has 
frequently attended Huntsville City Council and 
Madison County Commission meetings to ad
dress public officials' and customers' con
cerns. He has worked with the Tennessee 
Valley Authority on mutual problem areas such 
as rates, environmental regulations, energy 
conservation, and nuclear generation. He has 
testified to the Senate Public Works Commit
tee in Washington on behalf of the power dis
tributors in the Tennessee Valley. 

Edward Cobb has been deeply committed to 
continuing educational programs for employ
ees, streamlining departments to better serve 
the customer, and constant upgrading of 
equipment. The community especially appre
ciated that commitment to premium service 
when, hit by a devastating tornado in Novem
ber 1989, power was restored quickly due to 
the utility's new SCADA [supervisory control 
and data acquisition] system and dedicated, 
well-trained employees. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today out of a great re
spect for Edward Cobb, a definite driving force 
in the utility industry. He has been a priceless 
asset to Huntsville Utilities and will continue to 
be a valuable citizen of the Fifth District of 
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Alabama. I congratulate him for an incredible 
career spanning 40 years. His accomplish
ments have not only refurbished the utility in
dustry, but have helped transform Huntsville, 
AL, into the community it is today. 

WHAT A DIFFERENCE A FEW 
MONTHS MAKE 

HON. DEAN A. GALLO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, what a difference 
a few months make. Before becoming Presi
dent, Bill Clinton made two basic promises to 
the American people: deficit reduction and a 
middle-class tax cut. 

Instead of delivering on these promises, 
President Clinton is proposing to tax everyone 
and to continue to allow the majority in Con
gress to spend more than we have. 

If President Clinton's proposal is enacted, 
we are looking at the largest tax increase this 
country has every seen-$328 billion in new 
taxes-at a time when the recovery is just get
ting under way. 

Candidate Clinton said he would tax only 
the rich. But, just as New Jersey Gov. Jim 
Florio did 3 years ago, President Clinton 
keeps changing the definition of who he con
siders to be rich. He started out talking about 
millionaires. Then he drew the line at 
$200,000 in income per family. Now he has 
dropped that to a family earning $100,000. 

New Jersey is still recovering from the larg
est tax increase in our State's history. 

Among the broad range of new taxes being 
proposed by President Clinton is an energy 
tax that will cost New Jersey residents and 
businesses more than $2.5 billion over the 
next 5 years. The minimum cost of the energy 
tax to the average New Jersey family will be 
$240 in the coming year. 

President Clinton proposes $21 billion in 
new taxes on senior citizens collecting Social 
Security and $55 billion of cuts in Medicare 
which will cost New Jersey residents $500 mil
lion a year. 

All of these tax proposals will have a dis
proportionate, negative impact on New Jersey. 
To raise Federal taxes at this stage of the re
covery is a very dangerous move. 

Economic recovery in 1993 means putting 
Americans back to work, and I have never 
known a tax increase that creates jobs. First 
and foremost, I want to hear what the Presi
dent plans to do about creating real, private 
sector jobs. Not temporary or make work gov
ernment jobs. 

Before he was elected, he talked about cre
ating investment incentives for the private sec
tor. Now he is talking about higher business 
taxes and bigger government programs. 

In addition to proposing record tax in
creases, the very first piece of legislation that 
Congress will consider as a result of President 
Clinton's speech will be $31 billion in new 
spending at a time when we should be cutting 
spending and reducing the deficit. 
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I don't have to look very far to see the par
allels between what President Clinton is pro
posing and what Governor Florio did during 
his first year in office. 

If the President does for America what our 
Governor has done for New Jersey, we are in 
for a very rough time. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the American people 
are willing to contribute to our national recov
ery over the long haul, but not when they feel 
they will be shouldering an unfair portion of 
the burden. 

In spite of the President's assurances, I am 
very fearful that we are headed in the wrong 
direction. 

TRIBUTE TO LOCKHEED CREW 
MEMBERS 

HON. GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, Lockheed Aero
nautical Systems Co., one of our Nation's 
leading defense contractors, has experienced 
a terrible tragedy at its home base in Marietta, 
GA. 

On February 3, the company's high tech
nology test bed aircraft crashed at Dobbins Air 
Reserve Base in Marietta during engineering 
tests, killing all seven Lockheed crew mem
bers aboard. I rise today to honor their mem-
ory. . 

While finding comfort in tragedy is always 
difficult, it is important to know that these indi
viduals were of the finest in their field and 
dedicated to advancing and improving aviation 
technology. 

The experimental aircraft had been used by 
Lockheed as an engineering test platform for 
aeronautical research since 1984. The results 
of the tests being performed on the plane 
were to be applied to research being done on 
aircraft of the future with advanced systems 
such as engines, avionics, and flight controls. 

Lockheed is renowned for its commitment to 
excellence in manufacturing quality aircraft. 
On April 23, 1991, Lockheed was awarded the 
Department of Defense contract to build the 
F-22 advanced tactical fighter, the next gen
eration air superiority fighter, and engineering 
and manufacturing development work currently 
is under way on this project. Production work 
continues on the G-130 aircraft, the work
horse of our Armed Forces airlift fleet. Lock
heed also is responsible for giving us the G-
5A, G-5B, and G-141 aircraft which per
formed so magnificently in the Persian Gulf 
war. 

Each member of the crew of the high tech
nology test bed aircraft had made significant 
contributions to the advancement of aviation 
technology at Lockheed. I am certain they will 
be missed personally and professionally. At 
this time, I would like to share with my col
leagues a brief account of each individual's 
career and family. 

Olin L. "Oakie" Bankhead, Jr., 49, was born 
in Hamlet, NC. He received a bachelor's de-
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gree in education from North Carolina State 
University in 1966 and served in the U.S. Air 
Force as a tactical airlift pilot for 20 years. He 
flew G-130's during his Air Force career and 
served in Vietnam. He was hired at Lockheed 
in August 1986 to work in flying operations 
where he was a senior pilot. 

Mr. Bankhead's survivors include his wife, 
Jeannie; daughter, Kelly; and son, Olin. He 
lived in Marietta. 

Troy Cleveland Castona, 33, was born in 
Marietta. He received a bachelor's degree in 
mechanical engineering from Southern Col
lege of Technology in 1983. A flight test engi
neer, he was originally hired at Lockheed in 
1980 as an engineering co-op student. A 
bachelor, he lived in Smyrna, GA. 

Malcolm Jesse Davis, 59, was born in Co
lumbia, MS. He attended Mississippi State 
University and served in the U.S. Air Force for 
4 years as a flight engineer. He joined Lock
heed in 1956 and was a flight engineer. 

Mr. Davis' survivors include his wife, Margie; 
two daughters, Deborah Thorman and Diane 
Norton; and grandson, Jesse Norton. He lived 
in Marietta. 

Alan J. Mcleroy, 35, was born in Gadsden, 
AL. In 1980, he received a bachelor's degree 
in electrical and computer engineering from 
Clemson University and also a bachelor's de
gree in physics from Presbyterian College. He 
was hired at Lockheed in 1980 and was a 
specialist engineer. 

Mr. Mcleroy's survivors include his wife, 
Terri; son, Cory; and daughter, Collettee. He 
lived in Marietta. 

George Dennis Mitchell, 42, was born in 
Bremerton, WA. He received a bachelor's de
gree in aeronautical engineering from the Uni
versity of Washington in 1972. He served in 
the U.S. Air Force for 6 years and was hired 
at Lockheed in 1980. He was an engineering 
test pilot. 

Mr. Mitchell's survivors include his wife, 
Marlene; son, Lee; and daughter, Hannah. He 
lived in Marietta. 

Veda Ruiz, 46, was born in Saginaw, MI. He 
served in the U.S. Navy and was a master 
sergeant in the U.S. Air Force Reserve where 
he was a flight engineer on C-130 and G-5 
aircraft. He received an associate degree in 
flight engineering from the Community College 
of the Air Force in 1984. He joined Lockheed 
in 1986 and was a flight engineer. 

Mr. Ruiz's survivors include his wife, Gloria; 
son, Veda, Jr.; and daughters, America and 
Catherine. He lived in Kennesaw, GA. 

William Boyd Southerland, 49, was born in 
Dalton, GA. He attended the Georgia Institute 
of Technology and joined Lockheed in 1964. 
He was a specialist engineer. 

Mr. Southerland's survivors include his wife, 
Betty; and two sons, William Gary and Doug
las. He lived in Smyrna. 

As we mourn the passing of these dedi
cated and talented individuals, it is important 
to remember that their many valuable and 
lasting contributions to aviation will long be re
membered at Lockheed and throughout the 
aeronautical research field. We also pray that 
time will heal the pain the family members of 
these men are now experiencing. They are in 
our thoughts and prayers. 
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FOREST MYPTEN JOHNSTON: 

"IRON HAT JOHNSTON"-A REAL 
AMERICAN PIONEER 

HON. RONAlD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, our Nation will 

be forever grateful to the aviation pioneers 
who challenged nature's unforgiving elements 
and tested their own mortality to prove that 
man is a child of nature and an extension of 
a greater intelligence beyond tHis Earth. These 
gallant men and women raced the stars 
across the heavens and pushed their creative 
genius beyond the threshold of time and 
space. They broke the bounds of freedom to 
leap beyond Earth's dominance first in rag and 
stick aircraft, and then, with awestruck tech
nology, approached God's heavenly domain 
by leaving the imprint of our species on the 
Moon. 

Forest Mypten Johnston, professionally 
known as "Iron Hat" Johnston, is such a man 
of daring who left us in awe of his prowess as 
a pilot, and as a man of spirited character and 
energetic talents. He is a 1920's barnstormer, 
flying daredevil, test pilot, U.S. Olympic games 
representative, flying comic, a retired Navy 
pilot-a man who has met the challenge of his 
profession and exceeded the limits of his own 
daring exploits. He is also a living symbol of 

· a patriotism and pride that is characteristic of 
our American heritage; a man who faced the 
dangers of war, and on several occasions, 
saved the lives of his passengers and his air
craft. And now, at the age of 89, he is a man 
who faces his mortality with a grace and for
titude that forever pits man against the ele
ments of time, his environment, and most of 
all, himself. 

His achievements are legend, and his re
markable exploits have been shared by leg
endary aviators such as Jimmie Doolittle, 
Amelia Earhart, Roscoe Turner, Charles 
lindberg, Edwin Musick, and Fred Noonan of 
Pan American's China Clipper fame, and a 
host of aviation pioneers who lived in the ro
mantic era of the gutsy seat-of-the-pants fly
ing. Never without his familiar trademark, his 
derby hat, he is the only pilot to have ever 
landed in Lake Merritt in Oakland, CA, in his 
beloved Aeronca C-2, aptly dubbed the "Fly
ing Bathtub." His firsts in aviation include tak
ing off from the top of an old Packard to simu
late catapulting from an aircraft carrier in an 
old Paramount movie newsreel, refueling while 
in the air, and picking up a mail sack from a 
man running along the landing strip at the old 
San Francisco Airdrome. He has the distinc
tion of piloting no less than 11 0 different types 
of aircraft including lighter-than-air blimps. 

This pilot, who earlier in his youth followed 
the footsteps of his friend and mentor, Jimmie 
Doolittle, deservedly achieved aviation's high
est form of recognition by being elected a 
member of the CX-5, Aviation Pioneers Hall 
of Fame in 1988. "Iron Hat's" first flying ticket 
is signed by none other than Orville Wright, 
the man, ~o with his brother Wilbur, opened 
the exciting era of the flying machine in Amer
ica. 

"Iron Hat" Johnston is a remarkable, enter
taining gentleman who grew up to excite the 
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hearts of aviation buffs the world over. He 
captured numerous world aviation records in 
the early 1930's, and after serving his country 
both in the Army Airforce and the U.S: Navy 
Flying Service, he became personal pilot and 
fishing partner of former President Herbert 
Hoover. 

Modesty has kept much of "Iron Hat's" his
tory on hold and only through careful urging 
has he parceled out bits and pieces of his ex
citing, romantic aerial exploits. He is a man 
who brought new dimensions to flying, not so 
much as an innovation to airline technology, 
but to a testimony of the courage, free spirit, 
and leadership that men and women of his 
caliber brought to the growth of air power. 
One can see that his life has been a romance 
with the elements, a challenge of time and 
physical endurance, and a freedom to emulate 
the winged creatures that so fascinated him as 
a young boy. Forest Mypten Johnston's life 
gives substance to the words Robert F. Ken
nedy spoke so eloquently not too many years 
ago: "Some men see things as they are and 
ask why. I dream things that never were and 
ask, why not." 

TRIBUTE TO MR. EARL H. 
LEBRASSEUR 

HON. BART STUPAK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Mr. Earl H. LeBrasseur of 
Manistique, Ml, a city located in the First Con
gressional District, which I represent. A self
less individual and leader in his community, 
Mr. LeBrasseur is being honored in Michigan 
on February 18, 1993 for his many years of 
outstanding service to Schoolcraft County. 

Mr. LeBrasseur was born in Nahma, Ml on 
March 23, 1908. He was educated in Nahma 
and Manistique public schools and took class
es sponsored by the Mead Corp. in foreman
ship and production standards. Upon entering 
the work force, Mr. LeBrasseur got a job at 
Manistique Pulp and Paper. He started as a 
broke-hustler and worked his way up to shift 
supervisor. During World War II, he worked at 
Manistique Tool and Die dedicating himself to 
the war effort at home. He has been serving 
his community, his county, and his State ever 
since. 

For 20 years, Mr. LeBrasseur served as 
chairman of the local Democratic party. For 29 
years he served on the board of education. He 
gained a seat on the Schoolcraft County Men
tal Health Board at its inception in 1976, and 
has served diligently ever since. 

Perhaps the only thing more impressive 
than Earl's commitment to public service is his 
dedication to his family. As the youngest of 16 
children, Mr. LeBrasseur now finds himself in 
perhaps the unfamiliar position of lauded patri
arch. Along with his wife of 56 years, Kath
erine, Earl enjoys the company of his 6 chil
dren, 18 granchildren, and 4 great-grand
children. I know Earl feels fortunate to be sur
rounded by so many people who love and ad
mire him, but it is really the people of 
Manistique and Schoolcraft County who are 
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blessed to have known Earl as a friend, a 
family member, or a colleague. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to a 
man who has given everything to his family 
and his community. It is only fitting that he be 
honored in his hometown as well as in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. I wish Earl 
LeBrasseur nothing but continued happiness 
and thank him for his many years of service. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

HON. ALFRED A. (AL) McCANDLESS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, when I 
was the owner of a business, I learned a lot 
of practical things about what sells and what 
doesn't and why. One of the basic rules is that 
the more you tax something, the less you 
have of it. The holds true with everything, 
whether it's potato chips, or cars-or the mid
dle class. 

With potato chips and cars, for instance, the 
manufacturer slows production when taxes go 
up, simply because the consumer buys less, 
since the tax is passed along and prices go 
up. That means that, at best, no new workers 
are hired, and at worst, and this is what usu
ally happens, workers are eventually laid off. 

Since unemployed people buy less, manu
facturing production falls off even more. And 
the downward cycle continues. This is one of 
the reasons the stock market fell more than 70 
points yesterday. Wall Street understands that 
taxes are regressive. Taxes are punitive. And 
without corresponding spending reductions
well, taxes are the shortest line from recovery 
to disaster. 

Which brings me to the economic workhorse 
in this country-the great middle class. Not 
only will that class of Americans not get the 
tax break it was promised, it will get income 
tax increases. Add those taxes to increased 
consumption taxes, and voila! A certain per
centage of our middle class will slide closer to 
the poverty line, and then we'll get less of the 
middle class, too. 

While I'm willing to work with the new Presi
dent for the sake of the country, I'm very dis
appointed in what I've seen so far in his eco
nomic recovery package. 

Everyone seems to agree that the deficit is 
the biggest problem with our economy. For
eign investment in T-bills has essentially 
stopped. That means every dollar the Govern
ment borrows is one less dollar than American 
financial institutions will be able to loan to av
erage citizens. Anyone who has been turned 
down for a loan in the last few years shouldn't 
blame the economy, but the staggering Fed
eral debt which is swallowing up the available 
capital in the banks and savings and loans. 

It is this private capital that builds houses, fi
nances corporate reinvestment, and in the 
end, creates jobs. But when the Federal Gov-
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ernment takes all the available money to feed 
its appetite for spending, the job creating side 
of our economy is left to starve. 

President Clinton needs to pay attention to 
the deficit-increasing portions of his proposal 
that are hiding under the guise of economic 
growth. These meager efforts put forward by 
the President will take effect too late to help 
the recovery and cause too much damage to 
the deficit to do any good. 

The other side of his proposal is raising 
taxes on the rich. During his campaign, Presi
dent Clinton defined the rich as anyone mak
ing over $200,000. Then the figure dropped to 
$175,000. Then down to $100,000. Now they 
say anyone making over $30,000 will pay in
creased taxes, and that's not taking into con
sideration the energy tax which hurts every
one, rich or poor. 

These tax increases never go to deficit re
duction. History has proved this time and time 
again. In 1982, we raised taxes with the prom
ise that for every dollar in new revenue, we 
would cut three dollars in spending. In reality, 
for every $1.00 raised,we spent $1.14. 

In the 1990 budget summit, Congress prom
ised once again to raise taxes and cut spend
ing. But for every dollar in new taxes in that 
bill, we have seen $2.37 in new spending. In 
fact, since 1947, for every dollar raised in new 
taxes, the Government has spent $1.59. Forty 
years of proof should show the President that 
tax and spend is not the way to cut deficits. 

We need a bolder proposal, one worthy of 
a person elected to change things. Capital 
gains cuts, line-item veto power, and tax 
changes to spur on business, not tempt in
creased Federal spending. I'm still willing to 
work with the new President, but I need proof 
that he has new ideas, not just the same old 
worn-out, won't work tax and spend programs 
that failed in the past. 

THE EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1993 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
join Ways and Means Committee Chairman 
ROSTENKOWSKI and Majority Leader GEPHARDT 
today to introduce President's the Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Amendments of 
1993. This very modest package will extend 
emergency unemployment benefits for an ad
ditional 7 months for those unemployed work
ers most in need. 

While the unemployment rate has dropped 
somewhat since we last extended the emer
gency benefits program, the national unem
ployment rate still remains higher than it was 
when the recession began in July 1990. For 
some States, such as California whose unem
ployment rate was 9.5 percent last month, the 
end of the recession is nowhere in sight. 

This recession has been different from 
those in the past, when layoffs were tem
porary and unemployed workers found reem
ployment in a fairly expeditious manner. This 
time, however, workers who have been laid off 
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are being permanently let go because their 
jobs have been eliminated. This country's 
economy is undergoing a significant restructur
ing, and as a result the unemployed of this re
cession are unemployed for longer than their 
previous counterparts. The bill we have intro
duced today takes a step toward helping 
States identify these long-term unemployed 
workers and develop appropriate relocation 
and retraining services. 

While fewer people are losing their jobs and 
applying for unemployment compensation, 
those who are unemployed stay unemployed 
for longer. The number of workers who have 
exhausted their benefits and still remain un
employed continues to be about 300,000 per 
month, and has yet to show any indication of 
dropping off. Many unemployed workers still 
have a long road to follow before they will see 
any relief. 

The current unemployment crisis is far from 
over. Although last session Congress allowed 
States the option of triggering additional 
weeks of benefits for their long-term unem- . 
ployed, no States have chosen to do so. In 
California the legislature passed a measure to 
do so and to provide some additional relief to 
unemployed workers, but the Governor, citing 
huge State budget deficits, vetoed the bill. 
California is not alone in its concern about the 
cost of triggering these additional benefits. 

It is my hope that at a later date the Presi
dent and C~>ngress can take a closer look at 
the long-term health of the unemployment in
surance program. We must takes steps to 
strengthen the unemployment system so that 
in times of emergency the system works for 
those who need it. 

The Emergency Unemployment Compensa
tion Amendments of 1993 proposed by Presi
dent Clinton is a step in the right direction to 
helping the Nation's long-term uninsured. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this very important legislation. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. ALMA WALTERS 

HON. EDOIPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute Mrs. Alma Walters, one of my constitu
ents who has lived in my district in East New 
York for the past 30 years at 399 Miller Ave
nue. On February 22, Mrs. Walters will cele
brate her 90th birthday. Her life exemplifies 
service to others. 

Mrs. Walters' lifetime achievements include 
service as a former employee of Community 
Hospital where she worked as a nurses aide, 
and distinguished herself as a tireless member 
of Local 1199. In her retirement she continues 
to serve 1199 by participating in the senior 
citizens program. 

As a mother, grandmother and great-grand
mother, she has passed on her wisdom and 
experience by serving as a member of the 
Christian Mothers Society at St. Michael's 
Catholic Church. 

It is my honor and privilege to have a con
stituent like Mrs. Walters. Her lifetime is a 
shining example of dedication to family and 
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community service. I am pleased to introduce 
my colleagues and the Nation to Mrs. Alma 
Walters as she and her family prepare to cele
brate her 90th birthday. May your future be as 
bountiful as your past. 

U.S. COMMONWEALTH OF THE 
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS 

HON. RON de LUGO 
OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker: I am introducing 
a bill today which would authorize the elected 
Resident Representative of the Common
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands to 
nominate a candidate to each U.S. military 
academy after consulting with the Governor of 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 

The bill would also require, by way of a 
technical correction to existing law, that the 
Delegate from American Samoa, along with 
the Resident Representative of the Common
wealth, be notified of vacancies in any of the 
military academies, as is done with Members 
of Congress, Delegates, and the Resident 
Commissioner from Puerto Rico. 

As you know, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands became the newest 
member of our American political family in 
1978 pursuant to Public Law 94-241, the Cov
enant to Establish a Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands in political union with 
the United States. 

The people of the Commonwealth have 
been U.S. citizens since 1986 and are eligible 
for appointment to any of our military acad
emies. Because of the special position of the 
Commonwealth's Representative to the United 
States in Washington, DC, however, they 
alone among U.S. citizens do not have a lo
cally elected official authorized to nominate 
them. 

Those interested in attending the academy 
have and continue to depend on the Delegate 
from Guam, its neighbor in the South, to nomi
nate them. 

This bill would enable a Commonwealth offi
cial to participate in the nomination process. 

Let me also say that this proposal is not a 
new one. The Northern Mariana Islands' Com
mission on Federal Laws, a presidential panel 
and special representatives of the President of 
the United States and the Governor of the is
lands in consultations-required by the Cov
enant-urged the enactment of this legislation. 
Last Congress, I cosponsored an omnibus bill, 
H.R. 2575, which included this proposal, and 
held a hearing on it. H.R. 2575, which was in
tended to implement recommendations made 
by the special representatives to the 902 talks, 
was, however, not reported out of the Sub
committee on Insular and International Affairs 
partly because it was referred to four other 
committees and would have impacted other in
sular areas. Since then, Commonwealth offi
cials have urged the Congress to enact this 
nomination proposal on its own. 

Please join me and other members of the . 
subcommittee that I am privileged to Chair in 
supporting this proposal. 
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THE BARNUM MUSEUM CELE

BRATES ITS lOOTH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. CHRISTOPHER SHA YS 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
pleased to congratulate the Barnum Museum 
as it celebrates 1 00 years of exemplary serv
ice and dedication to the community. For a 
century, the Barnum Museum has been pre
serving the heritage of Bridgeport, CT and its 
extraordinary citizen, P.T. Barnum; an entre
preneur, politician, journalist, impresario and 
showman. 

The Barnum Museum is housed in a Vic
torian structure that was placed on the Na
tional Register of Historic Places in 1972. It 
showcases the life and times of P.T. Barnum; 
tells the story of Barnum's most famous cre
ation, the circus; and chronicles the growth of 
the city of Bridgeport. 

One of the museum's more extraordinary 
displays is a 1,000 square foot multi-media 
presentation of a five-ring circus with 3,000 
miniatures, including everything from the Big 
Top to the small tents where the troupe ate its 
meals. 

The museum is planning two major exhibits 
for the Centennial. One will explore a century 
of advertising in America, citing the ingenious 
contributions of P.T. Barnum, one of the great
est promoters of all time. The other exhibit, 
The Kid's Bridge, will explore multiculturalism. 

I am proud of the Barnum Museum's com
mitment toward preserving a significant seg
ment of American culture. The people of 
Bridgeport and neighboring communities are 
fortunate to be able to enjoy all the Barnum 
Museum has to offer. I wish the museum great 
success on its anniversary today and through
out the next century as well. 

THE GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT OF 
1993 

HON. 'GEORGE MilLER · 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today, one of the most dangerous things we 
ask schoolchildren to do is to go to school. 
Our Nation's schools have fallen victim to in
creasing gun violence, and thousands of 
schoolchildren, teachers, and school person
nel are too often the innocent victims. 

According to a 1990 survey by the National 
Center for Disease Control [CDC], one in five 
high school students carries a weapon at least 
once a month for self-protection or for use in 
a fight. U.S. Justice Department statistics from 
1991 show that approximately 100,000 of the 
Nation's 45 million students bring guns to 
school daily. 

The Center to Prevent Handgun Violence 
compiled the following statistics for academic 
years 1986-90 in its recent report, "Caught in 
the Crossfire: A Report on Gun Violence In 
Our Nation's Schools." 

At least 71 people--65 students and 6 
school employees-were killed with guns at 
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schools during the 4-year period reviewed in 
the study; another 201 were severely wound
ed; and 242 individuals were held hostage at 
gunpoint; 

Shootings or hostage situations in schools 
have occurred in at least 35 States and the 
District of Columbia; 

Males were most frequently the offenders, 
93 percent as well as the victims 76 percent; 
and 

Schoolchildren ages 14-17 are most at risk 
of gun violence at school. 

We can no longer stand idly by while our 
schools and our schoolchildren are under 
siege. If, as a Nation, we are committed to 
school reform and in meeting the education 
goals by the year 2000, we must be equally 
committed to providing students and teachers 
who want to learn with safe schools. 

While I am a strong supporter of violence 
prevention programs, I believe that we also 
must take stringent measures to protect stu
dents and teachers in our schools. We must 
send a clear message to our communities, to 
students, and to families that we will not toler
ate guns and weapons in our schools. Stu
dents who bring them to school should not be 
permitted to remain in the schools, endanger
ing the lives of students and teachers trying to 
further their education. Schools must once 
again become safe havens, free of violence. 

Today, I am introducing the Gun-Free 
Schools Act of 1993 which will require 
schools, in order to receive Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act [ESEA] funds, to 
expel for 1 calendar year any student caught . 
bringing a gun or weapon into the school. 

My bill also creates a $100 million competi
tive grant program to be administered by the 
U.S. Department of Education for schools to 
purchase metal detectors and provide training 
for school security personnel. 

Students in my district and across the coun
try say they are afraid to go to school. Just as 
we learned with hunger, children cannot learn 
properly if they are afraid. Teachers cannot 
perform their jobs if they constantly fear for 
their safety. No parent, no adult, can simply let 
that fear go unanswered. 

My legislation will make schools a safe 
place again for our children. I hope that my 
colleagues will support me in this important 
endeavor. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. ARTHUR J. 
D' ANNIBALLE 

HON. DOUGLAS APPLEGATE 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to one of my exceptional con
stituents, Arthur J. D'Anniballe, who retired 
from the board of trustees of Jefferson Tech
nical College on August 31, 1992. 

Mr. D'Anniballe devoted 26 years of service 
to the board of trustees, including 15 years as 
the chairman of the board. During his tenure 
at Jefferson Technical College, he was instru
mental in expanding the college's annual 
budget from $1 million to $7 million due to his 
expertise as an accountant. Also, Mr. 
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D'Anniballe guided the school through two ac
creditation periods and was instrumental in in
creasing student enrollment. Therefore, Jeffer
son Technical College has recognized his ex
cellent work by designating him a trustee 
emeritus. 

In addition to exemplary efforts on the board 
of trustee's, Mr. D'Anniballe has been a well
respected member of the community in Steu
benville, OH. He has served on the boards for 
the Steubenville Housing Authority, the Steu
benville Area Chamber of Commerce, J.C. 
Williams Charitable Foundation, and Miners 
and Mechanics Bank. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I rise to 
recognize Mr. Arthur J. D'Anniballe, and I ask 
my colleagues to join me in saluting him for 
his outstanding contributions to Jefferson 
Technical College and the community of Steu
benville, OH. 

TRIBUTE TO WADE BLANK 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, today 
wish to pay tribute to the man many Ameri
cans acknowledge as the father of disabled 
rights, Wade Blank. 

Wade Blank's distinguished career placed 
emphasis on civil rights for those people with 
disabilities. Wade recognized a need to focus 
light on a community that had long been ig
nored in social, political, and economic circles. 

In 1975 Wade cofounded the Atlantis Com
munity in Denver that served as the resource 
center for people with disabilities. The Atlantis 
Community also taught those without disabil
ities the importance of judging people not by 
their physical capabilities but by their char
acter. 

Wade fought countless battles. I stood be
side Wade in many of these battles to erase 
injustice and ignorance. I recall back in the 
late 1970's when Wade led the effort to have 
wheelchair lifts installed in buses throughout 
Denver. Wade and company surrounded two 
city buses at a busy intersection in downtown 
Denver to make their point. I attended this 
rally in support of Wade's effort. We won that 
battle. Today wheelchair lifts are a reality. 

Wade Blank, a man with many dreams and 
visions, made Denver, CO, and the United 
States a better place to live. He will be greatly 
missed. 

SALUTING BELLEVUE HOSPITAL 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to an outstand
ing hospital in my district, a hospital that has 
just completed an ambitious renovation project 
that will benefit many of my constituents. 

For more than three-quarters of a century, 
Bellevue Hospital has provided quality health 
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care with a tradition of compassion, service, 
and competence. Since 1914, the people of 
Bellevue Hospital have not only met the com
munity's need to care for the sick, but they 
have also continually strived to do better, to 
do more, to touch the lives of as many people 
as possible when age or illness makes them 
vulnerable. 

In reading about Bellevue Hospital while 
preparing this statement, I came across a 
quote by Dr. J.C. Morrow that really says it all: 
"The Bellevue Hospital recognizes neither 
creed, color, nor station of life. Its mission on 
earth is to care for the sick and injured." 

Mr. Speaker, it is this sense of purpose and 
decency that I salute today. On Sunday, Feb
ruary 21 , Bellevue Hospital will have a grand 
opening celebration to commemorate the com
pletion of a $3.7 million construction project 
that includes the following: First, a major sur
gery addition, and second, a new hospital 
wing to house an intensive care/coronary care 
unit and other hospital departments. 

I know that these improvements will allow 
Bellevue Hospital to continue to labor in its 
fine tradition. I know my colleagues here in the 
House of Representatives join me in saluting 
tlie people of Bellevue Hospital for all of the 
fine work that they do every day. 

GOOD LUCK, CHARLIE BECK 

HON. JOHN T. MYERS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

. Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to acknowledge a member of the community 
in Terre Haute, IN, who has become a familiar 
figure around that city in his quest to find clo
vers; that is four, five, and other multiple-leaf 
clovers. Charlie Beck began his rapidly grow
ing hobby over 2 years ago after finding a 
five-leaf clover by accident. He has developed 
his own preservation strategy and now hun
dreds of clovers are displayed beautifully in 
frames. At any given time he has close to a 
thousand clovers in his collection. He is trying 
to find out from the Guinness Book of World 
Records what the record is for a collection of 
multiple-leaf clovers. As he says, "If I didn't 
give so many away, I'd have thousands 
more." 

And so Charlie also passes on good luck. 
As Charlie says, "Maybe the clover does not 
have anything to do with it, but they believe it 
does." He gave a four-leaf clover to a woman 
on a Monday and the following Friday she 
won $3,500 in a lottery game. With that kind 
of luck, a lot of people are going to want to be 
seeing Charlie. "Maybe a lot of people would 
not have taken the time to speak with me if it 
hadn't been for the clovers," Charlie has re
marked. Everything is coming up clovers for 
Charlie Beck. Good luck, Charlie. 
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ST. PATRICK'S HIGH SCHOOL WINS 
MICHIGAN CLASS D FOOTBALL 
CHAMPIONSHIP 

HON. PAUL B. HENRY 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, on November 27, 
1992, the small city of Portland, Ml was 
brought statewide attention when St. Patrick's 
High School's varsity football team, the Sham
rocks, captured the Class D State Champion
ship title on the Astroturf of the Pontiac, Ml 
Silverdome. 

This small-town America story of victory 
stunned not only the defending State cham
pions from Frankfort, but the entire State. The 
Shamrocks started out trying to close the gap 
between them and the Frankfort team, who 
were named State champions after defeating 
the Shamrocks last year. And close the gap 
they did. To quote newspaper reporter Bob 
Gross, who wrote in the Lansing State Journal 
the day following St. Patrick's victory, "You 
learn to appreciate what goes into the making 
of a State champion when you watch the guys 
from the little town go to the big city and play 
their hearts out." And as coach Chris 
Schrauben added in the same article, "Today 
was the day to celebrate for our team, our 
community and our league." 

The St. Patrick's team has consistently 
shown tremendous zeal and fortitude. They 
have a 2-year record of 25-1 , making them 
the school with the best record over the last 
two seasons. The Shamrocks' 13 straight wins 
also ties the State's longest current winning 
streak. 

Mr. Speaker, each and every member of the 
team contributed in a special way to this vic
tory. It gives me great pleasure to honor each 
of the following players, fine coaching staff, 
team managers, and their trainer: Tom Thelen, 
Burt Brown, Dave Fox, Aaron Schneider, Andy 
Carr, Ryan Channell, Jerry Simon, Matt Mey
ers, Brent Goodman, Jason Schrauben, Nick 
Weller, Dan Thelen, Jim Lansdell, Nathan 
Pung, Kyle Pline, Sam Fedewa, Matt Kahn, 
Andy Beech, Josh Meyers, Andy Trimmer, 
Travis Bennett, Justin Pung, Ken 
Gensterblum, Ben Cross, Jeff Simon, Eric 
Krieger, and Brad Russman; head coach Chris 
Schrauben; assistant coaches George Heck
man, Dan Weller, Tony Kolarik, Dwayne 
Nickelson, AI Schrauben, and Mike Coyne; 
managers Jesse Weller, Mark Krieger and 
Kurt Pline, and trainer Russ Willemin. 

Winning the State championship takes hard 
work, determination, spirit, and ability, but 
most importantly, a cooperative team effort. 
Putting forth their highest level of effort, the St. 
Patirck's Shamrocks succeeded in reaching 
the pinnacle. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join 
with me in expressing heartiest congratula
tions to the 1992 Michigan Class D State 
Champions-the St. Patrick's Shamrocks. 
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Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
enter remarks in the RECORD to honor the · 
memory and work of a recently deceased col
league and friend, David M. Zeldes. In 1985, 
David led a group of young Arizona lawyers, 
under the auspices of the State Bar of Arizo
na's young lawyers division, who formed a 
nonprofit corporation to provide pro bono legal 
services, at no charge, to community groups 
and economic development organizations in 
Arizona. 

That organization, now known as Arizona 
Community Legal Assistance [ACLA], matches 
lawyers willing to provide tax, real estate, and 
business law expertise to qualifying organiza
tions. ACLA helps train new attorneys through 
seminars, recruits experienced attorney's, and 
links volunteer attorneys with community
based groups which need legal assistance. 
ACLA helps attorneys fulfill their pro bono pro
fessional obligations while assisting groups 
that provide community and economic devel
opment services. ACLA has won awards from 
the American Bar Association for its efforts. It 
is not the first such program-others served 
as models-but it is one of the best. 

David Zeldes stood at the heart of ACLA's 
extraordinary achievements. He served as a 
president, as a member of the board of direc
tors, and as head of ACLA's Phoenix screen
ing and referral committee. David led by ex
ample. For years he performed the 
unglamorous but necessary work that made 
ACLA function: reviewing application forms, 
ensuring proper monitoring and follow-up, and 
complying with the organizational duties. I 
served as a director and officer of ACLA and 
also worked as a participating attorney, assist
ing pro bono clients matched with me through 
the program. I know personally how ACLA's 
considerable success depended on the dedi
cation, intelligence, and skill of David Zeldes. 

In addition to his work with ACLA, David 
also served with other community groups. He 
helped establish a charity golf tournament, 
and received the Maricopa County Bar Asso
ciation's Member of the Year Award in rec
ognition of his efforts. 

On December 11, 1992, David Zeldes died 
suddenly. He was 42 years old. During his life, 
he accomplished much for himself, his family, 
and his community. As his colleague and his 
friend, I mourn his passing and salute his 
achievements. 

THE ORDER OF ALHAMBRA CELE
BRATES ITS 89TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. JOHN P. MURTIIA 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to take 
a moment to recognize the celebration of the 
89th anniversary of the founding of the Order 
of Alhambra, which will take place this year on 
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February 28. In this era when it sometimes 
seems we hear nothing but news of destruc
tion, greed, and unhappiness, it's a pleasure 
to salute an organization performing the criti
cal work of the Order of Alhambra. 

The Order of Alhambra works to assist 
physically and mentally challenged individuals 
in their efforts to overcome their disabilities. 
By participating in the Special Olympics and 
raising funds for the purchase of equipment 
such as wheelchairs and braces, the Order of 
Alhambra has improved the lives of countless 
physically and mentally challenged people. 

I'd like to pay special recognition to Vigo 
Caravan No. 151 of Johnstown, PA, a part of 
the Order of Alhambra which has been provid
ing these good services in the Johnstown 
community for the past 30 years. Their efforts 
on behalf of disabled individuals make our 
community a better place to live. 

Congratulations to the members of the 
Order of Alhambra on your 89th anniversary. 
I wish you many more years of unselfish serv
ice to the physically and mentally challenged 
of our Nation. 

SALUTE TO MEL STEELY 

HON. NEWT GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
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Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

recognize the years of dedication shown by 
Mel Steely. Mel and I served together on the 
faculty at West Georgia College in Carrollton, 
GA. and through the years, Mel has served as 
a valuable friend, on both a personal and pro
fessional level. 

His academic background brought a special 
perspective to his work for the residents of the 
sixth district, and his years of service will al
ways be remembered by his family and 
friends. 

IN RECOGNITION OF CAPT. NEWL 
D. JUDD,USNR 

HON. RICK SANTORUM 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I would like 

to take this opportunity to recognize Capt. 
Newl D. Judd of the U.S. Navy Reserve. 

During a span of over 30 years of active 
and reserve duty in the U.S. Navy, Captain 
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Judd has served his country and his commu
nity with the highest sense of duty and profes
sionalism. 

Captain Judd entered the Navy during 
World War II and his career spanned both the 
Korean and Vietnam conflicts. But his sense 
of obligation to the institution did not stop 
when he retired. 

Upon retirement in 1975, Captain Judd 
began to volunteer his time and services to 
work as director, retired affairs at the Naval 
and Marine Corps Training Center in Pitts
burgh on a daily basis. In this capacity, he has 
continuously served for 17 years without pay 
or benefits from the Government. He conducts 
all seminars on retired benefits and acts as li
aison for any Marine separating from the 
corps. These liaison duties include helping 
Marines receive the latest information on ben
efits. 

Captain Judd continues to volunteer his time 
and effort in serving as commanding officer of 
the Pittsburgh Sea Cadet Program, a U.S. 
Navy league youth organization. Since 1967 
he has acted in this capacity without fail. 

Captain Judd provides assistance, advice 
and a point of contact for all retirees, medi
cally discharged veterans and any veteran 
from every branch of service requiring assist
ance on any military problem. This is an enor
mo' 1s job as Captain Judd is the only person 
providing this service for all of western Penn
sylvania, West Virginia, and Ohio. Signifi
cantly, his extensive file system has resulted 
in numerous veterans being awarded benefits 
they were entitled to, but never offered. 

Clearly, Captain Judd has demonstrated the 
highest qualities of duty, honor, and service. 
Countless servicemen and veterans, and in
deed the American people are indebted and 
grateful. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. WILLIAM 
FRANKLIN MARSHALL 

HON. RALPH M. HAil 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 18, 1993 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to announce the unfortunate death of a 
dear man, William Franklin Marshall of 
Bonham, TX. 

William (Bill) Marshall was born in Bonham 
on September 18, 1923, and celebrated his 
69th birthday while touring Europe with his 
wife, visiting World War II battlegrounds and 
memorials. During the war, he served as a 
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member of the 146th Engineer Combat Battal
ion, which was one of the first units to land on 
Omaha Beach in the D-Day invasion of 
France. He was cited for gallantry and re
ceived two Purple Hearts, E.A.M.E. Campaign 
Medal with five Bronze Stars, Good Conduct 
Medal, Distinguished Unit Badge, World War II 
Victory Medal, and Bronze Service Arrowhead 
with one Oak Leaf Cluster. It was a twist of 
ironic injustice that he died in Blois, France on 
September 22, 1992, while visiting the areas 
where he served his country 50 years ago 
during Wo;ld War II. 

He was the son of the late Bacon Saunders 
and Mary Cariker Marshall of Bonham, and 
the beloved husband of Nina Vansickle whom 
he married on December 19, 1945. The 55-
year resident of Bonham and member of Boyd 
Baptist Church worked for the General Cable 
Co. for 23112 years before retiring in 1988. 

Family and friends will remember him as a 
hard worker who always took time to share 
himself, his knowledge, and his experience 
with others. His favorite pastimes were gar
dening and attending events involving his chil
dren and grandchildren. 

He is survived by his wife of 46 years, Nina; 
daughters and sons-in-law, Linda and Larry 
Scott of Sherman, Joy and Joe Reiner of San 
Antonio, Mary Ann and Terry Cody of 
Bonham, and Billie Gail and Charles Ratcliff of 
Greenville. He was the proud PaPa of three 
granddaughters, Lori Scott, Kelly Anderson, 
and Kilee Cody, and seven grandsons, Jimmy 
Reiner, Jerald Reiner, Kyle Anderson, Joshua 
Ratcliff, Daniel Ratcliff, Adam Ratcliff, and 
Elias Ratcliff. Also surviving are a sister, Jua
nita Toliver of Hugo, OK; a brother, L.B. Mar
shall of Bonham; several cousins and many 
nieces and nephews. A sister preceded him in 
death. 

Services were at Cooper-Sorrells Funeral 
Home Chapel in Bonham on Saturday, Octo
ber 3, at 11 a.m. with the Rev. Bill Beasley 
and the Rev. Morris Robbins officiating. Serv
ing as pall bearers were his sons-in-law and 
grandsons. Memorials were made to the 
Bonham Council of Camp Fire and to the 
Fannin County Sports Hall of Fame in 
Bonham. 

The death of this special man, William . F. 
Marshall, is a great loss and may God be with 
his family and friends at this time of need. 

Mr. Speaker, as we adjourn today, let us do 
so in memory of this great man who fought for 
his country and then came home to live for his 
family and friends. 
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