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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE ] ()3 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 23, 1993

The House met at 12 noon.

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

We pray, O gracious God, for the
bread of life, that food that nourishes
our bodies and sustains our souls. May
our hearts and hands, our minds and
voices be strong in spirit and receive
those gifts that give us faith for today,
hope for tomorrow and the love that
nourishes our unity and respect, one
for another. In Your name, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]
please come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill, joint resolutions,
and a concurrent resolution, of the fol-
lowing titles:

S. 564. An act to establish in the Govern-
ment Printing Office a means of enhancing
electronic public access to a wide range of
Federal electronic information;

S.J. Res. 27. Joint resolution providing for
the appointment of Hanna Holborn Gray as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution;

S.J. Res. 28. Joint resolution to provide for
the appointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as
a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution;

S5.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution providing for
the appointment of Wesley Samuel Williams,
Jr., as a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution; and

S. Con. Res. 13. Concurrent resolution per-
mitting the use of the rotunda of the Capitol
for a ceremony to commemorate the days of
remembrance of victims of the Holocaust.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 101-509, the
Chair, on behalf of the Republican
leader, announces his reappointment of
Dr. Donald McCoy of Kansas, to the
Advisory Committee on the Records of
Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 1295(b), of title 46,
United States Code, as amended by
Public Law 101-595, the Chair, on behalf
of the Vice President, appoints Mr.
GREGG from the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation
and Mr. DURENBERGER at large, to the
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Merchant
Marine Academy.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 194(a), of title 14,
United States Code, as amended by
Public Law 101-595, the Chair, on behalf
of the Vice President, appoints Mr.
STEVENS from the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation
and Mr. PRESSLER at large, to the
Board of Visitors of the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING AMOUNTS FOR EXPENSES
BY CERTAIN COMMITTEES IN
THE FIRST SESSION OF THE 103D
CONGRESS

Mr. FROST, from the Committee on
House Administration, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 103-38) on
the resolution (H. Res. 107) providing
amounts from the contingent fund of
the House for the expenses of investiga-
tions and studies by certain commit-
tees of the House in the 1st session of
the 103d Congress, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING AMOUNTS FOR EXPENSES
BY CERTAIN COMMITTEES FROM
APRIL 1 THROUGH MAY 31, 1993

Mr. FROST, from the Committee on
House Administration, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 103-39) pro-
viding amounts from the contingent
fund of the House for the continuing
expenses of investigations and studies
by certain committees of the House
from April 1, 1993, through May 31, 1993,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

KENTUCKY BASKETBALL RISES TO
THE TOP, 3 TEAMS IN NCAA
SWEET 16

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, there
are many profound issues facing all of
us as American citizens, not the least
of which is what will be the outcome of
the events in Russia, what happens in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, what used to
be Yugoslavia, and what will be the
fate and outcome of the President’'s
economic program.

But since life is composed of both
profound and serious subjects and sub-
jects not so serious, I would like to
talk for a moment today about what
we fondly call ‘‘March Madness’’ or the
NCAA basketball championships.

As a native of the State of Kentucky,
which we believe and know now pro-
duces the best basketball in the Na-
tion, I would like to inform our col-
leagues that there are 3 Kentucky
teams in the round of 16 which begins
competition this coming Thursday: the
University of Louisville, which is my
law school alma mater—the Cardinals
are there—the Western Kentucky
Hilltoppers; and the Wildcats of the
University of Kentucky. We also have
the lady Hilltoppers of Western Ken-
tucky in the NCAA women's tour-
nament.

So I think it is fair to say, Mr.
Speaker, that when we in Kentucky
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extol basketball and extol the sports
that we play well in the Common-
wealth, certainly basketball like cream
rises to the top, and our teams like
cream have risen to the top.

DIET OF FAT

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, Bill Clin-
ton says he wants Congress to go on a
diet. He says we need to cut the fat and
trim the deficit. He is right. None of us
would argue about this.

Then he proposes we add $16 billion
to the deficit through higher spending.

Mr. Speaker, you don't start a diet
by eating a doughnut.

Despite strong signs of economic
growth. Bill Clinton is determined to
spend our way out of a recession that
no longer exists.

First, he requested we extend unem-
ployment benefits for a third time in 1
year. Cost: $44 billion.

Now, he wants to help stimulate an
economy—already growing at almost 5
percent mind you—by increasing Fed-
eral spending. Cost: $16 billion.

Mr. Speaker, Bill Clinton has just
gotten started and already he has in-
creased the deficit by $16 billion.

That is some diet, Bill.

DOD AND RESERVE OFFICERS AS-
SOCIATION TO HOST INTER-
ALLIED CONFEDERATION OF
RESERVE OFFICERS

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

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a concurrent resolution
welcoming to Washington, DC, the 46th
Congress of the Interallied Confed-
eration of Reserve Officers who will be
meeting here from August 1 through
August 6, 1993.

This resolution commends the De-
partment of Defense and the Reserve
Officers Association for hosting the
46th Congress.

The Interallied Confederation of Re-
serve Officers brings together the Na-
tional Reserve Officers Associations of
13 NATO nations and represents more
than 800,000 Reserve officers.

The Interallied Confederation of Re-
serve Officers informs Government and
military officials that the Reserve pro-
vides a cost-effective, capable force
that makes the best use of resources in
the face of budget reduction.

I believe that with the philosophy of
increased reliance in Reserve forces
quickly becoming reality, the Inter-
allied Confederation of Reserve Officers
efforts in creating a greater integra-
tion of active and Reserve force will be
enhanced.

By commemorating this event, I be-
lieve it will express to them that this
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body will make every effort to ensure
that their stay here is productive and
rewarding.

LET THE SUN SHINE IN

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, let
the Sun shine on our budget process.

In the shadows of the budget con-
ference report lurks an item that
should shock the American people.

The rules of the House allow the
Democrats to clandestinely increase
the debt limit by adopting a budget
conference report.

In other words, as the President pub-
licly speaks of decreasing the deficit,
the Democrats privately plan on in-
creasing our debt limit by almost $600
billion.

Mr. Speaker, we need a separate vote
on increasing the debt limit. The
American people should know about
the Democrats’ real plan to increase
our public debt.

We should also have another vote on
the balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution before we even think
about increasing the debt limit.

We need to control our debt. We
should not let our debt control us. Mr.
Speaker, let the Sun shine on our budg-
et process. Allow votes on these criti-
cal issues.

|

FRESHMEN MEMBERS MAINTAIN
SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT'S CAM-
PAIGN FINANCE REFORM INITIA-
TIVE

(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, the
people spoke for change. They chose
over one 100 new Members of Congress.
And they chose a new President—an
agent of change—who is transforming
the way Government works.

I rise today to support the Presi-
dent's pursuit of change in the vital
area of campaign finance reform.

I also wish to let the President know
of the broad enthusiasm for such
change among the people who sent us
here. )

People hunger to see Congress clean
its own House before it handles issues—
from health care to handgun control—
where the common interest of the
whole should not be dominated by the
special interests of the powerful few.

I am pleased to be among eight fresh-
men Members who have written the
President to assure him that we are
committed to change. Now that we find
ourselves in the unfamiliar role of in-
cumbents, we see that campaign fi-
nance reform will enable us to do our
jobs even better as it will restore the
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fragile ties between the Congress and
the country.

I urge my colleagues to back the
President when his package of cam-
paign finance reforms comes before us.

Mr. Speaker, I pledge to lend my
voice to the President’s pursuit of real
campaign finance reform so that all
Americans will have a voice in the af-
fairs of their Nation.

A REPORT ON FLORIDA TOWN
HALL MEETINGS

(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, this past
weekend I hosted town meetings in my
southwest Florida district. Overwhelm-
ingly, of course the top issue of con-
cern was our national economy—espe-
cially how higher taxes, increased defi-
cit spending and vague promises for
deficit reduction down the road will
translate in people’'s daily lives.
Clintonomics means that an average
family's taxes will go up. It means that
prices for necessities will go up. It
means that the size and scope of the
Federal Government will be growing,
not shrinking. One gentleman asked
rhetorically—'‘What does the adminis-
tration think we are?—a bunch of sim-
pletons?”’

My constituents are dismayed, dis-
gusted and angry. They know that our
debt will increase so that each man,
woman, and child will owe $17,000, they
know that even after 5 years of grief,
the annual budget deficit will be climb-
ing. And they know that we have gone
from ‘‘no pain, no gain' to “much pain,
doubtful gain."

Mr. Speaker, there are no simpletons
in my district.

0O 1210

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
BLOCK GRANT REFORM NEEDED

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

Mr. BARLOW. Mr. Speaker, last
week the House began a historic jour-
ney, to restore our Nation to financial
health. We are united, Democrats and
Republicans, in moving on this very
necessary goal, and I for one and the
people of western Kentucky hope that
the goal can be accomplished in 5
years. Our country made many
changes, and we want to prevent the
mistakes of the past.

In looking at the past, as a new Mem-
ber I ask the Republican side to review
the break that we made in the Gramm-
Latta bill of 1981, the resolution of 1981,
where they prevented any further re-
view by the Appropriations Commit-
tees of Community Development Block
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Grant funds. This has set forth major
mischief, and we have got to remedy
the situation. I ask them to set forth
their part in the mischief they have
created here and to help us sort this
situation out.

BUDGET REFORM

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to share a few thoughts on the
events that occurred last week in this
Chamber during budget deliberations. I
am appalled that the will of the admin-
istration and party leadership takes
precedence over the individual Mem-
bers of Congress elected to serve and
represent their constituents.

The floor proceedings for the Presi-
dent’s budget resolution was the most
partisan and one-sided event that I
have seen since coming to Congress. It
troubles me that I, as well as many of
my colleagues, were not permitted to
offer substantive amendments to the
budget resolution.

One of my amendments would have
removed the highly regressive energy
tax from the administration's proposal.
The proposed Btu tax could be dev-
astating on the constituents of my dis-
trict.

I refuse to sit idly by and let these
same budget events reoccur in this
Chamber without an attempt to change
the status quo. The operation of this
House needs to be reformed. Our budget
process needs to be reformed. And all of
the American people need to be assured
that their interests will be fairly rep-
resented.

JOSEPH HAYNE RAINEY

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

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to commemorate the first Af-
rican-American Member of the House,
Congressman Joseph Hayne Rainey.

Born a slave, Joseph Rainey entered
politics after the Civil War. In 1868, he
was elected to the State senate of
South Carolina and in 1870, to Congress
where he served for four terms.

Congressman Rainey was well-liked
and respected by his colleagues and be-
came the first African-American to
preside over the House as Speaker pro
tempore in 1874.

Last Saturday, a park was dedicated
to Congressman Rainey in his home-
town of Georgetown, SC. I applaud the
efforts of my colleague, Congressman
JAMES CLYBURN, for his work in estab-
lishing this living memorial to Rainey.

Congressman Rainey’s descendants
have among their ranks the first black
judge in Pennsylvania, graduates of
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Harvard and Yale Universities, an
Olympian, and yes, congressional aides,
one of whom, Schuyler Twyman, I am
proud to say is a member of my staff.

Mr. Speaker, I pay tribute to this
great man from our history.

TRACK CRIMINAL ALIENS

(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,
today I am introducing legislation re-
quiring aliens who have been convicted
of a felony and sentenced to probation
or who have been released on parole to
register with the Attorney General.

Unfortunately, the number of crimi-
nal aliens continues to exceed our abil-
ity to detain and deport them. One-
quarter of the Nation's Federal pris-
oners are aliens. The vast majority of
these aliens, upon release from prison,
are arrested again.

Many criminal aliens who should be
deported are not.

We need to know how many criminal
aliens we have in our country, and we
need to know where they are so we can
deport them, as Federal law demands.

This legislation is a part of what I
believe should be Congress' continuing
effort to crack down on criminal
aliens.

ARMY SPYING

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I was deeply shocked to learn that the
U.S. military, for three generations,
spied on the family of Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. It is frightening and
eerie to believe that the U.S. Govern-
ment, through its military intel-
ligence, started spying on Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr., when he was only 18
years old. At that time, in 1947, he was
a college student at Morehouse Col-
lege.

There seemed to be a pervasive belief
that Dr. King and those of us in the
civil rights movement were being con-
trolled and influenced by some foreign
power. We did not need anyone in Mos-
cow, in Germany, or any other country
to tell us that segregation was vicious
and evil.

This disclosure dramatizes how deep-
ly the disease, the stain, and the scars
of racism were embedded in the Amer-
ican society. The use of spying by the
U.S. military on private citizens is re-
pugnant and abhorrent to the Amer-
ican systemm and to the democratic
principles in which we believe.

Mr. Speaker, I have asked the chair-
men of both Armed Services Commit-
tees, Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. NUNN, to
call upon the U.S. Department of De-
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fense to make available to the Amer-
ican public a full accounting of the spy
campaign against Dr. King and others
in the movement.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon our Govern-
ment to fully disclose the injustice of
the spying campaign.

LIBERAL, BIG SPENDING CON-
GRESS RESPONSIBLE FOR DEFI-
CITS

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago, the House passed a $6.9 bil-
lion authorization bill for the National
Institutes of Health. This was a 47-per-
cent increase, $2.2 billion increase, over
an NIH bill President Bush vetoed just
a few months ago. President Bush ve-
toed the earlier NIH authorization be-
cause it was too huge of an increase
over the year before, even at last year’s
much lower $4.7 billion figure,

In other words, the White House
changes hands, and suddenly we are
spending billions more for NIH and
other agencies.

Talk about lipservice to spending
cuts. I have heard many speeches on
this floor blaming Presidents Reagan
and Bush for our horrendous national
debt. Actually it is liberal, big spend-
ing Congresses that have gotten us so
far in the hole.

The NIH bill passed a few days ago
proves this beyond a shadow of a doubt.
It is still business as usual around
here.

The American people should know
that all this talk about cutting spend-
ing is a charade, a hoax, a cruel joke on
the citizens of this Nation.

RURAL HEALTH CARE NEEDS

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, in just 6
weeks the administration’s Task Force
on Healthcare Reform will unveil its
recommendations. We have an enor-
mous opportunity to reform our health
care system. And with this opportunity
comes a responsibility to make certain
that all Americans receive quality, af-
fordable health care.

I rise today to ask for my colleagues’
support of the rural health care con-
gressional resolution that I will be in-
troducing today.

This resolution expresses the sense of
the Congress that the unique needs of
rural residents must be addressed in
any health care plan passed by Con-
gress.

These unique rural health care needs
include:

Providing adequate funding for pro-
grams that encourage medical person-
nel to train and practice in rural areas;
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Increasing coordination among trans-
portation programs and for emergency
medical services;

Making health care technology more
available to rural health-care provid-
ers; and

Ensuring that rural health care serv-
ices are coordinated effectively with
existing health systems.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues to find solu-
tions to our health care crisis. There
can be no higher domestic priority.

———
0 1220

OVERREGULATION OF BUSINESS

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

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, we are very fortunate in our
office to have interns that work with
us for a short time. A young man
named Kevin Taheri has been with us
from the University of Wyoming. He
has written a short paper that I want
to put in the RECORD. He calls it ‘‘Eco-
nomics 101.""

The burden of his paper is that how
can we expect small businesses to grow
and create jobs when they are over-
regulated.

I agree with that 100 percent. We are
putting together a bill, which I intend
to introduce in the next week, which
will provide for oversight of regula-
tions.

It does several things. First, it takes
a look to see if the regulation is within
the spirit of the statute, which is not
always the case. Second, it takes a
look to see if the regulation has been
efficiently applied in terms of dollars
of cost not only to the Government but
to the business that is regulated.

Finally, it asks, does the result—is
the result in keeping with the purpose
of the statute. Does the regulation, in
fact, do what it is intended to do?

We cannot expect the economy to
work well, to create jobs, when it is
overregulated, and we need to change
that.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD “‘Economics 101" to which I re-
ferred.

EcoNoMICS 101

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share my
views on regulation. When talking to busi-
nessmen in my State a lot of them seem to
say that they started their business 10 years
ago and if they had to start it today they
couldn't, because there is too much regula-
tion. Wyoming is dependent on small busi-
ness, and additional regulation by the Fed-
eral Government will stall job growth. The
first major bill that this House passed was
an additional mandate by the Federal Gov-
ernment. The people of my State know what
is right for Wyoming, better than Washing-
ton does. If this economy is to start growing
again, the Government must stop overregu-
lating businesses.

A lesson from the 1980's is the fact that
when the staffing levels of Federal regu-
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lators fell, the number of private sector jobs
rose. If we are going to make meaningful
cuts in the deficit in 4 years, it is vital that
we cut back on regulation and allow the
economy to begin growing again. It's Eco-
nomics 101. When business is doing badly,
there will be more unemployed people, this
leads to more money that the Government
must pay in unemployment and less people
paying taxes. So overregulation leads to less
revenue for the Government and more spend-
ing, only adding to the deficit. One of the
main keys to deficit reduction will be eco-
nomic growth. If the economy is already
struggling, and hoping to recover, it can’t af-
ford any more mandates on small business.
We should be encouraging new business, not
making it harder to start a business.

TRUTH COMMISSION REPORT ON
EL SALVADOR

(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, in
light of the Truth Commission report
on El1 Salvador, President Clinton
should appoint an independent blue-
ribbon commission to investigate Unit-
ed States policy on the Masote, the
killing of the Jesuits and the murder of
the American servicemen in that coun-
try. What did we know and when did we
know it. Was there a coverup.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan
issue. Both countries, the United
States and El Salvador, should care-
fully study and implement the rec-
ommendations of the Truth Commis-
sion report. These are three distin-
guished Latin American moderates, a
former president of Columbia. This is
not a left-wing group reporting on
what happened in El Salvador.

Mr. Speaker, like many Members of
Congress, I supported President
Cristiani of El Salvador in the past.
Now I am not so sure. I think the ver-
dict will be whether he and his nation
implement the Truth Commission re-
port and those guilty of human rights
violations are prosecuted.

THE CLOSING OF HOMESTEAD AIR
FORCE BASE

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

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, the
Secretary of Defense stated that he re-
moved two California bases from the
base closure list due to the cumulative
economic impact on northern Califor-
nia. I do not question the rationale be-
hind the Secretary’s decision to keep
the California bases off the list, but I
strongly object to the double standard
being applied to Homestead Air Force
Base. How can the Secretary and the
Base Closure Commission justify main-
taining the bases in California for eco-
nomic reasons but yet close Homestead
Air Force Base after the worst natural
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disaster in U.S. history, which has cost
south Florida's economy billions of
dollars and thousands of jobs?

The base meant nearly 9,000 jobs and
the synergy created by the base cre-
ated thousands of additional jobs, and
the base, in effect, was the lifeblood of
the entire Homestead economy.

Mr. Speaker, south Florida requests
the same consideration provided to the
McClellan Air Force Base and Army
Presidio in California be given to
Homestead Air Force Base, in an area
that has certainly suffered a cumu-
lative economic impact.

FOREIGN COMPETITION

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that foreign manufacturers
have finally reached a 20-percent share
of the Japanese semiconductor market.
And I congratulate the Japanese for
their efforts.

I would hope everyone will learn
something from this experience—but
I'm not so sure.

The Japanese should learn that nei-
ther their system nor their quality suf-
fers from open markets.

Some Japanese officials are saying
that they fear the semiconductor
agreement will set bad precedent.

My own view is that a results-ori-
ented policy is needed when markets
are skewed against fair foreign com-
petition.

Our country should also learn a les-
son. Back in the 1980’s, our Govern-
ment decided to fight to open the
closed Japanese semiconductor mar-
ket. Targets were set. Our resolve pro-
duced results.

We had no such result in auto parts.
Targets of any kind were rejected by
our administration, and we have suf-
fered for it.

United States market share for auto
parts in Japan is 1 percent, and our bi-
lateral trade deficit is $10 billion.

The United States should learn from
the difference between auto parts and
semiconductors—a difference of 19 per-
cent in market share and tens of thou-
sands of American jobs.

ROMANIA'S UNSALVAGEABLE
CHILDREN

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

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, millions of
Americans watched last Friday night
as ABC’s *‘20/20" aired a heartbreaking
story about Romania's so-called
unsalvageable children.

In the finest traditions of America, I
believe we must speak for those chil-
dren who are too weak, sick, and iso-
lated to speak for themselves.
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But along with horror there is hope.
In recent months, I have followed the
courageous caring of John Upton of
California, as well as the medical and
financial support donated by the Epic
Healthcare Group based in Dallas, TX,
which has already allowed some of
these children to leave Romania and
get the medical care they need. But
many children remain.

Today, I am proud to introduce a res-
olution calling on the Government of
Romania to allow the most desperate
of these children to come to America
for the help they so urgently need. At
the same time, it calls for the State
Department to open the door to let
these children in. I would like to thank
the Ambassador from Romania for his
help on this issue.

I ask all my colleagues to join with
me in supporting this resolution as a
first step in getting help for these chil-
dren.

————

ON RUSSIA AND DEFENSE

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the situation in Russia is in
turmoil, and it ought to remind us that
maybe the cold war is not really over.

The President’s plan is to cut an ad-
ditional $112 billion from the defense
budget over the next 5 years. That is
way above the cuts that the last ad-
ministration proposed.

These are the facts. Russian missiles
are still aimed at the United States.
Reductions in Russian troop strength
have been minimal. Chemical and bio-
logical weapons still exist. There are
hot spots all over this world today.

With these facts in mind, Mr. Speak-
er, I urge the President of the United
States to lower his draconian defense
cuts. We have got to keep this Nation
strong, to preserve freedom, to protect
our ideals and to keep our ability to
deter aggression second to none.

——
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MAzzoLl). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces
that he will postpone further proceed-
ings today on each motion to suspend
the rules on which a recorded vote or
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rolleall votes, if postponed, will
be taken tomorrow, Wednesday, March
24, 1993.
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ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL COM-
MISSION TO ENSURE A COMPETI-
TIVE AIRLINE INDUSTRY

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and concur in the
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
904) to amend the Airport and Airway
Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement,
and Intermodel Transportation Act of
1992 with respect to the establishment
of the National Commission to Ensure
a Strong Competitive Airline Industry.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. NATIONAL COMMISSION TO ENSURE
A STRONG COMPETITIVE AIRLINE
INDUSTRY.

(a) APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS.—Paragraph
(1) of subsection (e) of section 204 of the Air-
port and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Im-
provement, and Intermodal Transportation
Act of 1992 (49 U.S.C. App. 1371 note) is
amended to read as follows:

(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Commission shall
be composed of 15 voting members and 11
nonvoting members as follows:

‘(A) 5 voting members and 1 nonvoting
member appointed by the President.

*(B) 3 voting members and 3 nonvoting
members appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

‘(C) 2 voting members and 2 nonvoting
members appointed by the minority leader of
the House of Reprsesntatives.

‘(D) 3 voting members and 3 nonvoting
members appointed by the majority leader of
the Senate.

‘“(E) 2 voting members and 2 nonvoting
members appointed by the minority leader of
the Senate.’.

(b) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.—Para-
graph (2) of subsection (e) of such section is
amended to read as follows:

*(2) QUALFICATIONS.—Voting members ap-
pointed pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be
appointed from among individuals who are
experts in aviation economics, finance,
international trade, and related disciplines
and who can represent airlines, passengers,
shippers, airline employees, aircraft manu-
facturers, general aviation, and the financial
community.".

{c) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Paragraph (5) of
subsection (e) of such section is amended by
striking ‘“‘sections 5702 and 5703 and insert-
ing *‘subchapter I of chapter 57",

(d) CHAIRMAN.—Paragraph (6) of subsection
(e) of such section is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘(6) CHAIRMAN.—The President, in con-
sultation with the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the majority leader of
the Senate, shall designate the Chairman of
ghe Commission from among its voting mem-

ers.’.

(e) COMMISSION PANELS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Such section is further
amended by inserting after subsection (e) the
following new subsection:

*(f) CoMMISSION PANELS.—The Chairman
shall establish such panels consisting of vot-
ing members of the Commission as the
Chairman determines appropriate to carry
out the functions of the Commission.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsections
(D), (g), (h), (i), (1, and (k) of such section are
redesignated as subsections (g), (h), (i), (k),
(1), and (m), respectively.

(f) STAFF AND OTHER SUPPORT.—Such sec-
tion is further amended by inserting after
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subsection (i) (as redesignated by subsection
(e)2) of this section) the following new sub-
section:

**(j) STAFF AND OTHER SUPPORT.—Upon the
request of the Commission or a panel of the
Commission, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall provide the Commission or panel
with staff and other support to assist the
Commission or panel in carrying out its re-
sponsibilities.".

(g) REPORT.—Subsection (1) of such section
(as redesignated by subsection (e)2) of this
section) is amended by striking ‘6 months"
and inserting **90 days’'.

(h) TERMINATION.—Subsection (m) of such
section (as redesignated by subsection (e)(2)
of this section) is amended—

(1) by striking *‘180th day" and inserting
**30th day'; and

(2) by striking “subsection (j)" and insert-
ing “‘subsection (1)".

(i) CoMMISSION EXPENDITURES.—Such sec-
tion is further amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

*(n) COMMISSION EXPENDITURES.—Amounts
expended to carry out this section shall not
be considered expenses of advisory commit-
tees for purposes of section 312 of the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1993.".

‘(j) PREVIOUSLY APPOINTED MEMBERS.—
Such section is further amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection: -

*(0) PREVIOUSLY APPOINTED MEMBERS.—
Any appointment made to the Commission
before the date of the enactment of this sub-
section shall not be effective after such date
of enactment.”,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

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

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on
Aviation of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation held hear-
ings on the financial condition of the
airline industry on February 17, 18, and
24, hearing testimony from some 39
witnesses over a period of those 3 days
of very long and very intense and wide-
ranging and very thoughtful and
thought-provoking testimony.

Earlier, the leadership of the House,
the leadership of our committee on
both sides, Democrat and Republican,
introduced H.R. 904 in a session at-
tended by Secretary of Transportation
Penia and Members of the other body to
set forth before the Congress and be-
fore these hearings the concept of a
commission that would more in depth
and at greater length review the prob-
lems of the airline industry and make
some suggestions.

Just before the conclusion of our
hearings, the full Committee on Public
Works and Transportation took up in
markup session and reported H.R. 904,
which later on March 2 passed the
House by a vote of 367 to 43. The Sen-
ate, on March 17, passed H.R. 904 with
an amendment, which we take up
today.
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Essentially, the Senate action added
nonvoting members to the Commis-
sion. The Commission now will be com-
posed of 15 voting members and 11 non-
voting members. I will not go into how
those are distributed, because that will
be in the body of the bill which will ap-
pear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at
this point.

The idea of a commission to look at
the problems of the industry in greater
depth is one this Committee on Public
Works and Transportation and the
Subcommittee on Aviation took up
last year in the 102d Congress, and in-
cluded as part of our aviation reauthor-
ization legislation. We thought then
that there was a need for an extensive
inquiry into the problems of the indus-
try to make thoughtful recommenda-
tions, and we think so even more in-
tensely this year.

The Committee acted expediticusly.
We made this our first priority at the
outset of the 103d Congress on a bipar-
tisan basis. I must say, with great ap-
preciation to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], the ranking Republican on
our subcommittee, we joined forces to
develop the witness list, to develop the
pattern of inquiry, and the issue areas
to be covered. The hearing document,
Mr. Speaker, I must say has also been
printed and will be available for each
of the members of this Commission so
that they have a starting point of a
fund of knowledge and factual informa-
tion with which to begin their work on
the Commission.

We have done our work. We have laid
the groundwork. We have prepared the
way. We cleared the fields so this Com-
mission can get started early and do its
work guickly.

The administration has requested a
shorter timeframe. We have provided
for that. Instead of 6 months it will be
a 3-month timeframe for the Commis-
sion to act. We understand the admin-
istration plans to divide this Commis-
sion, when appointed, into three panels
to work concurrently to focus on three
major issue areas concurrently, com-
plete their work, report to the Presi-
dent, report to the Congress.

I hope that the net results of this
Commission’s work will, to be sure, in-
clude sound and sensible, workable,
practical recommendations for steps
that can be taken to improve the finan-
cial health of the aviation sector.

I also caution this Commission that
it has a principal objective of making
recommendations that will stimulate
and strengthen competition. It will be
of little value to have a strong, finan-
cially secure airline industry that con-
sists of two airlines, in which competi-
tion takes a back seat or disappears.

This Commission’s principal focus is
on what needs to be done in the airline
passenger-carrying industry. The air
freight industry is a major sector of
our transportation system as well but,
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at this time, it is not plagued with the
financial and competitive problems in
the passenger-carrying side. While I do
not think the freight industry should
be ignored if the Commission sees an
issue that needs to be addressed, the
focus here should be on the passenger
carriers and their problems.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support, strong
support, of this bill to create an Avia-
tion Commission. I, like I am sure
most Members, tend to be skeptical of
establishing yet another commission.
Too often the commissions meet and
deliberate and come up with reports
which get put on the shelf and are
never heard from or seen again, and are
often not warranted.

However, there is a real difference in
this case. We have an industry that is
in deep, deep trouble, an industry that
desperately needs good minds to con-
centrate on what those problems are.
The reason I think we need this com-
mission is because there is a vast dis-
agreement as to what are the root
causes of the crisis that we find our-
selves in with the aviation industry.

I think our hope with this Commis-
sion is that we will bring together
some of the best minds who deal in
these areas to sort out the various con-
flicting arguments, pro and con, and
try to determine what are the real
causes of this, and come back to the
Congress.

I think I can assure the Members
that our chairman, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] is deter-
mined to pursue this to see that what-
ever recommendations are made that
need to be implemented through legis-
lation here in the Congress will be im-
plemented. Therefore, this is not a
commission whose work is going to be
ignored. It is not a commission whose
work is going to put aside. We will
take action, and hopefully will take ac-
tion expeditiously, because the prob-
lem is not getting better, and in fact it
is getting worse. We need to do that
promptly.

The bill has been changed since it
left this body a couple of weeks ago.
We passed it, as the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] stated, on
March 2 by a vote of 367 to 43, and the
Senate acted on it last week with only
one change, not a really substantive
change, in terms of the overall mission
of the Commission, which is to deter-
mine where the ills are and what the
cures might be.

The only change the Senate made
was to increase the number of nonvot-
ing members from 7 to 11. This will
allow both the House majority leader
and the House minority leader one ad-
ditional selection to those that are in
the version that we passed out here,
and so I would submit it is not a con-
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troversial change and should not war-
rant any resistance over here.

The bill, which does revise the Com-
mission that was called for in our bill
last year when we passed the AIP reau-
thorization bill, but which was never
actually established, expands the Com-
mission from 7 to 15 voting members.
As I have indicated, it would add 11
nonvoting members who could be Mem-
bers of Congress. The House minority
leader, I would say to my colleagues on
this side of the aisle, now controls the
appointment of two of the voting mem-
bers and two of the nonvoting mem-
bers, so this is, indeed, a truly biparti-
san, nonpartisan Commission and has
the full support on both sides of the
aisle.

The Commission’s report is due in 90
days, and that is a very important
date, because, as I have indicated, we
really do not have the luxury of time
to study this in greater depth, because
the problems are so enormous. I think
also the work that this subcommittee
has done under the leadership of the
gentleman from Minnesota in the hear-
ings we held earlier this year is going
to be very helpful to the Commission
as it undertakes its work in hopefully
the next few days.

Funding for the Commission would
come out of the current DOT budget, so
we are not looking at an additional ex-
pense. We estimate the cost to be about
$750,000, but as I say, that will not re-
quire additional funding.

I think the Commission is going to
attempt to determine the causes of the
airline problems and recommend pos-
sible solutions. The area that the Com-
mission should examine, as the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]
has indicated, includes a variety of
things, because our hearings certainly
indicated there is no consensus at the
moment. There is no firm view on if
there is one single cause or several
causes contributing to the dilemma
which the airlines find themselves in
today, but certainly some of the fac-
tors that need to be looked at are the
need to reduce the regulatory burden
on airlines. The tax burden was cited
time and time again as something that
was really a crushing burden for them
in these difficult times.
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The need to expand airport and air-
way capacity to handle the demand
that has built up, and which is frus-
trated because of the inability of air-
ports to handle some of the traffic.
Easing the restrictions on foreign in-
vestment, an area I think would be
helpful in providing another window
for capital to the airlines who are very,
very strapped for new capital sources
to keep up with the changing tech-
nology. Also a suggestion of the need
to change bankruptcy laws so that ex-
isting bankrupt airlines are not able to
really compete unfairly with healthy
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airlines. Better access for carriers to
foreign markets. Pricing policies of the
airlines, and clearly they have been
shooting themselves in the foot in
many respects by these disastrous
price wars that have gone on in recent
years where they have been operating
their airlines at a loss, even though
they have had full flights. And finally,
noise problems, which clearly need to
be a part of their consideration.

Mr. Speaker, airline losses totaled
more than $4 billion last year. This is
a situation that we cannot allow to go
on. We need to address it and address it
rapidly. So I am standing to urge very
expeditious consideration of this and
that the Commission be established.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MiI-
NETA], chairman of the full Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

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

Mr. Speaker, as the distinguished
chair of our Aviation Subcommittee
has explained, this bill, H.R. 904, is the
same bill which passed this body on
March 2 under suspension of the rules
except for one noncontroversial
change—adding four more nonvoting
Members, two to be appointed by the
majority and two by the minority.

What really is the issue today is the
need to move expeditiously on this bill
and send it to the President, and for
that, I wish to thank and commend the
work of the chair of the Aviation Sub-
committee, Mr. OBERSTAR, and the
ranking Republican, Mr. CLINGER.

During the past 3 years, the airline
industry has suffered unprecedented
losses of $10 billion, more than it has
earned in all the rest of its history, and
currently about one-fifth of the indus-
try is operating in bankruptcy.

Furthermore, the financial crisis fac-
ing the airline industry is now spilling
over into the aircraft manufacturing
industry and local economies where
billion dollar aircraft orders are being
cancelled and thousands of jobs are dis-
appearing.

At best, the situation facing the in-
dustry is bleak—mot how many jobs
can we add, but how many can we save.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 904 carries with it
a sense of urgency. If its enactment is
the most we can do at this time to ad-
dress this matter, it is the least we
must do.

Accordingly, I urge passage of H.R.
904, as amended.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from the State of Wash-
ington [Ms. DUNN], a very valued mem-
ber of the committee.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
commercial airline industry is cur-
rently suffering severe financial dis-
tress. Recent years have produced sus-
tained record losses, excessive debt
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burdens, unprecedented numbers of air-
line bankruptcies and mergers, record
cancellation of new aircraft orders, and
the demise of such venerated names as
Pan Am. If this dire situation is not
soon rectified, I believe that the eco-
nomic viability of our airlines and our
entire aerospace manufacturing indus-
try will be in serious jeopardy.

First, I wish to thank Chairman MI-
NETA, Aviation Subcommittee Chair-
man OBERSTAR, Public Works ranking
member, Congressman SHUSTER, and
the ranking member of the Aviation
Subcommittee, Congressman CLINGER.
Without their strong and decisive lead-
ership, ‘this blue ribbon commission,
whose creation is vital to the contin-
ued viability of our domestic airline in-
dustry, would never have seen the light
of day.

Today, I have introduced the ‘“‘Avia-
tion Enhancement Act” and I hope
that the Commission will give strong
consideration to my bill.

H.R. 904

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 **Aviation En-
hancement Act of 1993".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds and declares that—

(1) the United States commercial airline
industry is currently suffering severe finan-
cial distress;

(2) sustained record losses and excessive
debt burdens are causing air carriers to can-
cel new aircraft options and orders, thereby
threatening the economic viability of the
United States aerospace manufacturing in-
dustry;

(3) although most air carriers would bene-
fit from acquiring new generation, quieter,
more fuel-efficient aircraft, there is already
more capacity than demand for seats, result-
ing in downsizing, not expansion, of fleets;

(4) many air carriers are increasingly un-
able to obtain financing at reasonable inter-
est rates for purchasing new equipment;

(5) the inability of many air carriers to ac-
quire new, quieter Stage 3 aircraft may jeop-
ardize the planned phase out of noisier Stage
2 aircraft;

(6) States and local communities, the trav-
eling public, airline employees, and airline
shareholders would all benefit from stronger,
healthier air carriers operating modern, fuel
efficient, quieter aircraft;

(7) as the owner and operator of the Na-
tion's air traffic control system, the Federal
Government is a partner of the commercial
aviation industry and must do its part to
strengthen the air carrier and aerospace in-
dustries;

(8) it is estimated that the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund will contain an unobligated
surplus in excess of $4,300,000,000 on October
1, 1993;

(9) a prudent shift of the investment of the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund surplus into
modernization of the commercial aviation
industry's fleet can provide vitally needed
economic stimulus for carriers and manufac-
turers and will ensure that both industries
remain competitive into the next century;
and

(10) the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
surplus should, therefore, be made available
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to guarantee loans for the acquisition of new

aircraft if such acquisition will assure the

phasing out of less fuel efficient and noisier

or older aircraft at the same time.

SEC. 3. LOAN GUARANTEES FOR ACQUISITION OF
STAGE 3 AIRCRAFT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XI of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. App. 1501-1518)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new section:

“SEC. 1119. LOAN GUARANTEES FOR ACQUISI-
TION OF STAGE 5 AIRCRAFT.

‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized, subject to appropriations Acts, to guar-
antee any lender against loss of principal or
interest on any loan made to an eligible air
carrier for the purpose of financing the ac-
quisition of new Stage 3 aircraft.

“(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—A loan may
be guaranteed by the Secretary under this
section only if the loan is made subject to
the following terms and conditions:

“(1) TERM.—The term of the loan does not
exceed 20 years.

‘‘(2) RATE OF INTEREST.—The loan bears in-
terest at a rate which is less than the maxi-
mum rate for such loans determined by the
Secretary. The maximum rate for such loans
may not be less than the current average
market yield on outstanding obligations of
the United States with remaining periods to
maturity comparable to the maturity of the
loan.

*(3) PREPAYMENT.—There is no penalty for
prepayment of the amount of the loan.

‘(4) USE OF LOAN AMOUNTS.—The loan will
be used only for the acquisition of Stage 3
aircraft which—

“(A) are manufactured
States; and

‘(B) will be delivered to the borrower not
later than 3 years after the date on which
amounts are appropriated to carry out this
section.

**(c) DOMESTIC MANUFACTURE.—For the pur-
poses of subsection (b)(4), an aircraft shall be
considered to have been manufactured in the
United States only if 50 percent or more of
the parts of the aircraft, by value, are manu-
factured in the United States.

*(d) RETIREMENT OF AGING AND STAGE 2
AIRCRAFT.—The Secretary may guarantee a
loan under this section to an air carrier
which owns or operates aging aircraft or
Stage 2 aircraft only if the carrier agrees
that, upon delivery of the aircraft being ac-
quired with amounts of the loan, the air car-
rier will—

*(1) retire from service Stage 2 aircraft or
aging aircraft containing a number of seats
which equals or exceeds 200 percent of the
number of seats contained in the aircraft
being acquired; or

*(2) retire from service all of the air car-
rier's remaining Stage 2 aircraft and aging
aircraft.

**(e) DEFAULT.—The Secretary may guaran-
tee a loan under this section only if the air
carrier applying for the loan agrees that, in
the event of a default, the air carrier will
transfer to the Department of Transpor-
tation title to all equipment acquired with
the proceeds of the loan.

*(f) DISTRIBUTION OF LOAN GUARANTEES.

*(1) DETERMINATION OF AVAILABLE BSEAT
MILES.—Not later than 30 days after the date
on which amounts are appropriated to carry
out this section, the Secretary shall deter-
mine the percentage of available seat miles
attributed, for the most recent 12-month pe-
riod for which such data is available, to each
eligible air carrier certificated on or before
October 1, 1992.

*(2) ALLOCATION.—

in the United
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**(A) CARRIERS CERTIFICATED ON OR BEFORE
OCTOBER 1, 1992.—An amount equal to 95 per-
cent of the funds appropriated to carry out
this section shall be available for guarantee-
ing loans to eligible air carriers certificated
on or before October 1, 1992, and shall be allo-
cated among such carriers based on the per-
centage of available seat miles attributed to
each such carriers under paragraph (1).

**(B) OTHER CARRIERS.—AnN amount equal to
5 percent of the funds appropriated to carry
out this section shall be available for guar-
anteeing loans to eligible air carriers certifi-
cated after October 1, 1992, and shall be allo-
cated among such carriers based on a fair
and equitable formula to be established by
the Secretary.

“(C) TRANSFER OF ALLOCATIONS.—An eligi-
ble air carrier may transfer to other eligible
air carriers all or part of the amount of loan
guarantees allocated to such carrier under
this paragraph.

‘“(g) ENFORCEMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to take such actions as may be appro-
priate to enforce any right accruing to the
United States, or any officer or agency
thereof, as a result of the commitment or is-
suance of a loan guarantee under this sec-
tion.

‘(2) COLLATERAL.—AIll loan guarantees
under this section shall be secured by the
equipment being financed and any other as-
sets necessary to provide sufficient collat-
eral.

‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated out of
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund to carry
out this section $4,300,000,000 for fiscal years
beginning after September 30, 1993.

(1) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section, the following definitions apply:

“(1) AGING AIRCRAFT.—The term ‘aging air-
craft’ means an aircraft which has been in
service for at least 15 years.

“(2) ELIGIBLE AIR CARRIER.—The term ‘eli-
gible air carrier’' means an air carrier which
has been issued an operating certificate
under part 121 of title 14, Code of Federal
Regulations.

*(3) STAGE 2 AIRCRAFT.—The term ‘Stage 2
aircraft’ means an aircraft which complies
with Stage 2 noise levels under part 36 of
title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, as in
effect on the date of the enactment of this
section.

“(4) STAGE 3 AIRCRAFT —The term ‘Stage 3
aircraft’ means an aircraft which complies
with Stage 3 noise levels under part 36 of
title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, as in
effect on the date of the enactment of this
section.

**(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Transportation.'.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF
CONTENTS.—The table of contents contained
in the first section of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 is amended by adding at the end
of the matter relating to title XI of such Act
the following:

“Sec. 1119. Loan guarantees for acquisition
of Stage 3 aircraft.

‘{a) In general.
“(b) Terms and conditions.
‘“(c) Domestic manufacture.

“(d) Retirement of aging and Stage 2 air-
craft.

‘*(e) Default.

‘(D Distribution of loan guarantees.
*(g) Enforcement.

“(h) Authorization of appropriations.
*(i) Definitions.™.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The Aviation Enhancement Act will
provide loan guarantees to airlines for
the purchase of new, quiet, fuel effi-
cient, stage three aircraft as mandated
by the Federal Government. By the end
of this decade, Department of Trans-
portation regulations mandate that all
airlines will have completed the transi-
tion to these new, quiet, fuel efficient
and—expensive airplanes. With our do-
mestic airlines facing great financial
turmoil, it is becoming increasingly
difficult for our air carriers to obtain
financing at reasonable rates.

Mr. Speaker, a prudent investment of
the aviation trust fund surplus into the
modernization of the commercial avia-
tion fleet can provide a vitally needed
economic stimulus for carriers and
manufacturers and will insure that
both remain competitive into the next
century.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. CANTWELL], a very
diligent and hardworking member of
our Subcommittee on Aviation.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. Speaker, today
we are completing legislative action on
a bill vital to my constituents and
thousands of people across the country.
H.R. 904 establishes a national commis-
sion to focus on the dire problems fac-
ing the domestic airline and aircraft
manufacturing industries.

First, I want to commend Chairman
MINETA, Chairman OBERSTAR, Con-
gressman SHUSTER and Congressman
CLINGER for the bipartisan cooperation
and leadership that pushed this bill
through the House in early days of this
session. I hope that this legislation is
an example of the days to come, when
Congress and the administration put
partisan differences aside, and work to-
gether to expeditiously address the
needs of America.

Last month the Boeing Co. an-
nounced that due to the financial dif-
ficulties of the airline industry, they
will reduce production on all aircraft
models and consequently Boeing will
layoff 28,000 employees nationwide,
with 20,000 of those laid off from the
Puget Sound region.

The impact to the 1st District of
Washington is real. The aviation indus-
try is one place where the United
States has a competitive edge. Boeing
is the largest exporter in this country
and leads the world in commercial air-
craft manufacturing. We must keep
that competitive edge.

While I am convinced that the single
most important thing we can do for the
industry is to get our economy back on
track the creation of this commission
comes at a critical juncture and should
investigate in great detail the options
available to build new partnerships be-
tween public and private sector that
will enhance our ability to compete in
the international marketplace.

Mr. Speaker, this is not just another
study that will stretch on indefi-
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nitely—the bill before us today directs
the commission to thoroughly look at
the industry and make recommenda-
tions in 90 days.

I urge all my colleagues to support
H.R. 904, as amended so that we can
begin immediately to ensure the con-
tinued viability of our airlines and our
aircraft manufacturers.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. GLICKMAN].

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support this legislation.

The community that I represent,
Wichita, KS, is the home of perhaps
more airplane manufacturing than per-
haps any other place in the world. Half
the airplanes in the world flying today
were made in Wichita, KS.
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We are also a very large Boeing facil-
ity, and, in fact, the percentage of Boe-
ing layoffs are greater in Wichita than
they even are in Seattle, which has the
largest Boeing facility. The reason for
that is we are not manufacturing as
many commercial airplanes, and, of
course, we have had great difficulty in
the general aviation industry which is
headquartered in Wichita Beach with
Cessna and Learjet.

We also have grave difficulties in the
commercial aviation industry, and my
community of Wichita has been hit
particularly hard.

This commission will look at long-
range systemic solutions to try to but-
tress the greatest industry, I think, in
America today, and that is the produc-
tion of civil aircraft.

The greatest contributor to our bal-
ance of payments over the last few
years, besides agriculture, has been in
civil aircraft, civil aviation, and we
must have a strong industry, which
means we must have strong airlines.

This bill will help us push ourselves
toward that goal. I commend the chair-
man, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. OBERSTAR], for this legislation.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just again urge
support for this legislation. It is impor-
tant, and it is important that the com-
mission be established and started soon
on its work.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as a I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I want to again express
my very great appreciation to the
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], for his strong sup-
port at the outset of the session, for
the work of our subcommittee for set-
ting the agenda so early to begin our
work as we have done on the financial
condition of the airline industry and on
other very important aviation matters,
and to my colleague, the gentleman
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from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], with
whom I begin the 11th year of working
together in a similar capacity on eco-
nomic development, the Investigations
Oversight Subcommittee, and now on
Aviation, and with whom it is such a
great pleasure to work, for his ever
thoughtful and insightful contributions
to the work of the committee and for
his patience in enduring the long hours
of hearings that we mutually set up.

Mr. Speaker, finally, in this docu-
ment, the hearings record of the Sub-
committee on Aviation and on the fi-
nancial condition of the airline indus-
try, is the starting point for the work
of this commission. The commissioners
will do well, and we will send each one
of them, when appointed, a copy of this
document and the committee report on
the commission bill so that they will
have before them this true compen-
dium of information about the prob-
lems of the industry and the various
solid recommendations for action to
improve the condition of the airline in-
dustry.

Aviation is a $600 billion sector of our
national economy, 10 percent of our
GDP. We can do no less than give it our
best effort to recommend positive and
thoughtful and constructive steps to
keep aviation strong and thriving and
competitive in the domestic and world
economy

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of H.R. 904, a bill which will
create a Commission to help renew competi-
tiveness in our airline industry. While the main
focus of the Commission's work will be aiding
the major carriers, | hope the Commission will
heed the concerns of the many small busi-
nesses in the airline industry as well.

Hundreds of small businesses, and thou-
sands of jobs, depend on a healthy airline in-
dustry for their survival. These companies
produce parts, supply goods and services, and
perform much of the support functions of the
aviation industry. In addition, there are small
airlines all across the country serving the
smaller cities and less conspicuous routes.
Generally, these smaller airlines are doing well
and | believe the commission would do well to
take a few pages from their book.

Mr. Speaker, small businesses have in-
creasingly cried out for less Government intru-
sion and more respect for their ability to per-
form and create jobs. The airline and aviation
industries are no exception. | receive com-
plaints regularly about the onerous burdens
placed on small businesses in the aviation
support, repair, and parts businesses. These
small businesses are being driven out of the
market by excessive Government regulations.
If a small business fails, the competition for
the services they provide is gone, which re-
sults in higher costs for the financially
strapped carriers.

Compounding this problem, Mr. Speaker, is
the President's proposed Btu tax. This will be
crippling to the aviation industry, not only for
the carriers, but all the small businesses who
serve them, and, in particular, the general
aviation industry in America. Already deci-
mated by regulations and litigation, the gen-
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eral aviation industry may not survive such an
assault.

Mr. Speaker, | am glad this Commission is
being formed and charged with the task of
presenting a report to Congress in 90 days. |
urge them to remember not only the workers
at United and Boeing, but also the thousands
of men and women employed by small car-
riers and small businesses whose livelihoods
depend on a healthy and competitive airline
industry.

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

The SP pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoLl). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] that the
House suspend the rules and concur in
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R.
904.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 904, on which the Senate
amendment was just concurred in.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF BARBER B. CON-
ABLE, JR., AS A CITIZEN
REGENT OF THE BOARD OF
REGENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 102) providing for
the appointment of Barber B. Conable,
Jr. as a citizen regent of the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 102

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of
Congress, occurring by reason of the expira-
tion of the term of Barnabas McHenry of
New York on July 21, 1991, is filled by the ap-
pointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr. of New
York. The appointment is for a term of 6
years and shall take effect on the date on
which this joint resolution becomes law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will
be recognized for 20 minutes, and the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
As] will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].
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Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 102, as amend-
ed.

As our Nation’s museum, the Smith-
sonian Institution is the world's larg-
est museum complex with 20 major fa-
cilities, including the world famous Air
and Space Museum, the National Mu-
seum of Natural History, the National
Museum of African Art, and the Na-
tional Museum of American History.

Congress has vested the responsibil-
ity to administer the Smithsonian in
the Smithsonian Board of Regents,
which is composed of the Chief Justice,
the Vice President, three members of
the Senate, three members of the
House, and nine citizen regents. The re-
gents receive no salary for their serv-
ices to the board and are appointed to
a term of 6 years.

House Joint Resolution 102, as
amended, provides for the appointment
of Barber B. Conable, Jr., to fill the va-
cancy of Barnabas McHenry as a citi-
zen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

Mr. Conable served as a member of
the House of Representatives from 1965
to 1985. In August 1991, Mr. Conable re-
tired from a 5-year term as president of
the World Bank Group, headquartered
in Washington, DC.

Mr. Conable has chaired the Smithso-
nian National Museum of American In-
dians' Development Committee since
October 1990.

The amendment to this legislation is
technical in nature, and merely speci-
fies the name of the recent being suc-
ceeded, who he is being succeeded by,
and the approximate date for the start
of Mr, Conable’s term.

Mr. Conable has complied with all
the guidelines set by the committee to
receive its approval, and therefore I
urge my colleagues to support and
adopt House Joint Resolution 102, as
amended.

Mr Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr, THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to rise
today in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 102 naming Barber Conable, Jr.,
to the regents of the board of the
Smithsonian.

Mr. Speaker, I got to know Barber
quite well as a Member of Congress and
had the absolute pleasure of serving
under him on my first term on the
Committee on Ways and Means and
watching and admiring the work Bar-
ber did as the ranking member. But
probably under this context far more
meaningful are the times I spent in his
office over on the second floor of the
Cannon Building looking at the Amer-
ican Indian artifacts that he had in his
office, but, more importantly, listening
to the wealth of knowledge that this
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man possessed about American Indians,
not just in the region from whence he
came but across the United States.

Of course, Barber then left and went
on to become president of the World
Bank, and now in retirement, I cannot
think of a better way to utilize the
many talents of this individual, not
just from his Kknowledge but his
untiring efforts working with and for
people as a regent of the Smithsonian.

I am very, very pleased to stand and
sipport House Joint Resolution 102.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN].

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed an honor
and a privilege to rise in support of our
former colleague, a gentleman who
made us all proud to be Members of
Congress, the gentleman from New
York, the Honorable Barber Conable.

Throughout his 20 years of service to
this Chamber, Barber Conable personi-
fied the meaning of the phrase public
servant in the most complimentary
sense of the word. He was the kind of
individual that we all looked up to and
came to depend upon for sage advice,
wise counsel, and distinguished leader-
ship.

Barber Benjamin Conable, Jr., was
born in Warsaw, Wyoming County, NY,
in 1922. A graduate of Cornell Univer-
sity, Barber was a distinguished and
courageous member of the Marine
Corps during World War II, having par-
ticipated in the assault on Iwo Jima
and having served as a part of the U.S.
occupation forces in Japan. Upon his
discharge, Barber attended Cornell Law
School, graduating with honors and
opening a highly successful law prac-
tice in Buffalo, NY. Barber’s law career
was shortly thereafter cut short when
he was recalled to active duty in the
Korean conflict. Barber left the service
at the end of that war with the rank of
Colonel, and remained a member of the
Marine Corps Reserve.

Barber then established a second suc-
cessful law practice, this time in Bata-
via, NY. His skill and expertise in the
courtroom became so renowned, as did
his many charitable and community
service activities, that Barber was
elected to the New York State Senate
in 1962.

In Albany, Barber so successfully
demonstrated his skill as a legislator
that, in 1964, a disastrous year for the
Republican Party, Barber was one of
the very few Republicans in the Nation
elected as a freshman to the 89th Con-
gress.

Throughout his 20 years in the House,
Barber Conable became a beloved and
valued friend to all of us on both sides
of the aisle. Time magazine spotlighted
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him as the legislator's legislator, and
the entire Nation came to know and
appreciate the quiet brand of leader-
ship Congressman Barber Conable came
to personify.

In 1984, to the regret of all of us, Bar-
ber chose to voluntarily retire from his
Congressional seat. There is no doubt
that the people in his Congressional
District in upstate New York would
have continued to return him to Con-
gress over and over, but Barber felt 20
years was enough. He left us to seek
other challenges.

Soon thereafter, he was appointed
president of the World Bank, a position
he held with distinction and with
honor.

I am pleased to convey my strong en-
dorsement of Barber Conable to the po-
sition of Board of Directors of the
Smithsonian Institution. There is no
other individual in the Nation who
would bring such distinction and such
honor to this prestigious institution.
Barber Conable is a true American pa-
triot who makes us all proud of him.
He will be a credit to the Smithsonian
Regents, as he has been a credit to
every position he has ever filled.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HOUGH-
TON].
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Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
usually very impatient with the rule
restrictions, the time restrictions in
this House; but I am grateful for them
today because I could talk for an hour
about Barber Conable. But I will try to
take only a minute.

I really think that I stand to endorse
this great man as a citizen regent of
the Smithsonian Institution for three
reasons: First of all, he has always
been a citizen legislator. So I think the
whole concept of being a citizen regent
is entirely in keeping with not only his
character but also his abilities.

Second, I do not know anybody,
maybe other people in this Chamber
do, who has been more interested over
the years in the historical traces of
this country.

Third, he is a superb person. I do not
think anybody really is going to argue
with that.

I always remember somebody saying
at one time or another, ‘‘this individ-
ual was a wonderful human.” I say that
about Barber Conable. He is a wonder-
ful human. I think it is great that he
has been given this opportunity to once
again serve his country.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER].
Mr. CLINGER. 1 thank the gen-

tleman from California for yielding
this time to me.

I certainly rise in very strong sup-
port of this designation of Barber Con-
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able, our former colleague, the citizen
regent of the Smithsonian.

If we ever have another renaissance,
I think Barber Conable would be the
quintessential of the modern man; he is
the modern-day Medici, if there is such
a thing.

He has had such eclectic interests
and has been a towering figure in this
body and in every body in which he
served.

When he was here as ranking member
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
he was an expert in budgetary matters,
and was a towering figure in bringing
the Republican perspective to the de-
bates.

Clearly, he has been a leader in fash-
ioning strategies, particularly in the
Third World countries, in his role as an
outstanding president of the World
Bank.

He has been a scholar of Indian af-
fairs, particularly with concentration
on the League of Six Nations. As my
colleague from California said, he
could sit at Barber’'s knee and learn so
much about the history of this country
from the Indian perspective.

Barber Conable is a towering figure
in our time.

The only other thing I would cite is
that as a member of the House Wednes-
day Group, he served so many years,
and he is the only person I know who
can recite the entire ‘‘Shooting of Dan
McGrew” from start to finish without
a misstep.

This is truly a man of enormous tal-
ent and deserves this designation with
our strongest blessing.

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], a member of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian.

Mr. MINETA. I thank the very dis-
tinguished Chair for yielding this time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian
Institution. I am very pleased to be
able to rise in support of these resolu-
tions, House Joint Resolutions 102, 104,
and 105, to appoint three very fine indi-
viduals as Regents of the Smithsonian.

On behalf of myself and my very good
friends and fellow Regents in the House
of Representatives, the distinguished
gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. NATCH-
ER, and the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Mr. MCDADE, I
would like to thank the distinguished
Chair of the Subcommittee on Librar-
ies and Memorials, Mr. CLAY, and the
distinguished ranking member from
that subcommittee, Mr. THOMAS, for
their leadership and support on these
resolutions and on the many other
Smithsonian programs for which they
have had such a positive impact.

The three men and women that are
being appointed are truly outstanding
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individuals, and will be important ad-
ditions to the Smithsonian’s Board of
Regents.

The Honorable Barber A. Comable,
Jr., is well known as the former Presi-
dent of the World Bank and a former
colleague of ours in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Among his many endeav-
ors, he has been a trustee of the Na-
tional Museum of the American Indian.

Wesley Williams is a distinguished
partner in the law firm of Covington &
Burling, and has had a long career of
legal, public, and community service
here in Washington, DC, including
serving as an adjunct professor of law
at Georgetown University.

Hanna Holburn Gray is currently the
president of the University of Chicago,
and has had a distinguished academic
career that has included professorships
at such fine institutions as Harvard
University, Northwestern University,
Yale University, Chicago University,
and, most importantly, my own alma
mater, the University of California at
Berkeley.

Again, on behalf of my fellow Re-
gents, I rise in strong support of these
resolutions and urge their immediate
passage.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoL1). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CrLAY] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 102) as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution, as amended, was passed.

The title of the joint resolution was
amended so as to read: “'Joint resolu-
tion providing for the appointment of
Barber B. Conable, Jr. as a citizen re-
gent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
House Joint Resolution 102, the joint
resolution just passed.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF WESLEY S. WIL-
LIAMS, JR., AS A CITIZEN
REGENT OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and pass the joint

resolution (H.J. Res. 104) providing for
the appointment of Wesley S. Williams,
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Jr. as a citizen regent of the Smithso-
nian Institution, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. RES. 104

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of
Congress, occurring by reason of the expira-
tion of the term of David C. Acheson of the
District of Columbia on December 21, 1992, is
filled by the appointment of Wesley S. Wil-
liams, Jr. of the District of Columbia. The
appointment is for a term of 6 years and
shall take effect on the date on which this
joint resolution becomes law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of

House Joint Resolution 104, as
amended.
House Joint Resolution 104, as

amended, provides for the appointment
of Wesley S. Williams, Jr. to fill the
vacancy of David C. Acheson as a citi-
zen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

Mr. Williams is a distinguished attor-
ney and partner in the law firm of Cov-
ington & Burlington. He resides in the
Washington metropolitan area and
serves on the boards of a number of
civic and community organizations.

The amendment to this legislation is
technical in nature, and merely speci-
fies the name of the regent being suc-
ceeded, who he is being succeeded by,
and the approximate date for the start
of Mr. Williams' term.

Mr. Williams has complied with all
the guidelines set by the committee to
receive its approval, and therefore I
urge my colleagues to support and
adopt House Joint Resolution 104, as
amended.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to rise
in support of House Joint Resolution
104. I do not know Wesley Williams
well. It has been my pleasure to spend
some time with him,

Mr. Speaker, he is a local product,
and although he has had a distin-
guished career, currently working in
the law firm of Covington & Burling,
here in Washington, DC, he has con-
tributed his time and talents over and
over again to both the local govern-
ment sector and to the private sector.

But what I found most rewarding
about the time that I spent with Mr.
Williams was the fact that those of us
who are not from Washington know
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and appreciate the Smithsonian Insti-
tution as a national treasure but he al-
lowed me to better understand and ap-
preciate what a local resource it is be-
cause he conveyed to me the many
hours he spent, with his hand in his
mother's, being conveyed up and down
the Mall as he grew up.

It is indeed a pleasure to stand and
ask this House to endorse Wesley Wil-
liams, someone who grew up with the
Smithsonian, to be one of its regents.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman, the dele-
gate from the District of Columbia [Ms.
NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of House Joint Resolution 104. It is a
special pleasure to speak up for the ap-
pointment of Wesley Williams as a citi-
zen regent of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion. He is not only one of Washing-
ton’s most distinguished lawyers, he is
a gentleman of culture, learning and
conviction.

He happens, also, to be an African-
American and, I am proud to say, a
resident of my district who has con-
tributed much to this city.

He will bring what often seems a
boundless energy and keen intelligence
for the benefit of the Smithsonian In-
stitution. It is best said in his own
words, and I quote him: “I bring, rath-
er, specifically a half-century of active
appreciation of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution, which has been my neighbor
and my friend throughout the years of
my formation. Accordingly, I also
come with a sense of obligation to
serve the Institution as it has so well
served me.”
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I strongly urge the appointment of
Mr. Williams as one which will bring
credit to the Institution.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoLl). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 104) as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution, as amended, was passed.

The title of the joint resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘“‘Joint resolu-
tion providing for the appointment of
Wesley S. Williams, Jr., as a citizen re-
gent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
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have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include therein extraneous material on
House Joint Resolution 104, as amend-
ed, the joint resolution just passed.

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

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF HANNA
HOLBURN GRAY AS A CITIZEN
REGENT OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 105) providing for
the appointment of Hanna Holburn
Gray as a citizen regent of the Smith-
sonian Institution, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. 105

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of
Congress, occurring h}' reason of the expira-
tion of the term of William G. Bowen of New
Jersey on March 12, 1992, is filled by the ap-
pointment of Hanna Holburn Gray of Illinoia.
The appointment is for a term of 6 years and
shall take effect on the date on which this
joint resolution becomes law.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 105, as amend-
ed.

House Joint Resolution 105, as
amended, provides for the appointment
of Hanna Holborn Gray to fill the va-
cancy of William G. Bowen as a citizen
regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.

Ms. Gray is the president of the Uni-
versity of Chicago, and a distinguished
historian. It is the committee’s sense
that she will prove to be an asset to
the Smithsonian in fulfilling their mis-
sion and mandate.

The amendment to this legislation is
technical in nature and merely speci-
fies the name of the regent being suc-
ceeded, who he is being succeeded by,
and the approximate date for the start
of Ms. Gray's term.

Ms. Gray has complied with all the
guidelines set by the committee to re-
ceive its approval, and therefore I urge
my colleagues to support and adopt
House Joint Resolution 105, as amend-

ed.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, 1 yield myself such time as I
may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Joint Resolution 105 naming Dr.
Gray as a member of the Board of the
Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.

She clearly has a depth and breadth
in terms of an understanding of this
country, perhaps uniquely so as a citi-
zen regent, which she will soon be.

She is 1 of the 12 foreign-born Ameri-
cans to receive the Medal of Liberty
from President Reagan in 1986.

She was not born in this country. I
think it is wholly fitting that someone
of foreign birth be named as a citizen
regent to an institution that was cre-
ated and endowed by another of foreign
birth.

This Nation is in fact made up of
those who have come to our shores, and
so I am very pleased to support and en-
dorse House Joint Resolution 105, nam-
ing someone who was not born in this
country to oversee a unique American
institution initially founded by an-
other of foreign birth as well.

LAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. COPPERSMITH].

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman, the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support House
Joint Resolution 105, the appointment
of Hanna Holburn Gray to the Board of
Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.

I speak in favor of Dr. Gray due to
my family's ties to two great institu-
tions of higher education that have
benefited greatly from her leadership,
wisdom, and personal example. My wife
attended Yale College while Dr. Gray
served there. In addition, my father-in-
law is a most proud graduate of the
University of Chicago, having attended
college and law school there while Rob-
ert Maynard Hutchins served as the
university’s president. However, now
we explain to our T-year-old daughter
and our 5-year-old son that Dr. Hutch-
ins was a man who happened to serve
as president of the University of Chi-
cago prior to Hanna Holburn Gray.

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Gray has served
Yale University, the University of Chi-
cago, historical scholarship, and all
higher education in this country with
great distinction. I know we all will
gain from her service as a regent of the
Smithsonian Institution.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
105) as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
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the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution, as amended, was passed.

The title of the joint resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘“‘Joint resolu-
tion providing for the appointment of
Hanna Holburn Gray as a citizen re-
gent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include therein extraneous material,
on House Joint Resolution 105, as
amended, the joint resolution just
passed.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the Senate joint resolution
(S.J. Res. 27) providing for the appoint-
ment of Hanna Holburn Gray as a citi-
zen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

8.J. REs. 27

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), a vacancy on the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, in the class other than Members of Con-
gress, shall be filled by the appointment of
Hanna Holborn Gray of Illinois. The appoint-
ment i{s for a term of 6 years and shall take
effect on the date of approval of this resolu-
tion.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CLAY moves to strike all after the en-
acting clause of the Senate joint resolution,
Senate Joint Resolution 27, and to insert in
lieu thereof the provisions of House Joint
Resolution 105, as passed by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a mo-
tion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 105, was laid on
the table.
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APPOINTMENT OF BARBER B. CON-
ABLE, JR., AS A CITIZEN
REGENT OF THE SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the Senate joint resolution
(S.J. Res. 28) to provide for the ap-
pointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as
a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution,
as amended.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), a vacancy on the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, in the class other than Members of Con-
gress, shall be filled by the appointment of
Barber B. Conable, Jr., of New York. The ap-
pointment is for a term of 6 years and shall
take effect on the date of approval of this
resolution.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CLAY moves to strike all after the en-
acting clause of the Senate joint resolution,
Senate Joint Resolution 28, and to insert in
lien thereof the provisions of House Joint
Resolution 102, as passed by the House,

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

The title of the Senate joint resolu-
tion was amended so as to read: ‘““Joint
resolution providing for the appoint-
ment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution.".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 102) was laid on the table.

APPOINTMENT OF WESLEY S. WIL-
LIAMS AS A CITIZEN REGENT OF
THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the Senate joint resolution
(S.J. Res. 29) providing for the appoint-
ment of Wesley Samuel Williams, Jr.,
as a citizen regent of the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution,
as amended, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 29

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
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Congress assembled, That in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), a vacancy on the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, in the class other than Members of Con-
gress shall be filled by the appointment of
Wesley 8. Williams, Jr., of the District of Co-
lumbia. The appointment is for a term of 6
years and shall take effect on the date of ap-
proval of this resolution.
" MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CLAY moves to strike all after the en-
acting clause of the Senate joint resolution,
Senate Joint Resolution 29, and to insert in
lien thereof the provisions of House Joint
Resolution 104, as passed by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

The title of the Senate joint resolu-
tion was amended so as to read: “Joint
resolution providing for the appoint-
ment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr., as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institute.".

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 104) was laid on the table.

USE OF ROTUNDA TO COMMEMO-
RATE VICTIMS OF THE HOLO-
CAUST

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 41) per-
mitting the use of the rotunda of the
Capitol for a ceremony to commemo-
rate the days of remembrance of vic-
tims of the Holocaust, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 41

Whereas the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Council has designated April 18
through April 25, 1993, and April 3 through
April 10, 1994, as “Days of Remembrance of
the Victims of the Holocaust': Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the rotunda of the
Capitol is authorized to be used from 8
o'clock ante meridiem until 3 o'clock post
meridiem on April 20, 1993, and from 8
o'clock ante meridiem until 3 o'clock post
meridiem on April 6, 1994, for ceremonies as
part of the commemoration of the days of re-
membrance of victims of the Holocaust.
Physical preparations for the ceremonies
shall be carried out in accordance with such
conditions as the Architect of the Capitol
may prescribe.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FRoOST] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FROST].

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

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col-
league, Mr. YATES, for introducing this
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important resolution, and I am hon-
ored to manage this measure on the
floor today. I also want to thank the
U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council for
all their efforts in planning the Days of
Remembrance. The resolution author-
izes the use of the rotunda of the Cap-
itol for Holocaust commemoration
ceremonies.

Remembrance of the Holocaust is not
pleasant. Those who were there and
their families would just as soon for-
get. It hurts to recall its cruelty—the
hatred, the racism, the torture that
was inflicted. However, it is necessary
that we reflect upon this horrific time
in history to ensure that we do not for-
get. In a time when anti-Semitism and
racism are too often portrayed as le-
gitimate political alternatives, we
must remember the pain and injustice
of the Holocaust. Not only that, but we
must also teach our children to remem-
ber so that the injustices of the past
will not recur in our lifetime or theirs.

0 1320

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I also arise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 41, to
permit the use of the U,S. Capitol ro-
tunda for ceremonies of the days of re-
membrance of the victims of the Holo-
caust. It is the 10th year of the coun-
cil’s continuing effort to remind us of
one of history's darkest chapters.

It is especially significant this year,
Mr. Speaker, because as we recognize
the 10th consecutive year of the days of
remembrance of the victims of the Hol-
ocaust, next month will mark the
opening of the permanent Holocaust
Memorial here in the Nation's Capital.
So this year, as we once again remem-
ber, it is especially gratifying to note
that the same year will introduce us to
a permanent memorial here in the Cap-
ital.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNTON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FrosT] that the House
agree to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 41) as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The title of the concurrent resolution
was amended so as to read: ‘‘Concur-
rent resolution permitting the use of
the rotunda of the Capitol for cere-
monies as part of the commemoration
of the days of remembrance of victims
of the Holocaust.”.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may
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have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
concurrent resolution, as amended,
just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er's table the Senate concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 13) permitting the
use of the rotunda of the Capitol for a
ceremony to commemorate the days of
remembrance of victims of the Holo-
caust, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
concurrent resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 13

Whereas, pursuant to such Act, the United
States Holocaust Memorial Council has des-
ignated April 18 through April 25, 1993, and
April 3 through April 10, 1994, as “Days of
Remembrance of Victims of the Holocaust";
and

Whereas the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Council has recommended that a one-
hour ceremony be held at noon on April 20,
1993, and at noon on April 6, 1994, consisting
of speeches, readings, and musical presen-
tations as part of the days of remembrance
activities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring, That the rotunda of
the United States Capitol is hereby author-
ized to be used on April 20, 1993 from 8
o'clock ante meridian until 3 o'clock post
meridian and on April 6, 1994, from 8 o'clock
ante meridian until 3 o'clock post meridian
for a ceremony as part of the commemora-
tion of the days of remembrance of victims
of the Holocaust. Physical preparations for
the conduct of the ceremony shall be carried
out in accordance with such conditions as
may be prescribed by the Architect of the
Capitol.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. FROST

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. FROST moves to strike all after the re-
solving clause of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13 and to insert in lieu thereof the pro-
visions of House Concurrent Resolution 41,
as passed by the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the preamble of the Senate
concurrent resolution is amended to
contain the language of the House-
passed concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 41) as follows:

Whereas the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Council has designated April 18
through April 25, 1993, and April 3 through
April 10, 1994, as “‘Days of Remembrance of
Victims of the Holocaust'': Now, therefore,
be it

There was no objection.
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The title of the Senate concurrent
resolution was amended so as to read:
‘‘Concurrent resolution permitting the
use of the rotunda of the Capitol for
ceremonies as part of the commemora-
tion of the days of remembrance of vic-
tims of the Holocaust.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 41) was laid on the
table.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at
noon tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

WANTED: A NAFTA WORTHY OF
OUR SUPPORT

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, the currently negotiated Bush-Sali-
nas-Mulroney NAFTA is clearly inad-
equate for redressing the concerns I
share with many of my colleagues. It
does not deal responsibly with the un-
fair trade and investment implications,
and the economic dislocations certain
to result from vastly different environ-
mental, labor, agricultural, safety, and
other trade-related standards, and
their enforcement, among Mexico, the
United States and Canada.

To his credit, President Clinton has
moved substantially in the right direc-
tion. He is committed to negotiating
supplementary agreements to NAFTA
regarding worker rights and labor
standards, environmental standards,
and import surges.

Since this has never been done be-
fore, I am reintroducing two bills from
last year that provide a positive, con-
structive approach for mnegotiating
common, enforceable trade-related
standards that can be organically
linked to any NAFTA and succeeding
trade agreements.

I hope these bills will be considered
as part of an outstanding day-long
NAFTA conference to be sponsored by
the Alliance for Responsible Trade and
the Citizens Trade Campaign this
Thursday from 8 a.m.-3 p.m., in room
HC5 of the Capitol. Our distinguished
colleague, Congresswoman MARCY KAP-
TUR, and other leaders of the Demo-
cratic Economic Forum and the Fair
Trade Caucus will be speaking and
moderating an outstanding program.

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 25, 1993

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
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journs tomorrow it adjourn to meet at
10 a.m. on Thursday, March 25, 1993.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
There was no objection.

THE INNER CITY RECOVERY
PROGRAM

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to take this op-
portunity to address the continuing
problems our communities are facing
with drug and alcohol abuse. In par-
ticular, I would like to share with you
a program that is making great
progress in helping individuals with
chemical dependency problems.

I recently had the privilege of attend-
ing an open house at the Inner City Re-
covery Program of Houston. The inner
city recovery program is a nonprofit
substance abuse program which pro-
vides drug and alcohol abuse counsel-
ing. The program also provides instruc-
tion in parenting skills and drug
awareness and education.

While at the open house, I listened to
individuals who had nearly given up on
life due to their substance-abuse prob-
lem. These people found the help they
needed through this program and it is
programs like this that should serve as
models for our efforts to combat this
problem on the Federal level.

Mr. Speaker, when we think of the
war on drugs we often think of police
raids on crack houses and military sei-
zures of drug shipments. What we all
should remember is that the war on
drugs has two fronts. While the police
and military battle on one front, we
must assure that the efforts on the re-
habilitation front are recognized as
well.

I applaud the efforts of the Houston
Inner City Recovery Program and I ask
my fellow Members to join me in ap-
preciation for the important work it
does in the area of substance abuse.

DISREGARD FOR FEDERAL LAW
AT THE CLINTON WHITE HOUSE

(Mr. CLINGER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, in early
February, I wrote President Clinton in-
forming him of a violation of the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act by his
Health Care Task Force. To my sur-
prise, his counsel responded by citing
an exemption to the act which Con-
gress never intended and which does
not exist. A Federal judge ruled that
they broke the law, an opinion the
White House appealed yesterday, pre-
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sumably to ensure that the Task Force
continue to operate in secrecy.

Unfortunately, that embarrassing
violation has not prompted the White
House to obey the law.

A March 19 article in the New York
Times discusses conflict of interest
violations of at least one senior mem-
ber of the Health Care Task Force.
This member stated that he assumed
he would be paid for his services but
was never signed, has never signed any
employment forms and has not re-
ceived a pay check. More important, he
described his efforts to get the admin-
istration officials to consider his pos-
sible conflict of interest violations but,
and I quote, ‘‘found it difficult to get
anyone to pay attention.”

Mr. Speaker, Congress and the Amer-
ican people should know what special
interests are influencing the Nation's
health care reform proposals. That is
why I am again calling on this admin-
istration to release the names of the
individuals and special interests par-
ticipating in the health care reform de-
bate and shine some light on the public
policymaking functions of the execu-
tive branch.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the article to which I referred:
[From the New York Times, Mar. 19, 1993]
CLINTON HEALTH TEAM MEMBER IS FORCED
ASIDE OVER CONFLICT
(By Robert Pear)

WASHINGTON.—The wall of secrecy sur-
rounding the membership of Hillary Rodham
Clinton's health policy team was breached
today as White House officials finally identi-
fied one of its top members, only to disclose
that he had been demoted for conflicts of in-
terest.

The adviser, Thomas O. Pyle, was the head
of one of 15 committees working for the Task
Force on National Health Care Reform. He is
also chairman of the Jackson Hole Group, a
conclave of health-care executives and policy
analysts sometimes described as a brain
trust for the Administration.

Until today, White House officials had been
unwilling to acknowledge that Mr. Pyle was
on the staff of the task force. And, under
questioning today, they said only that he
had been been removed from his job and
given an undefined ‘‘consultant’’ position be-
cause of concern about his stock ownership
and service as a director of several compa-
nies in the health-care industry.

Mr. Pyle was, in effect, dismissed for cross-
ing a line that is still not visible. In its rush
to assemble a health policy, the White House
hired many outside experts, temporary em-
ployees and consultants who say they do not
completely understand Federal personnel
laws or ethics rules.

It is now clear that the White House has
established conflict-of-interest guidelines for
the task force. But it is not entirely clear
what those rules are, as the staff of more
than 500 people races to devise a proposal to
control health costs and guarantee coverage
for all Americans. President Clinton has said
he will send the proposal to Congress by May
1

While confirming Mr. Pyle's role, the
White House still refused to identify any of
the other people employed by the task force,
in large or small roles. But because their
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work could send shock waves through the
American economy, trying to discover their
identities has become a major Washington
pastime.

Trade publications have named roughly 200
of the more than 500 people working for the
task force. Of those who head the 15 working
groups, about a dozen are known, including
six Federal employees, a state official from
California, a professor of sociology and a pol-
icy analyst closely identified with an advo-
cacy group for elderly people. None of these
seemed as likely to have a financial conflict
of interest as Mr. Pyle.

CONTINUES AS CONSULTANT

Mr. Pyle said that Ira C. Magaziner, the
senior adviser for policy development who is
serving as manager of the task force oper-
ations, had told him he would have to step
down as chairman of a panel working on
such issues as medical malpractice, training
of health-care professionals and ways to
measure the quality of care.

Mr, Pyle remains a consultant to the task
force. He has much less authority, but re-
tains an office and a telephone in the Old Ex-
ecutive Office Building, next to the White
House.

His case raises ethical question that loom
over the work of Mr. Clinton’'s health policy
advisers. A White House lawyer has told
some people working for the task force that
they may have “‘criminal liability" if they
keep their ties to health-related businesses
while working for the Government.

But the laws are complex. In its ethics
handbook for Federal employees, the Justice
Department summarizes one criminal law
this way: ““You may not participate person-
ally and substantially in a matter in which
you, your spouse, minor child or partner has
a financial interest. This prohibition also ap-
plies if an organization in which you serve as
an officer, director, trustee, partner or em-
ployee has a financial interest.”

UNSIGNED AND UNPAID

Mr. Pyle said he started working for the
White House on Feb. 8, assuming he would be
paid for his services. But he said, ‘I have not
signed any employment forms, and I have
never been paid.

He said he informed White House officials
of his business interests and outside activi-
ties because he realized they might create
conflicts of interest.

“Before coming to Washington, I informed
Magaziner and other officials of all my busi-
ness ties."” Mr. Pyle said in an interview.
‘““After coming to Washington, I forcefully
and repeatedly brought the issue up—my sit-
uation, my supposed conflicts. But I found it
quite difficult to get anyone to pay atten-
tion.

“Eventually, it was decided that I did have
conflicts. I could not be an employee of the
Government according to various rules es-
tablished for the task force, some of which
are quite ad hoc.”

Robert O. Boorstin, a spokesman for the
task force, said Mr. Pyle's case showed that
the Administration would enforce rigorous
standards against conflict of interest.

““Tom Pyle is one of the most talented, in-
novative health administrators in America,”
said Mr. Boorstin. “We wanted his input. He
was asked to come down and be a ‘cluster’
leader. But he could not extricate himself
from a bunch on boards he sits on.”

BUSINESS INTERESTS LISTED

From 1978 to 1991, Mr. Pyle was chief exec-
utive of the Harvard Community Health
Plan, the largest health maintenance organi-
zation in New England. It now has 540,000
members.
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He said he was still a director of the
Millipore Corporation, a multinational high-
technology company based in Bedford, Mass.,
and an adviser to the KBL Healthcare Acqui-
sition Corporation, a merchant banking con-
cern in which he owns stock.

Millipore sells a wide range of products to
drug companies, biotechnology companies,
hospitals and clinical laboratories, among
other customers. KBL describes itself as a
“publicly traded buyout fund organized for
the express purpose of consummating a sig-
nificant acquisition in the health care field,"”
and says its initial capitalization will exceed
$15 million.

Mr. Pyle is a senior adviser on health care
for the Boston Consulting Group, which has
many clients in the health-care industry. He
said he was also a director of the Chickering
Group, which sells student health insurance
to universities, and a director of the con-
trolled Risk Insurance Company of the Cay-
man Islands, which provides malpractice in-
surance to doctors.

For 10 years, Mr. Pyle has attended meet-
ings of the Jackson Hole Group, which takes
its name from its meeting place in Wyoming
and consists mainly of people from outside
the Government.

FIRST OPEN MEETING SET

The task force, formed on Jan. 25, ten-
tatively plans to hold its first open meeting
on March 28. Mrs. Clinton has defended the
secrecy of the panel by saying, "“We do not
want to have health-care legislation in the
Clinton Administration written by any spe-
cial-interest group.”

But William G. Kopit, a health-care spe-
cialist at Epstein, Becker & Green, a Wash-
ington law firm, said: ‘“There is a double
standard here. Conflict-of-interest principles
are not interpreted consistently. Some spe-
cial interest groups are more special than
others.

“People who have formal ties to trade as-
sociations in the health-care industry cannot
work for the task force or attend meetings of
its staff,” said Mr. Kopit. “But some people
on the staff of the task force have ties to
business and consulting groups whose paying
clients include corporations in the health-
care industry."

Information about the task force is com-
mercially valuable. “We have received calls
from Wall Street investment houses,” said
Mr. Kopit. “They want to know what health-
care companies are well-positioned for
health-care reform under President Clin-
ton.”

In recent weeks, Mrs. Clinton has held two
public discussions of health care, in Tampa,
Fla., and Des Moines. She plans to hold two
more, in Dearborn, Mich., on March 22 and
here in Washington on March 26. The meet-
ings are organized and financed by the Rob-
ert Wood Johnson Foundation.

REPUBLICAN CRITICISM

Bob Dole of Kansas, the Senate minority
leader, and Robert H. Michel of Illinois, the
House minority leader, complained this week
that the foundation was acting in a partisan
way that helped build support for Adminis-
tration policy. In a letter to the foundation,
the Republican leaders said such conduct
was “‘inappropriate for a nonprofit, tax-ex-
empt, supposedly nonpartisan foundation.”™

Thomas P. Gore 2d, a vice president of the
foundation, said the charges had no merit.
But he added, *'It is a concern of ours, that
we are seen as being boldly partisan."

Only a handful of the many people working
for Mrs. Clinton have been identified. One is
Walter A. Zelman, a California insurance of-
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ficial who is supervising the design of the
new health-care system. Judith Feder, a
health policy analyst who worked in the
Clinton campaign last year, is now trying to
decide what health benefits should be guar-
anteed to all Americans.

Dr. Stephen H. Bandeian, a physician with
a law degree who worked at the Office of
Management and Budget under President
George Bush, is in charge of linking the new
program to existing programs like Medicare
and veterans' health benefits. Paul Starr, a
professor of sociology at Princeton Univer-
sity, is chairman of the panel drafting pro-
posals for short-term cost controls.

Marina Weiss, an aide to Treasury Sec-
retary Lloyd Bentsen, is responsible for de-
termining how to pay for the President's am-
bitious program. Robyn I. Stone, a policy an-
alyst at Project Hope, an international
health foundation, is in charge of proposals
for long-term care, including nursing homes.

R —

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY LAB-
ORATORY TECHNOLOGY ACT OF
1993

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am introducing the Depart-
ment of Energy Laboratory Tech-
nology Act [DELTA] of 1993. This legis-
lation is intended to help create a pol-
icy framework that guides the Depart-
ment of Energy [DOE] laboratories
through the 1990’s and into the next
century. Joining me as cosponsors are
Mrs. MARILYN LLoyD, Mr. TIM VALEN-
TINE, Mr. RICK BOUCHER, and Mr. RON
WYDEN.

This bill is the result of hearings
that the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology has held over the past
2 years, as well as considerable addi-
tional study by the members and staff
of the committee. The fundamental
goal of the bill is to create a process of
disciplined evolution for the DOE lab-
oratories—a process through which the
enormous resources of these labs are
carefully directed toward meeting
some of the Nation's most pressing
needs, while ensuring that the labs are
rigorously evaluated to determine
whether they are succeeding in their
missions during the years ahead.

The origins of the DOE laboratories
date back to 1943, when the Los Alamos
National Laboratory was established as
part of the Manhattan Project. During
the 50 years since, the DOE laboratory
system has evolved into one of the
largest research and development com-
plexes in the world.

The DOE laboratory system cur-
rently consists of 10 multiprogram na-
tional laboratories, 11 large single-pro-
gram laboratories, and 9 smaller lab-
oratories. Collectively, these labs oper-
ate on a budget in excess of $6.5 billion
and combined employment of more
than 56,000 personnel.

The DOE laboratories have achieved
major scientific breakthroughs and
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other critical technology developments
in areas such as national security, en-
ergy development, basic science, and
hazardous waste cleanup—to name a
few. The strength of these laboratories,
particularly the multiprogram labora-
tories, has been in their ability to pur-
sue long-term, high-risk, potentially
high-payoff technology development ef-
forts requiring multidisciplinary ap-
proaches.

For the three largest DOE labora-
tories—Los Alamos National Labora-
tory, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, and Sandia National Lab-
oratory, each of which operate on an
annual budget of approximately $1 bil-
lion—the development of nuclear weap-
ons has been the unifying challenge
and the principle funding source. The
end of the cold war, however, has con-
fronted DOE's defense labs with fun-
damental challenges. The national se-
curity needs of the Nation are chang-
ing rapidly, including a dramatic re-
duction in the level of activity associ-
ated with nuclear weapons research
and development.

Additional challenges to the entire
DOE lab system—and all Federal labs,
for that matter—come as the result of
the new administration’s stated policy
goals of ensuring that the activities at
Federal laboratories are relevant to to-
day’s national needs, that such activi-
ties be evaluated on a regular basis,
and that, to the extent possible, Fed-
eral labs work with industry to help
contribute to United States economic
growth.

The Department of Energy Labora-
tory Technology Act of 1993 is intended
to help meet these challenges. We in-
troduce this bill with the knowledge
that the legislation will be improved
during the hearing and markup proc-
esses that lay ahead, but also with the
firm belief that we are presenting a co-
herent and reasonable approach to the
complex problem of managing the DOE
labs during a period of change.

In discussing the provisions and pur-
poses of the bill, I will touch on four
key objectives of the bill: First, provid-
ing an updated and focussed set of mis-
sions for the laboratories; second, im-
proving the organization of the re-
search, development, and technology
transfer functions of the Department of
Energy; third, enhancing collaboration
between the DOE laboratories and in-
dustry by streamlining the technology
transfer process; and fourth, ensuring
that the activities of the DOE labora-
tories, and all Federal laboratories, are
regularly subjected to performance
evaluations and are coordinated to the
maximum extent possible.

First, let me review the provisions of
the bill which speak to the issue of the
missions of the DOE labs. Throughout
this discussion, I will refer to the bill
by its acronym, DELTA. This acronym
seems particularly appropriate for this
bill. Delta is a mathematical symbol
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for change, and the process of change
at the DOE laboratories is what we are
trying to manage, measure, and en-
hance through this legislation.

We believe that the appropriate
starting point for any legislation con-
cerning the DOE laboratories must be
an up-to-date prescription of the major
missions of these laboratories. This
might seem like a simplistic starting
point, but the truth is that at no point
in the history of the DOE laboratories
has Congress provided detailed legisla-
tive guidance on the missions of the
DOE labs. The Atomic Energy Act of
1954 contains a few short paragraphs
that are relevant to the weapons re-
search mission of the DOE labs, and
various pieces of legislation over the
years have addressed the specific re-
search programs that are funded by
DOE at the labs. However, there does
not currently exist a statutory descrip-
tion of the major research and develop-
ment missions of the DOE laboratories.
At a time when the missions of the
DOE labs are in a state of considerable
flux, we believe that Congress must
come forth with appropriate guidance.

Section 4 of DELTA does just that.
Subsection (a) of section 4 provides au-
thorization for the Department of En-
ergy to maintain research and develop-
ment laboratories for the purpose of
pursuing eight broad mission areas
which are specified in the bill. To some
extent, this section can be viewed as
simply grandfathering major research
and development activities already un-
derway at the DOE laboratories. In
other respects, however, the subsection
does much more than that. By provid-
ing clear mission statements and goals
for each of these eight mission areas,
the bill serves as a statement of pur-
pose for the DOE labs.

The eight missions
DELTA are as follows:

First, enhancing the Nation's under-
standing of energy production and use,
with emphasis on energy efficiency,
conservation, and renewable energy
production, with the goal of reducing
the Nation’s reliance on imported en-
ergy sources and minimizing the envi-
ronmental impacts of energy use;

Second, advancing nuclear science
and technology for national security
purposes, with the goal of helping en-
sure a safe and reliable nuclear arsenal
for as long as the Nation maintains nu-
clear weapons.

Third, assisting with the dismantle-
ment of nuclear weapons, working to
curb the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons, and conducting research on and
the development of technologies need-
ed for the effective wverification of
international arms control agreements,
with the goal of reducing the threat of
nuclear war,

Fourth, conducting fundamental re-
search in energy-related science and
technology, including construction and
operation of unique scientific instru-

provided in
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ments, with the goal of expanding the
Nation's basic understanding of the sci-
entific principles of nature;

Fifth, assisting in the development of
technologies and techniques for the
disposal of hazardous waste—including
radioactive waste—resulting from the
nuclear weapons program, with the
goal of accelerating the schedule and
reducing the total cost of cleaning up
the hazardous waste sites associated
with the nuclear weapons production
and other nuclear materials programs
funded by the Department;

Sixth, working with industry and
other Federal agencies to develop ge-
neric, pre-competitive green tech-
nologies, with the goal of protecting
environmental quality and enhancing
United States economic competitive-
ness;

Seventh, conducting technology
transfer activities, with the goal of
helping to enhance the ability of the
departmental laboratories to meet
their other mission responsibilities and
also, to the extent practicable, contrib-
uting to sustainable United States eco-
nomic growth; and

Eighth, utilizing the scientific, tech-
nical, and human resources at such lab-
oratories to support the national goal
of improving the quality of science,
mathematics, and engineering edu-
cation in our society.

We believe that the overwhelming
majority of activities of the DOE lab-
oratories should be tied to one or more
of these eight mission areas. The DOE
laboratories do have established exper-
tise in other areas, and DELTA pro-
vides authorization for DOE to pursue
such other missions, provided that cer-
tain conditions are met, including that
the laboratories have substantial tech-
nical capabilities to devote to such
missions and that such additional mis-
sions not interfere with the pursuit of
the eight missions identified above.

Although some have suggested that
the DOE laboratories be given free
reign to become involved in essentially
every area of technology development
of potential interest to the Nation, we
believe that such an approach would
risk turning the DOE laboratories ei-
ther into job shops for industry or frag-
mented institutions incapable of meet-
ing the big national missions for which
they are needed most.

Our general view concerning the
technology transfer mission carried
out by DOE is that, in the vast major-
ity of cases, such activities should sup-
port and enhance the other major mis-
sions of the laboratories. Technology
transfer generally needs to be grounded
in a mandated technology development
effort aimed at satisfying a public mis-
sion. However, we recognize that this
definition may be too confining in that
opportunities do arise for the DOE labs
to develop jointly with industry tech-
nologies that do not directly support
DOE’s major public missions. With this
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in mind, we have included within the
bill’s definition of ‘‘technology trans-
fer’”’ the process of jointly developing
new scientific or technical information
or generic, precompetitive technology.
In addition, in subsection (4)(b)(2), we
have provided that up to 10 percent of
a lab’s annual budget may be commit-
ted to technology transfer activities
that do not directly support the pur-
suit of the eight major mission areas
identified in the bill.

We have taken our cues on the issue
of laboratory missions, in part, from
the many blue ribbon panels that have
reviewed the DOE laboratories over the
past several decades. Essentially all of
these reviews have stressed the impor-
tance of clearly defined, manageable
missions for the labs. The 1983 Packard
Commission, for example, emphasized
that Federal laboratory missions must
be sufficiently clear and specific to
guide the agency and the laboratories
in setting goals against which the lab-
oratories’ performance can be evalu-
ated. Those labs reviewed by the Pack-
ard Commission which had clear mis-
sions were the ones that operated the
best; those with unfocussed or diffuse
missions performed the worst.

We have taken the Packard Commis-
sion’'s sensible observations and have
incorporated them directly into sub-
section (4)(c), which requires the Sec-
retary of Energy to submit to Congress
annually a report which provides a spe-
cific mission statement for each DOE
laboratory, an explanation for any pro-
posed changes in a lab’s mission or
missions, a general assessment of the
performance of each DOE lab in meet-
ing its mission or missions during the
previous year, and a technology trans-
fer plan for each lab. This last require-
ment is intended to make DOE and
each of its laboratories think strategi-
cally about how its interactions with
industry can be aggregated and other-
wise organized in a way that maxi-
mizes their impact on specific indus-
trial sectors.

No discussion of missions of the DOE
labs should skirt the question of the
size and configuration of the DOE
weapons labs, which are facing fun-
damental challenges. In recognition of
the collapsing budget for nuclear weap-
ons R&D, DELTA, section 5, requires
the Secretary of Energy to submit to
Congress by March 31, 1994, a plan for
the phased consolidation of the nuclear
weapons research, development, engi-
neering, and test-related activities of
DOE's nuclear weapons labs, and redi-
rection of one or more of DOE’s nuclear
weapons labs to civilian missions.

The reasons for this provision are ob-
vious. For the first time in 40 years,
the Nation is not developing a single
new nuclear warhead, and no new or-
ders are expected in the foreseeable fu-
ture. In addition, the United States is
in the middle of a nuclear test morato-
rium which is expected to be the pre-
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cursor to a comprehensive nuclear test
ban within 3 or 4 years. These factors
contribute to the planned and expected
reductions in DOE’'s nuclear weapons
RDT&E budget.

Without a plan for phased consolida-
tion and conversion at DOE's defense
labs, the outcome could be a budget-
driven, ad hoc contraction that could
leave the Nation with a mediocre nu-
clear weapons R&D capability and a
lost opportunity to redirect part of the
DOE weapons lab system to new na-
tional missions. According to testi-
mony by the General Accounting Office
last summer before our committee, a
cut of 25 percent from the existing DOE
nuclear weapons R&D budget, in the
absence of a consolidation plan, would
result in two subthreshold nuclear de-
sign laboratories—Los Alamos and
Livermore are DOE’'s nuclear weapons
design labs. The new Secretary of En-
ergy already has mentioned interest in
turning one of the DOE nuclear weap-
ons labs into a lab focussed on the de-
velopment of green technologies. This
legislation would provide the mecha-
nism for DOE and DOD to flesh out
such a proposal, including an assess-
ment of any work force retraining or
other conversion expenses that might
be necessary.

If we are to take seriously the Presi-
dent's appeal to ‘“‘make change our
friend,” as I believe we should, then we
must develop plans aimed at managing
such change. Major change is destined
for the DOE weapons labs, so we should
admit that fact now and start planning
to make the best of it.

Let me now move on the issue of the
organization of DOE's science and tech-
nology bureaucracy. Section 6 of
DELTA proposes changes within the
organization of DOE to enhance the
Department’s ability to manage its
labs during this period of change, and
to expand the level of collaboration be-
tween the DOE labs and industry. Spe-
cifically, the section creates an Under
Secretary for Science and Technology
within DOE, who would be responsible
for the management of and coordina-
tion among all DOE laboratories. The
section also creates a new Office of
Technology Research, that would be
created through consolidation of three
existing technology transfer offices
within the Department. This office
would have the responsibility of coordi-
nating the management of all DOE
technology transfer efforts, issuing de-
partment-wide technology transfer
policies, providing funds for coopera-
tive research and development agree-
ments [CRADA's], funding pre-CRADA
research activities, and administering
the National Technology Partnership
Award created by the bill.

DELTA authorizes the following
amounts for the Office of Technology
Development: $310 million for fiscal
year 1994, $400 million for fiscal year
1995, $500 million for fiscal year 1996,
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$580 million for fiscal year 1997. This
money is to be made available on a
competitive basis to DOE labs regard-
less of whether they are defense or non-
defense labs. At least 5 percent of these
funds are to be provided for generic,
precompetitive research that advances
research and development activities to
the point of providing the potential
basis for technology transfer. The pur-
pose of this provision is to provide
funding that would take DOE-spon-
sored research the additional step be-
yond its mandated framework to deter-
mine whether it could be the basis for
a CRADA or other technology transfer
collaboration.

Section 6 also establishes a Tech-
nology Development Advisory Board at
the Department of Energy and indus-
trial advisory groups at each of the
DOE laboratories. The purpose of these
advisory boards would be to ensure
that DOE and its labs are receiving
regular advice and comment from in-
dustry and other private sector parties
about how to improve their technology
transfer activities.

The third major purpose of the bill is
to improve the technology transfer
process within DOE. Section 7 of
DELTA aims at achieving this goal by
amending the Stevenson-Wydler Tech-
nology Innovation Act of 1980 to
streamline the consideration of
CRADA’s by DOE and enhance the au-
thority of the directors of government-
owned, contractor-operated labora-
tories to enter directly into CRADA’s.
We believe that these two changes in
existing law are necessary in order to
remove some of the red tape that
threatens to kill technology transfer at
the DOE labs before the full potential
of such efforts are even tested.

Specifically, DELTA amends the Ste-
venson-Wydler Act to require DOE to
process joint work statements and
CRADA'’s within 30 days, and resubmis-
sions within 15 days, which would be a
substantial streamlining of the process
compared with current law.

In addition, DELTA would permit
Federal agencies to extend to the di-
rector of any government-owned, con-
tractor-operated laboratory the ability
to enter into CRADA’s involving a Fed-
eral commitment of $500,000 or less
without the specific approval of the
agency. A step of this sort has been
recommended by the private-sector
Council on Competitiveness, and was
adopted in Clinton campaign proposals.
We recognize that this proposal raises
numerous policy issues regarding ac-
countability and oversight, yet we be-
lieve that giving lab directors CRADA
signing authority could be an impor-
tant step toward improving technology
transfer by DOE.

Section 7 of DELTA also amends Ste-
venson-Wydler by requiring that all
CRADA's involving a Federal commit-
ment of $500,000 or more include tech-
nical milestones and other perform-
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ance goals and evaluation criteria, and
that all such CRADA's be reviewed an-
nually against these milestones, goals,
and criteria. Such reviews would need
to include determination of whether
any CRADA’'s should be terminated.
This is a ‘“reinventing government’
sort of provision, in that it ensures
that we are evaluating programs we
put in place to determine whether they
are meeting their established goals and
how long they should continue.

As a means of providing increased
recognition to Federal technology
transfer activities, and thus increased
incentives to excel at technology
transfer, section 8 of DELTA estab-
lishes a National Technology Partner-
ship Award. Modeled after the highly
successful Malcolm Baldrige National
Quality Award, the National Tech-
nology Partnership Award would bring
Presidential recognition to Govern-
ment organizations or individuals
which have substantially benefited the
economic or social well-being of the
United States through a technology
transfer or technology development
partnership between the public sector
and the private sector.

The final major provision of the bill
involves the creation of a Government-
wide system for evaluating and coordi-
nating the missions and activities of
all Federal laboratories. Section 9 of
DELTA aims at accomplishing this
goal through the establishment of a
Federal Laboratory Mission Evaluation
and Coordination Committee, which
shall be a Committee of the Federal
Coordinating Council on Science, Engi-
neering, and Technology and chaired
by the Director of the Office of Science
and Technology Policy. Among its re-
sponsibilities, the committee shall be
responsible for reviewing the missions
and activities of all Federal labora-
tories, with the goal of improving the
efficiency and effectiveness of the over-
all Federal laboratory system, ensur-
ing coordination of these laboratories,
and ensuring, to the extent practicable,
that between 10 and 20 percent of the
budgets of these laboratories are de-
voted to collaborative efforts with in-
dustry and State and local govern-
ments.

The committee also would be respon-
sible for developing and implementing
a process for assigning missions to
those Federal laboratories with the
best scientific, technical, and human
capabilities for successfully addressing
such missions. During a period of tight
Federal budgets and increased atten-
tion on the need for effective Federal
expenditures, it is essential that the
more than $20 billion spent annually at
Federal laboratories be directed toward
the facilities with the best prospects
for success. Perhaps what we need is a
system analogous to the proposed
“‘choice” system for schools, thus di-
recting Federal funding toward the
Federal laboratories that are the best
performers.
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At the present time there exist more
than 600 Federal laboratories and re-
search centers. The full Federal lab
system has never been analyzed from a
holistic perspective to determine
whether portions of the system should
be realigned, consolidated, or closed in
order to maximize the effectiveness of
the system to meeting national needs.
Such a holistic review of the Federal
lab system probably is needed, which is
why we have included as the final pro-
vision of DELTA a requirement that
the committee prepare recommenda-
tions for the President regarding the
advisability of establishing a commis-
sion to determine whether specific Fed-
eral laboratories should be realigned,
consolidated, or closed.

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago I sent a
strong letter to then-Secretary of En-
ergy Admiral Watkins complaining
about a draft report on the future of
the DOE laboratories that had been
prepared by the Secretary’'s Energy Ad-
visory Board [SEAB]. I felt strongly
that the SEAB has simply proposed a
status quo future for the DOE labs,
thus skirting SEAB’s assigned task of
developing a strategic vision that
would guide the DOE labs into the 21st
century. Although I am not entirely
sure that I have done much better
through this legislation, I am con-
vinced that a strategic vision is des-
perately needed for the DOE labs to en-
sure that the Nation gets the maxi-
mum return possible on its invest-
ments at these institutions. I urge my
colleagues to review this legislation
and to propose improvements in the
bill, if they think changes are nec-
essary.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, THOMAS of California) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, on March
23, 24, 25, and 26.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FROST) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. THURMAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PosHARD, for 5 minutes, on
March 23, 24, 25, and 26.

Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 60 minutes, on
March 31.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his own
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. BROWN of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THOMAS of California) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. TALENT.

Mr. CALVERT.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.

Mr. HUNTER.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. CAMP in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FrROsT) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. HOLDEN.

Mrs. MALONEY.

Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mr. CLEMENT.

Mr. MINETA.

. SARPALIUS.
. BILBRAY.

. SERRANO.

. NADLER.

. MATSUI.

EEEER

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 33 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 24, 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:

934. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a report on the De-
partment’'s ability to assign joint specialty
officers to critical joint duty assignment po-
sitions, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 661(d)(2)(D); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

935. A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a report pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
161(b)(2); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

936. A letter from the Adjutant General,
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States, transmitting proceedings of the 93d
National Convention of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 118, 44
U.S.C. 1332 (H. Doc. No. 103-59); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and ordered to be
printed.

937. A letter from the President and Chair-
man, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report involving Unit-
ed States exports to Italy, pursuant to 12
U.8.C. 635(b)3)i); to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

938. A letter from the Export-Import Bank
of the United States, transmitting the an-
nual report on it's operations for fiscal year
1992, pursuant to 12 U.5.C. 635g; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs.

939. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled “Review of Conflict of Interest, Dual
Compensation and Outside Employment Al-
legations Regarding a UDC Employee,” pur-
suant to D.C, Code, section 47-117(d); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.
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940. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of major defense eguip-
ment and services sold commercially to Italy
(Transmittal No. DTC-11-93), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

941. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of major defense equip-
ment and services sold commercially to the
United Kingdom (Transmittal No. DTC-21-
93), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

942. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the status of efforts to obtain compliance
by Irag with the resolutions adopted by the
U.N. Security Council, pursuant to Public
Law 102-1, section 3 (105 Stat. 4) (H. Doc. No.
103-58); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed.

943. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Advi-
sory Commission on Public Diplomacy,
transmitting its 1993 report on the U.S. In-
formation Agency and the activities of the
U.S. Government concerning public diplo-
macy, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 1469; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

944. A letter from the Director, Informa-
tion Security Oversight Office, transmitting
a copy of the Information Security Oversight
Office’s (ISOO0) ‘‘Report to the President’ for
fiscal year 1992; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

945. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the annual report of
accomplishments under the Airport Improve-
ment Program for the fiscal year 1991, pursu-
ant to 49 U.S.C. app. 2203(b)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

946. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting informational copies of various
lease prospectuses, pursuant to 40 U.S.C.
606(a); to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

947. A letter from the President and CEO,
Resolution Trust Corporation, transmitting
the status report for the month of February
1993 (The 1988-89 FSLIC Assistance Agree-
ments), pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 144la note;
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs and Appropriations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FROST: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. House Resolution 107. Resolution
providing amounts from the contingent fund
of the House for the expenses of investiga-
tions and studies by certain committees of
the House in the 1st session of the 103d Con-
gress; with an amendment (Rept. 103-38). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. FROST. Committee on House Adminis-
tration. House Resolution 137. Resolution
providing amounts from the contingent fund
of the House for continuing expenses of in-
vestigations and studies by certain commit-
tees of the House from April 1, 1993, through
May 31, 1993 (Rept. 103-39). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 138. Resolution providing
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 670) to
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require the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to ensure that pregnant women re-
ceiving assistance under title X of the Public
Health Service Act are provided with infor-
mation and counseling regarding their preg-
nancies, and for other purposes (Rept. 103-
41). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5§ of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on
Natural Resources. H.R. 720. A bill to author-
ize the adjustment of the boundaries of the
South Dakota portion of the Sioux Ranger
District of Custer National Forest, and for
other purposes; referred to the Committee on
Agriculture for a period ending not later
than March 24, 1992, for consideration of such
provisions of the bill as fall within the juris-
diction of that committee pursuant to clause
1(a), rule X (Rept. 103-40, Pt. 1). Ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI:

H.R. 1430. A bill to provide for a temporary
increase in the public debt limit; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS:

H.R. 1431. A bill to guarantee cost-of-living
adjustments in fiscal year 1994 for persons
receiving benefits under civil service retire-
ment and military retirement and survivor
benefit programs; jointly, to the Committees
on Armed Services and Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him-
self, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr.
BOUCHER, and Mr. WYDEN):

H.R. 1432. A bill to establish missions for
Department of Energy research and develop-
ment laboratories, provide for the evaluation
of laboratory effectiveness in accomplishing
such missions, and reorganize and consoli-
date Department of Energy technology
transfer activities, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Science,
Space, and Technology and Armed Services.

By Ms. DUNN:

H.R. 1433. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to guarantee loans
for the acquisition of Stage 3 aircraft, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Pubic Works and Transportation.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
YATES, Mrs. MINK, and Mr. PASTOR);

H.R. 1434. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Prescription Drug Price Re-
view Board to identify excessive drug prices
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MINETA:

H.R. 1435. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to permit the use of funds under
the highway bridge replacement and reha-
bilitation program for seismic retrofit of
brideges, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. PICKETT:

H.R. 1436. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to transmit to the Congress
a report on maritime policies of the Depart-
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ment of Transportation; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
By Mr. TORRICELLI:

H.R. 1437. A bill to establish Federal,
State, and local programs for the investiga-
tion, reporting and prevention of bias
crimes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. INGLIS (for himself, Mr.
BARCIA, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. Goss, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. THOMAS of
Wyoming, and Mr. FIELDS of Texas):

H.J. Res. 160. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States limiting the period of time Sen-
ators and Representatives may serve; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PICKETT:

H.J. Res. 161. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to restrict annual deficits by limit-
ing the public debt of the United States and
requiring a favorable vote of the people on
any law to exceed such limit; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LAUGHLIN (for himself, Mr.
CoLLINS of Georgia, Mr. GONZALEZ,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. PARKER, Mr.
TEJEDA, Mr. BaccHus of Florida, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. SARPALIUS,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. OrRTIZ, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr,
McNuLTY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. NEAL of
North Carolina, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
RAVENEL, Mr., INHOFE, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. COLEMAN, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. CHAPMAN,
Mr. SISISKY, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DE LA
GARZA, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. SCHAE-
FER, Mr., SPENCE, Mr. ARCHER, Mr.
TUCKER, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MONTGOM-
ERY, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. HAaLL of Texas, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
MOORHEAD, and Mrs. FOWLER):

H. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution wel-
coming the XLVI Congress of the Interallied
Confederation of Reserve Officers [CIOR],
commending the Department of Defense and
the Reserve Officers Association of the Unit-
ed States for hosting the XLVI Congress of
the CIOR, and urging other departments and
agencies of the Federal Government to co-
operate with and assist the XL.VI Congress of
the CIOR to carry out its activities and pro-
grams; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. POMBO (for himself, Mr.
MANZULLO, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART):

H. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution con-
cerning the approximately 190 children and
youths at the Romanian Institution for the
Unsalvageables at Sighetu Marmatiei who
are in desperate need of humanitarian assist-
ance; jointly, to the Committees on Foreign
Affairs and the Judiciary.

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr.
BAESLER, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BOUCHER,
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr.
McCLOSKEY, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
Mr. ROTH, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SYNAR,
and Mr. THoMAS of Wyoming):

H. Con. Res. 69. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that rural
health care should be addressed in any Fed-
eral health care legislation; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 24: Mr. ISTOOK.

H.R. 85: Mr. GALLEGLY.

. 87: Mr. GALLEGLY.

145: Mr. MANZULLO and Mr. STEARNS.
. 146: Mr. GINGRICH.

. 286: Mr. CLEMENT and Mr. LEVY.
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301: Mr. ZELIFF.

302: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. WASHINGTON,
r. FIsH.

H.R. 325: Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. KYL, Mrs. MEEK,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. ORrTIZ, Mr. FISH, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HAYES of Louisi-
ana, Mr. FILNER, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 326: Mr. VENTO, Mr. SABO, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON, Mr. LaARocco, Mr. PETER-
soN of Minnesota, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 349: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. RoTH, Mr. Lazlo,
Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 396: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 439: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. DORNAN, and Mrs.
MEYERS of Kansas.

H.R. 450: Mr. GEKAS.

H.R. 455: Ms. WATERS, Mr, SISISKY, Mr.
WELDON, Mr. BEREUTER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. TORRES, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs.
MEEK, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H.R. 456: Ms. WATERS, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. WELDON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. FLAKE,
Mr. HINCHEY, and Mrs. MEEK.

H.R. 509: Mr. FIsH, Mrs. THURMAN,
HEFLEY, and Mr. GOsS.

H.R. 559: Mr, SWIFT, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. MazzoLi, Mr. GALLO, Mr. BORSKI,
Mr. STARK, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. MORAN,
Mr. KLECZKA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr,
Towns, and Mr. BLACKWELL,

H.R. 574: Mr. TAUZIN,

H.R. 616: Mr. MOORHEAD.

H.R. 618: Mr. MOORHEAD. 3

H.R. 676: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and Mr.
ZELIFF,

H.R. 806: Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 814: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
ZELIFF, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. Goss, Mrs. FOWLER,
and Mr. FINGERHUT.

H.R. 824: Mr, BATEMAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
MCDADE, Mr. FisH, and Mr. Cox.

H.R. 838: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. PETE GEREN,
Mr. WILSON, Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, and Mr.
GENE GREEN.

H.R. 882: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 883: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. HUFFINGTON, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
BacHUS of Alabama, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BAKER
of California, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. ZIMMER,
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
PaxoN, Mr. EwING, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr. McCAND-
LESS.

H.R. 911: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. LAzio, Mr.
TORKILDSEN, and Ms. PRYCE OF OHIO.

H.R. 918: Mr. TORRES, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr.
MFUME, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
BLACKWELL, Mr. RusH, Mr. PAYNE of New
Jersey, and Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 1003: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 1005: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 1008: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 1009: Mr. OWENS, Mr. ZIMMER, and
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.

H.R. 1094;: Mr. WYNN, Mr. FisH, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. BLACKWELL.
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H.R. 1141: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CLYBURN, and
Mr. HANCOCK.

H.R. 1149: Mr. FISH.

H.R. 1191: Mr. McKEON and Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas.

H.R. 1243: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 1254: Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Ms. BYRNE, and Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 1325: Mr. BREWSTER.

H.J. Res. 46: Ms. DUNN.

H.J. Res. 129: Mr. McKEON and Mrs. MEY-
ERS of Kansas.

H.J. Res. 139: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. HEFNER,
Mr. STUDDS, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. SUNDQUIST,
Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mrs, UNSOELD, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
SKELTON, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. DANNER, Mr. DICKS,
Mr. SwIFT, Mr. FiELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
HASTINGS, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. KREIDLER, Ms.
LAMBERT, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. JACOBS, Mr.
MONTGOMERY, and Mr. WILSON.

H.J. Res. 142: Ms. EsHOO, Ms. SNOWE, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.J. Res. 151: Mr. LEVY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. FrosT, Mr. KAsSICH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. OWENS,
Ms. MALONEY, Ms. LOWEY, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mrs, MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. SoLo-
MON, and Mr. BACHUS of Alabama.

H. Con. Res. 36: Mr. SABO.

H. Res. 43: Ms, FOWLER.

———

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of March 18, 1993]

H.R. 1178; Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ANDREWS of
Maine, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana,
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr.
BROWDER, Mr. BRowN California, Mr. BRY-
ANT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
CHAPMAN, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
CoNDIT, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
DOOLEY, Mr, DORNAN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. EMER-
SON, Mr, EWING, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HANCOCK,
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr.
HEFNER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. HuTTO, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da-
kota, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mr, KYL, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LEH-
MAN, Mr. LEwIs of Florida, Mr. LIGHTFOOT,
Ms. LoNg, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. MCCRERY,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. NEAL of North Caro-
lina, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PAXON, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
PICKETT, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. ROTH, Mr. Row-
LAND, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. SHAwW, Mr. SHAYS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. TANNER,
Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOwWNS, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr.
UPTON, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
WILSON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
ZELIFF, and Mr. ZIMMER.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's
desk and referred as follows:
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20. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Leg-
islature of Rockland County, NY, relative to
the shoot-to-kill policy and other violations
of human rights in Northeast Ireland; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

21. Also, petition of the Legislature of
Rockland County, NY, relative to the issu-
ance of a postage stamp in memory of
Thurgood Marshall; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

22. Also, petition of the Legislature of
Rockland County, NY, relative to a “Na-
tional Health Insurance System''; jointly, to
the Committees on Energy and Commerce
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
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SENATE—Tuesday, March 23, 1993

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable BARBARA
BOXER, a Senator from the State of
California.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Behold, how good and how pleasant it
is for brethren to dwell together in
unity.—Psalms 133:1.

God our Father, we are grateful for E
Pluribus Unum—‘‘out of many—one."
Thank you for the pluralism that is
America—for the rich diversity that
characterizes our Nation. Thank You
for the political system built upon that
diversity. Thank You for diversity
which prevents unity from becoming
uniformity and for unity which pre-
vents diversity from becoming frag-
mentation.

God of Peace, we know that one in-
strument cannot make harmony, nor
can a hundred instruments playing the
same tune. It takes different instru-
ments following different scores to
make a symphony. !

Grant, dear God, that the Senate will
be a symphony making beautiful music
that preserves and blesses the Nation.

In the name of Jesus, Prince of
Peace. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 23, 1993.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BARBARA BOXER, a
Senator from the State of California, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. BOXER thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the
leadership time is reserved.

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 3, 1993)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
1994-98

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will now resume con-
sideration of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 18, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 18)
setting forth the congressional budget of the
United States Government for fiscal years
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:

(1) DeConcini amendment No. 185, to en-
sure that fiscal year 1998 funding levels for
Community Policing Program are consistent
with the levels requested by the President in
his investment program.

(2) Wellstone amendment No. 186, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that any in-
crease in revenues set forth in this resolu-
tion do not assume an energy tax or fee on
nonconventional fuels.

(3) Bingaman amendment No. 188, to state
the assumptions of the resolution regarding
fees for domestic livestock grazing on Fed-
eral lands and royalty fees for hardrock min-
ing.

(4) Nunn amendment No. 189, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the effects of
changes in inflation assumptions and in as-
sumptions regarding Federal pay increases
on spending levels for national defense and
other Federal functions.

(5) Nunn amendment No. 192, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the consist-
ency of level of appropriations for national
defense for fiscal year 1994 and the budget
resolution.

(6) Wallop amendment No. 1%, to alter the
instructions to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources by reducing the
amounts assumed to be generated through
increases in grazing fees, changes to the Min-
ing Laws of the United States, increases in
recreation fees, and imposition of an irriga-
tion surcharge.

(7) Brown amendment No. 196, to reduce
Function 920 to reflect a freeze of Federal de-
partment and agency overhead in fiscal year
199 and 1995, and an adjustment for inflation
through 1998.

(8) Domenici amendment No. 198, to adjust
defense spending consistent with a $60 billion
reduction from last year's defense plan over
1994 to 1998.

(9) Leahy amendment No. 202, to ensure
that fiscal year 1998 funding levels for
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) Pro-
gram are consistent with the levels re-
quested by the President in his investment
program.

(10) Gorton amendment No. 209, to delete
the increases in Inland Waterways diesel fuel
user fee and offset the revenue losses by re-
ducing domestic discretionary increases by
equivalent amount including a sense of the
Senate that the WIC, Headstart, and Child-
hood Immunization programs be held harm-
less from these spending reductions.

(11) Murkowski amendment No. 203, to con-
form the budget resolution with the assump-
tion that the assumed Btu tax not apply to
aviation fuel.

AMENDMENT NO. 203

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is the Mur-
kowski amendment.

The Senator from Alaska is recog-
nized.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
may I inquire of the time remaining on
the Murkowski amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order 80 min-
utes remain equally divided.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator may proceed.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I appreciate the attention of the Chair.

Yesterday before this body I had the
opportunity to offer on behalf of Sen-
ator DANFORTH, Senator STEVENS, Sen-
ator McCAIN, and Senator GORTON an
amendment numbered 203.

Madam President, in view of the time
allotted to me I yield myself 15 min-

utes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
let me briefly describe what my
amendment does. My amendment re-
duces revenues that are assumed to be
raised by the Btu tax by $4.5 million
over 5 years. Specifically, the purpose
is to exempt the effect of the Btu tax
on airline fuel. The revenue loss is off-
set by cutting an equal amount of $224
billion in new spending which is in the
administration’s plan.

Specifically, the Btu tax, in the opin-
ion of the Senator from Alaska, is un-
fair and unjust for those who depend on
oil. It taxes oil up to 60 cents per mil-
lion Btu; yet it taxes other forms of en-
ergy at only 26 cents per million Btu.

In other words, coal is taxed at 26
cents, nuclear energy is taxed at 26
cents, and hydro is taxed at 26 cents.
Why is oil suddenly singled out to bear
this surtax of 34 cents? One would sug-
gest that perhaps the budgeters needed
more revenue and decided to penalize
oil. It seems like we have elevated oil
up to the level of a sin tax similar to
tobacco and liquor.

You and I know, Madam President,
you cannot run an airplane on hydro-
electric generation and you cannot
burn coal to power an airplane. You
have to burn oil, in the form of avia-
tion fuel.

Specifically, my amendment provides
relief for the airline industry which

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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simply cannot afford an expensive new
tax of this magnitude. This would cost
the airline industry approximately $4.5
billion over the next 5 years. This is an
industry that lost $4.7 million last year
and $8 billion over the last 3-year pe-
riod.

The industry has never earned more
than $1.7 billion. Fuel accounts for at
least 15 percent of each carrier's oper-
ating expenses. Airlines are now paying
68 cents per gallon for aviation fuel.
Most of that is kerosene. They would
face an estimated 10- to 15-cent in-
crease per gallon of fuel under the ad-
ministration’s plan.

Let us look at American Airlines
alone. This is a leading domestic air-
line. They lost $1 billion this year and
over a half billion last year.

The tax would cost American Air-
lines tens of millions of dollars. That
same carrier has already indicated that
they are grounding 25 of their large-
bodied DC-10's.

In the last year, the third straight
year of multimillion-dollar losses, U.S.
airlines have been canceling or delay-
ing purchases of aircraft, aircraft val-
uved at approximately $27 billion, and I
might add aircraft that would have
been built in the United States.

One wonders how many more deliv-
ery dates will be postponed or canceled
by putting an additional burden on
America's airlines.

United Airlines has announced they
will reduce their domestic schedule.
They will close stations, and cancel
plans to fly to some international
routes. Now our President proposes to
tax our airlines $4.5 million over the
next 5 years.

Madam President, as we look specifi-
cally at the health of our airline indus-
try, let me go through a few of the
major airlines and what they are fac-
ing.

Serving Alaska, the Alaska Air
Group located out of Seattle faces
losses in 1992 of $84 million; yet they
employ 6,381 workers. In Phoenix,
America West, with losses of $131 mil-
lion, employs 10,500. in Dallas, Amer-
ican Airlines, with losses of $935 mil-
lion, employs 90,800 people. Continental
Airlines in Houston, with losses of $125
million, employs 35,000 workers. In At-
lanta and New York, Delta Air Lines,
with a net of loss $564 million, employs
74,000. In Memphis, Federal Express, an
all-cargo carrier, with net losses of $107
million, employs 81,500. Northwest Air-
lines in St. Paul, MN, with net losses of
$383 million, employs 46,000. In St.
Louis, Trans World Airlines, with net
losses of $239 million, employs 29,000.

In Chicago, Denver, San Francisco,
United Airlines, losses of $956 million;
they employ 79,000. In USAir, here on
the east coast, Arlington and Pitts-
burgh, losses of $1.2 billion; employs
46,000.

Madam President, we are looking at
losses of those collective airlines in
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1992 of $4.7 billion. We are looking at
employment of 497,000 people. I do not
think it is necessary to emphasize fur-
ther the impact of this additional tax
burden on our airline industry and
what it will do to their bottom line.

As I said before, it will add $4.5 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. And there is
no responsible relief proposed by this
body as a consequence of levying this
very, very heavy and unnecessary bur-
den on an industry that is already
overburdened.

Madam President, I have a chart here
that clearly shows the net profit of our
U.S. scheduled airlines in millions of
dollars. As we can see, the airlines
made modest profits in 1983 and 1984.
They dropped to a loss in 1985; and in
1986 to 1988, a profit; they were mar-
ginal in 1989. And in 1990, 1991, and,
clearly, 1992, we see, by losses of $2 to
$4 billion per year, the effects of the
general economic situation in the Unit-
ed States and how it reflects the air-
line industry’s ability to serve in our
domestic market to expand the job
base and purchase new airplanes.

Clearly, with this additional tax bur-
den, the bottom line in 1993 is simply
going to go off the chart. I think it is
irresponsible of this body to consider
the application of this tax on the air-
line industry today without clearly
coming up with some responsible alter-
natives that we continually talk about
but never seem to identify.

Let us look at the prospects of more
unemployment in the industry. There
were 117,000 jobs lost in the aerospace
industry last year. Thirty-eight thou-
sand jobs were lost in civilian aircraft
production and 47,000 more are in dan-
ger this year.

United has announced they will fur-
lough approximately 2,800 workers, and
an additional 1,900 workers that they
planned to hire will not be hired.

Northwest Airlines laid off an addi-
tional 1,000 workers in January, on top
of the 1,600 that were laid off in June of
last year.

And just last month, Boeing in Se-
attle announced a layoff of 23,000 and
another 5,000 more by mid-1994.

As we know, our President flew in an
airplane and was driven in a car, both
fueled by sinful oil-based fuels, to visit
the Boeing Co. in Seattle and Everett
to sympathize with people that his Btu
tax will ultimately hurt. I think that
in itself identifies the significance of
this unfair and inequitable application
of a surtax that is assessed solely on
oil.

Let me point out very briefly the
issue of competitiveness. We talk
about our domestic industry—McDon-
nell Douglas, Boeing—but Airbus will
be cheaper. They will be able to provide
airplanes cheaper because they will not
have to pay the new tax on oil and en-
ergy, and a great deal of energy is used
to build airplanes.

Let me refer also to the aircraft own-
ers and pilots that are going to be hit
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hard throughout the United States.
There are close to 10,000 general avia-
tion pilots in this Nation; more than
4,500 in my State of Alaska. This tax
would be over and above the 15 cents
per gallon already imposed on airline
fuel and a brand new $300 per year reg-
istration fee to be levied on aircraft.

There are small villages in my State
of Alaska where the only travel options
are by boat, by snow machine, by air-
plane, save a dog team here and there.
Hitting these people harder is unfair
and it is unnecessary when the same
budget document that raises their
taxes includes $94 billion in new spend-
ing—new spending to encourage some
of the Fortune 500 companies to use
more energy, effective lighting, among
other suggestions.

I would suggest the priorities in this
budget are incorrect. The Btu tax
would simply knock the legs out from
under one of our most important and
one of our most vulnerable industries.
And that is an industry that needs
help. It does not need more taxes.

Who gets hurt in the end, Madam
President? People who have to fly be-
cause of remote locations or for busi-
ness reasons; people who depend on the
airline industry for employment—our
hotels, our airport workers, tourism,
business manufacturers; and there are
thousands of Alaskan pilots who run
the small air services that deliver
mail, carry people and cargo back and
forth to remote areas.

Madam President, I think it is also
fair to say that the Btu tax is terribly
inefficient. The proposal raises ini-
tially $95 billion in new taxes. But if we
look at the $95 billion, we find that if
we subtract the revenue loss -due to
business deductions and other revenues
losses associated with implementing
the new tax, we lose $24 billion. That
leaves us with roughly $71 billion.

If we subtract, in addition, the cost
of increased funding of food stamps, an-
other $9 billion, that leaves us with $62
billion. And the earned income tax
credit, $20 billion, that leaves us with
$42 billion.

The low income home energy assist-
ance program, let us take off $2 billion
for that. That leaves us with $40 bil-
lion.

We are left with a deficit reduction of
about $40 billion after levying $95 bil-
lion in new taxes. We raise $95 billion
in taxes, yet that gets us $40 billion in
deficit reduction at the most. That is
basically the administration's proposal
as applicable to the Btu tax.

Now, to increase the tax on any en-
ergy used for home heating, in my
opinion, is bad policy. To double-tax
those who heat with oil, I think, is
even worse. Why punish those who heat
with 0il? But that is what we have done
in the application of this Btu tax with
the 34-cent surtax applicable on oil.

I feel all energy used to heat homes
should be exempt, which is why I voted
to rescind the Btu tax altogether.
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Madam President, I have previously
filed an amendment that exempts
home heating oil from the proposed
Btu surtax of 34 cents per million Btu.
The revenue loss of $648 million is off-
set by cutting an equal amount of the
$124 billion of new spending in the
President's plan. But, the other side
does not want to talk about this unfair
tax on home heating fuel.

I attempted to bring up the amend-
ment last night and was told that the
White House is thinking about fixing it
in some manner or form. We can fix it
right here by eliminating the extra
surtax on heating fuels and by voting
for my amendment that will be up
later tomorrow.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator's 15 minutes has ex-
pired.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield myself
whatever additional time I need.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for as
long as he wishes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, let me talk a little
bit about the impact of the new tax.
This new tax would add from 8 cents to
10 cents, or more, to the cost of a gal-
lon of heating oil by the year 1997.
Some estimates suggest this is a 8- to
8.5-percent increase. However, the tax
will not stay at 8 cents to 10 cents per
gallon. It is indexed to rise with infla-
tion, which is ironic, since this broad-
based energy tax is going to add to in-
flation.

In some parts of the country, heating
oil is the only realistic source of heat-
ing energy. Many would like to have
alternate sources but they simply do
not have them. Many towns in New
England and the Northeast are depend-
ent on home heating oil. Many homes
in my State of Alaska are dependent on
home heating oil and simply have no
other alternatives.

This impact of 34 cents surcharge,
above the charge of other energy
sources, really hits home in the North-
east Corridor States. In Connecticut,
oil accounts for 45 percent of residen-
tial energy consumption. In Maine, oil
accounts for 58 percent of residential
energy consumption. In New Jersey, oil
accounts for 21 percent of residential
oil consumption. In New York, oil ac-
counts for 23 percent. In New Hamp-
shire, oil accounts for 45 percent of res-
idential energy. In Rhode Island, oil ac-
counts for 35 percent. In Massachu-
setts, oil accounts for 37 percent; and
in Vermont, oil accounts for 45 percent
of residential energy used.

If my State of Alaska, oil accounts
for 31 percent of residential energy con-
sumption.

It is rather interesting that the
Northeast States' Energy Coalition
does not encourage production of more
energy and the foreign export of en-
ergy, particularly in oil, from my State
of Alaska. I wonder how they can pos-
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sibly support this kind of an impact on
their residents who are so dependent on
heating oils, who have no other alter-
native, forcing them to pay a surtax of
34 cents per gallon on a Btu basis, sim-
ply because they have no other alter-
native. The equity of that simply es-
capes me.

In my State of Alaska the overall
Btu tax will cost Alaskans about $216
million per year. That applies on a per-
family basis, according to the Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute, of $1,521 per
family. That slows our economy. It
costs us jobs and makes products more
expensive and less competitive.

Every product, virtually of any de-
scriptive, Madam President, must
move to Alaska by air, by barge, by
ship, by car, by truck. The residents of
Alaska will pay that additional levy as
a consequence of a surtax on oil. While
people lose their jobs and pay more for
goods and services, clearly all costs are
going to go up, including their heating
bills. More troubling, perhaps, than the
overall percentage, is that people with-
out any alternatives are heavily im-
pacted.

Madam President, may I inquire of
the time remaining to the Senator
from Alaska?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 19% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, let me share with
you a real-life situation.

At Kiana, a small native village of
some 385 people on the banks of the
Kobuk River above the Arctic Circle, in
my State of Alaska, home heating oil
currently costs just over §2 a gallon for
the residents of that small community.
This is representative of many Eskimo
and Native villages in our State of
Alaska. An average bush home uses a
minimum of 100 gallons of heating oil a
month during the 7 months in which
the icy grip of winter blankets the
small villages. Many homeowners who
can afford it use more. Heating oil is
their only available source of energy.
Diesel is their source of energy for
power generation, and for heat and
cooking they use heating oil. More im-
portantly, the residents of Kiana, who
must hunt for food to live, must buy
gasoline for their snow machines in
order to reach the subsistence hunting
grounds. A typical family will have to
buy at least 1,000 gallons a year.

Gasoline delivered in the area is ap-
proximately $2.50 a gallon. For resi-
dents in Kiana, the direct cost of the
proposed B.3-cent-per-gallon tax on die-
sel and 7.5 cents tax on gasoline will
raise their mearly $2,500 fuel bills by
nearly $150 a year. This is no small
amount, however, when incomes of
nearly a quarter of the village resi-
dents fall below the poverty line. The
effect is even bigger because every
item that arrives in Kiana arrives by
barge or plane, all of which are depend-
ent on fuel.
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I might add further, it is a very ex-
pensive flight in and out of the village.

But Kiana is not an isolated case.
Across Alaska, the average family uses
10,000 gallons of diesel fuel a year, an-
other 100 gallons for cooking, spending
an average of $3,600 a year for just die-
sel oil. This is a heavy burden, consid-
ering the average family in the region
earns only perhaps $10,000 or $11,000 a
yvear. What cash is left is needed for
gasoline and for parts for snow ma-
chines and ammunition for rifles, both
absolutely essential for villagers to
hunt for food to put on their table.

Food stamps certainly are not going
to do Alaskans much good, unless we
can figure out a way, perhaps, to get
the wild caribou to turn themselves in
in exchange for the right amount of
food stamps. Many Alaskan Natives
simply will not be helped. Heating oil
tax will not pay for the increased fund-
ing for the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program, the earned income
tax credit, and food stamps.

I think it is important to reflect on
what we are doing here to a segment of
our population. By levying this unfair,
inequitable surtax on top of what is
levied on all the other sources of en-
ergy—nuclear, hydro, gas, coal—and
putting it just on oil, it is terribly un-
fair to a segment of our population
that has no other alternative but to
use oil. We are driving this segment of
the population that is at a low-income
level to below the poverty level so that
they can then be eligible for the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram, and earned-income tax credit,
and food stamps.

Is that really the kind of America
that we want to create by increasing a
tax on these people who have no other
alternative but simply accept it? That
is the whole point of the amendment
that I am going to offer and that I have
filed before this body—to relieve those
people who have no other alternative,
who are dependent on oil, from this 34-
cent surtax, which has no merit on the
basis of equity or fairness.

Madam President, the total tax on
heating oil will raise $1.1 billion. That
is what it will raise. While the Energy
Assistance Program is going to be in-
creased by $2 billion, food stamps are
going to be increased by $9 billion. Is
that the kind of return we want with
our tax dollars? Do we want to help
people or do we want to drive them
below the poverty level? In many cases
these programs will not offset the bur-
den of this tax on people without alter-
natives. This really is not much of a
payoff.

Let us look at who will be hurt by
the surtax on home heating oil. Low-
income people will be worse off simply
because they cannot afford it. The mid-
dle-income people will be worse off be-
cause they are not covered with any
type of energy assistance programs.

It is not fair to tax some more heav-
ily than others when they have no al-
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ternatives. Yet, clearly, that is what
we are doing.

What do we have when we are
through, Madam President? When we
are through with this tax, we have a
deficit in the year 1993 of $310 billion.
We have a national debt of $4.1 trillion.
What do we have in 1994? In 1994, we
have a $254 billion deficit, and we have
a national debt of $4.3 trillion.

In 1994, we have added $36 billion in
new taxes. We have cut defense $3 bil-
lion, and we have cut domestic spend-
ing $5 billion.

In 1995, we have a deficit of $233 bil-
lion and a national debt of $4.5 trillion.
We have increased our taxes $46 billion.

In 1996, we have a deficit in that year
of $197 billion. Our national debt has
increased to $4.7 trillion. We have new
taxes of $63 billion.

In 1997, our deficit is $187 billion. Our
national debt is $4.9 trillion and we
have §76 billion in new taxes.

And in 1998, Madam President, our
deficit for that year is $214 billion, but
our national debt is $5.1 trillion with a
new tax burden of $74 billion.

The total, Madam President, from
1994 through 1998 in net new taxes is
$295 billion. We have had a deficit in
each year of over an average of $220 bil-
lion, and we have accumulated a total
national debt of $5.1 trillion. That is
the basic proposal that has been pre-
sented by the administration and sold
as a deficit reduction package, and it
has been sold as an investment in the
future of our Nation.

Madam President, an investment is
one thing, but added debt is another.
When you use the words “‘investment
in America,” by the figures that I have
just given, it is truly a debt to Amer-
ica. We have increased our national
debt under the proposed CBO figures
from $4.1 trillion to $5.1 trillion in the
timeframe of 1993 to 1998. A part of
this, of course, is the Btu tax, which is
a significant portion of additional new
taxes, Madam President, estimated to
be $95 billion, but which nets roughly
340 billion after taking out offsetting
spending and administrative costs.

At the end of this period, as I have
indicated, we have increased our na-
tional debt to $5.185 trillion. I think,
unfortunately, most Americans truly
believe that the administration has a
workable proposal to address the defi-
cit and reduce the national debt. But I
urge my colleagues and all Americans
to look at the bottom line and to see
realistically where we are at the con-
clusion of the administration’s pro-
posal because clearly it does not real-
istically address meaningful deficit re-
duction. It does not, by any manner or
means, reduce the national debt. The
national debt is increased by a trillion
dollars and it does not make, Madam
President, the necessary cuts that are
needed from the standpoint of what is
good for this country.

I know that some of my colleagues
want to speak. I will wind up my state-
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ment. If I may ask the Chair, how
much time is remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The Senator has 8 minutes and 47
seconds remaining.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am sorry, I did
not hear.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eight minutes and 47 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
let me conclude, and it will just take
me another minute. Let me highlight
who gets hurt, Madam President, by
this tax and by specifically the tax on
home heating oils. Everyone who heats
their home by home heating oil and
has no other alternative gets a double
whammy on this. They get hit twice.
They get hit with a base tax of 26 cents
plus the surtax of 34 cents, which is
only on oil.

How do the oil companies make out?
Oil companies who have imported re-
fined products into the United States
will capture a potential windfall due to
higher prices. What about OPEC, Saudi
Arabia? Do they generate benefits of
higher oil prices? They certainly ap-
pear to. And in addition to generating
higher prices, they can readily see this
as a signal to increase prices further.

So the conclusion is that there is
simply no justification, no equity, and
no point in having this sin tax on heat-
ing oil. It costs more than it raises. It
taxes the poor and cycles their money
through an inefficient bureaucracy,
putting many of them below the pov-
erty level. It punishes those who use
oil to heat their homes, and creates a
windfall for foreign oil companies and
OPEC countries.

Madam President, I yield 4 minutes
to the Senator from Oklahoma.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President,
one, I wish to congratulate our col-
league, Senator MURKOWSKI, for his ex-
cellent statement.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to be listed as a cosponsor of
the amendment of the Senator from
Alaska.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, the
Senator from Alaska has brought to
the floor a very important amendment.
He has made several comments con-
cerning the Btu tax. And as the Presid-
ing Officer is aware, we had an amend-
ment to eliminate the Btu tax. Unfor-
tunately, we were not successful. We
were not successful because primarily
almost all the colleagues on the other
side of the aisle voted against us.

As I stated on the floor last week,
that tax is going to put hundreds of
thousands of people out of work. The
Senator from Alaska has come to the
floor with an amendment that says let
us exempt aviation from this tax. I
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think we should eliminate the entire
tax, but I certainly agree with the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

I happened to have a very large em-
ployer in my State, American Airlines.
They are actually the largest private
employer that we have in the State of
Oklahoma. They employ about 11,000
employees in Oklahoma. They do a
super job with the maintenance facility
and computer facility in Tulsa. But if
this tax goes forward, American Air-
lines is going to lose hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars per year.

Some people say they are just going
to pass that on to consumers. Frankly,
last year they lost $985 million. This
tax is going to cost American Airlines
anywhere from $160 million to $300 mil-
lion per year. So they cannot pass it
on. If they could pass it on, they would
not have lost almost a billion dollars
last year. If you look at the airline in-
dustry overall, in the last 3 years, they
have lost $10 billion. So this is an in-
dustry that is really hurting, and this
tax is going to cost the industry alto-
gether well in excess of a billion dol-
lars a year. They cannot afford it.

So I think the Senator from Alaska
has an excellent amendment. I hope
that my colleagues will support this
amendment. I hope that we will have
some Democrats who will support this
amendment because the airline indus-
try and its employees are important.

I have noticed now we have the ad-
ministration and Congress talking
about what can we do to help the air-
line industry? One of the best things
we can do to help the industry would
be to not pass this punitive tax, which
would put hundreds of thousands of
highly paid, skilled people out of work,

So I congratulate my colleague from
Alaska on an excellent amendment. I
hope the Senate will likewise concur
and adopt it later this afternoon.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I will also seek 10 minutes to talk on
the amendments that are scheduled to
come up later on this afternoon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is no existing order provid-
ing for 10 minutes for discussion on the
Murkowski amendment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that I might
have 10 minutes to speak on the
amendment prior to the vote later this
afternoon.

Mr. SASSER. The Senator from Alas-
ka is requesting he have 10 minutes to
speak on the airline amendment prior
to the vote on the amendment; is that
the Senator's request?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is correct.

Mr. SASSER. I have no objection to
that, if the Senator will agree to have
the time equally divided.
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. I agree to that. I
thank the Senator from Tennessee.

Madam President, if I may conclude,
I have how much time remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, there will be
10 minutes equally divided on the Mur-
kowski amendment prior to the vote.

The Senator from Alaska has 2 min-
utes remaining on his amendment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, as a matter of put-
ting my colleagues on notice, I have
filed a home heating oil amendment. It
is amendment No. 204. It is my intent
to bring that amendment up at an ap-
propriate time. I recognize I will not
have an opportunity to describe that
amendment, but I clearly feel that this
body should vote up or down on the
merits of striking the 34-cents-per-mil-
lion Btu surcharge on oil and its effect
on those who have no other alter-
native. I have already spoken at great
length on the equity of the issue.

1 also have another amendment, No.
205, which I intend to bring up as well,
that would address the viability of
America's mining industry as it relates
to the user tax which would basically
put America’s mining industry out of
business if a mandate prevails requir-
ing a 12.5-percent royalty on minerals.
We would lose some 27,000 jobs in this
country. It would cost us about $500
million, and we would have achieved
nothing but to move that industry
overseas.

Finally, Madam President, I thank
you and I want to encourage the Mem-
bers of this body to recognize that the
Btu tax, as far as it is applied to oil, is
ineffective; it is unfair to your State of
California, my State of Alaska, to
Texas, to Oklahoma. It puts a huge
burden on millions of Americans who
have no other alternative except oil.
They might like to use alternative
fuels to heat their homes, but cannot.
Yet we are asking that group to pay
double.

Madam President, they are mad.
They are upset. They want this body to
repeal the 34-cent surtax on oil, and
they want it done now.

I thank the Chair and I thank my
colleagues.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
will vote against the amendment of-
fered by our colleague from Alaska. To
borrow a line from a former President
that I am sure my friend from Alaska
has tremendous admiration for, ‘“Here
we go again.” Here we have another
amendment offered by my friends from
the other side of the aisle that at-
tempts to tinker with a proposed tax in
a manner that clearly should be sub-
ject to the confines of a Finance Com-
mittee markup.

Let me remind my colleagues once
again that the budget resolution sim-
ply cannot dictate to the Finance Com-
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mittee what revenues to raise or not to
raise in order to meet the revenue tar-
get of the Finance Committee. In fact,
while this amendment would reduce
the Finance Committee’s revenue tar-
get by some $4.6 billion, it offers no
guarantees that the Finance Commit-
tee will go ahead and exempt aviation
fuel from the Btu tax. That is because,
as I have just stated, we do not have
the anthority in the budget resolution
to specify to the Finance Committee
what revenues to raise and what reve-
nues not to raise.

Now, I ask my colleagues, where do
you guess the offset is found for the al-
most $5 billion in revenues that will be
lost under this amendment? If you had
been around the Senate for the past
few days, the answer is easy. The Sen-
ator from Alaska proposes an unspec-
ified reduction in the good old allow-
ances account, function 920.

Now, the reduction in discretionary
spending of $5 billion is not small
change even by Washington standards.
What sort of consequences would a re-
duction of this magnitude have? It is
hard to say since we do not know where
the reductions would come from, but
we do know they are going to end up
coming out of discretionary accounts,
and we do know our friends on the
other side are going to resist any fur-
ther reductions in military spending.

So that means the reductions are
going to come out of domestic discre-
tionary spending. Maybe less will be
able to enroll in the Head Start Pro-
gram. Maybe we will just take the
money out of Head Start. Or, maybe it
is implied that the Senator would not
hit Head Start, maybe we would reduce
some other programs, the childhood
immunization program.

Well, if that is ruled out of bounds,
maybe since this amendment deals
with energy, the amendment would dis-
courage the creation of cooperative re-
search and development agreements
between the national laboratories, I
say to my friend from New Mexico; de-
velopment agreements between the na-
tional laboratories and industry in ef-
forts to enhance industry's ability to
develop new energy and environ-
mentally friendly technology, includ-
ing electric vehicles and the greater
use of natural gas.

I doubt that many Senators, particu-
larly those with national laboratories
in their States, will look very favor-
ably on that development.

I hope the Finance Committee will
address the concerns raised by the Sen-
ator from Alaska when they put to-
gether a tax bill.

Any energy tax proposals should not
force one industry to absorb a dis-
proportionate impact of the tax, and
the aviation industry is certainly in-
cluded in that. I would not want to be
a party to forcing the aviation indus-
try to absorb a disproportionate tax
burden. I am confident that Senator
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Moynihan and his colleagues on the Fi-
nance Committee will not let that hap-
pen.
Last evening, one of the senior mem-
bers of the Finance Committee was on
the floor of this Chamber stating that
he felt the Btu tax could have a dis-
proportionate impace, adverse impact,
on the aviation industry. I am con-
fident that that senior member of the
Finance Committee is going to use his
good offices and his influence to see
that there is not a disproportionate im-
pact on the aviation industry.

This amendment should be rejected
because it simply will not achieve the
goals that the distinguished Senator
from Alaska is seeking. But it could—
and I think would—adversely affect
many of the domestic discretionary
programs that we all support here in
this body, including programs I just
named such as Head Start, the Women,
Infants and Children feeding Program—
a whole host of programs across the
board that have had bipartisan support
over the years, and which administra-
tions of both parties have urged fund-
ing increases for.

So for that reason I say, Madam
President, that I think this amend-
ment ought to be rejected at the appro-
priate time.

Madam President, I might inquire:
how much time do I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 30 minutes, 29
seconds left.

Mr. SASSER. Is there additional
time remaining to the proponent of the
amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Alaska has expired.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I am
prepared to yield back all of our time
and move forward. 1 see the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
BINGAMAN] is on the floor. Under the
agreement, his will be the next amend-
ment in order.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN].

Mr. BINGAMAN, Madam President, I
appreciate the chance to offer an
amendment this morning.

AMENDMENT NO. 215
(Purpose: To ensure that fiscal year 1998
funding levels for defense conversion pro-
grams are consistent with the levels re-
quested by President Clinton in his invest-
ment program)

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

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

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico, Mr, BINGA-
MAN, for himself, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mr. PELL, Mr. Bryan, and Mr. DODD, proposes
an amendment numbered 215.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. .ASSUMPTIONS.

In setting forth the budget authority and
outlay amounts in this resolution, Congress
assumes that the defense conversion pro-
grams will be funded at the level requested
by the President for fiscal year 1998.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President,
this amendment to the budget resolu-
tion is a sense-of-the-Senate proposal
to ensure that fiscal year 1998 funding
levels for defense conversion programs
are consistent with levels requested by
President Clinton in his reinvestment
program.

Madam President, I am proud that I
was able to join President Clinton and
several of our colleagues, including
Senator SARBANES and Senator MIKUL-
SKI, when his defense reinvestment and
conversion program was announced in
Baltimore on March 11.

President Clinton has developed a
comprehensive package that addresses
the four major areas of need. Those
areas are: First, worker training and
adjustment assistance; second, invest-
ment in hard-hit communities; third,
dual use technology development and
commercial military integration; and,
fourth, conversion opportunities in new
civilian technology investments.

The President’s plan is based in large
part on the work done by the defense
conversion task force that Senator
PRYOR headed during his last year, in
which I was fortunate enough to serve.

I would like once again, as I have
several times previously, to commend
Senator PRYOR for his fine work in this
area.

The President’s plan calls for an in-
vestment of almost $20 billion in con-
version programs from 1993 through
1997 fiscal years. This includes $9.65 bil-
lion in new civilian technology invest-
ments primarily in the Department of
Commerce, as well as in other civilian

agencies.
It includes $1.5 billion in worker-
training programs administered

through the Department of Labor; it
includes almost $3.4 billion through the
Department of Defense for the Depart-
ment of Defense personnel assistance
and for community support; and it in-
cludes $4.7 billion in continued funding
for dual use technology and commer-
cial military integration programs es-
tablished under the fiscal year 1993 de-
fense authorization of appropriations
bills.

Madam President, the end of the cold
war has provided us with a historic op-
portunity to move away from the mili-
tary challenges that consumed us in
the past, and to begin addressing the
economic challenges that define our fu-
ture. Unfortunately, the transition
that is required to move from a cold
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war economy to a post-cold war econ-
omy will not be an easy one. Hundreds
of thousands of people will be affected
by this transition. Madam President, I
know many in your State have been af-
fected already.

I know of your strong commitment
to these types of programs.

Communities across the country will
suffer as military bases close and de-
fense firms adjust to lower levels of
procurement. Military and civilian per-
sonnel, defense prime contractors and
subtiered suppliers in cities large and
small, all will be affected.

We have choices as we make these
cuts. We can take steps now to ease the
transition for these workers in these
communities and these firms. This ap-
proach, which is the one advocated by
President Clinton and endorsed by this
amendment, would ensure that firms
are given the opportunity and assist-
ance they need to apply their techno-
logical skills in the commercial sector.
It will ensure that military and civil-
ian personnel and defense industry
workers are given the opportunity to
retain for the new commercial sector
jobs that will be created over the next
5 years. It will assist communities that
are impacted by the defense downsizing
in building a new and stronger eco-
nomic base for the future. It also en-
sures that a strong national industrial
and technology base will remain to
serve future defense security needs.

Our other choices are either to con-
tinue high levels of defense spending
and put these issues off until the future
or second, to cut defense spending
without regard to the fate of workers
and firms and communities that will be
affected, and run the risk of not having
a robust technology and industrial base
to serve our national defense needs.

Madam President, the Clinton ad-
ministration, in my view, has made the
right choice. The President has devel-
oped a plan that balances the need to
deal with the budget deficit, with the
need to bolster the economy.

It is a plan that deals fairly with
those impacted by smaller defense
budgets and it provides opportunities
for affected individuals to continue to
move forward with their lives and their
careers.

These choices are very important to
me and to my State of New Mexico.
New Mexico is second in the country in
per capita Federal spending. Almost all
of the Federal spending we receive in
our State relates to our defense effort.
At the same time, New Mexico is 47th
in the country in per capita income. So
defense cuts will hit New Mexico as
they will many other areas of the coun-
try. The easy course would be to sup-
port continued high-level defense
spending to maintain those New Mex-
ico jobs. However, the only constant in
today's world is change, and I believe
that the better course is to build for
the future and to help my State and
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other States adjust to the new eco-
nomic reality.

The better course for the Senate is to
support the President's adjustment and
reinvestment program. It is our best
hope both in my State of New Mexico
and around the country for building a
stronger economic base for the future.

I believe we need to endorse the
President’s plan. We need to put the
Senate on record in support of this de-
fense reinvestment and conversion pro-
gram. I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that a summary of the Presi-
dent’'s proposal on defense reinvest-
ment and conversion be printed in the
RECORD.

There being on objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in
RECORD, as follows:

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND CONVERSION,

MARCH 11, 1993

Today, President Clinton announced a
major Defense Reinvestment and Conversion
Initiative that will go into effect imme-
diately. In a sweeping policy shift, the Clin-
ton Administration will distribute $1.4 bil-
lion that Congress appropriated last year for
defense conversion, which the Bush Adminis-
tration had opposed and declined to spend. In
addition, the Clinton Administration has re-
directed funds and proposed other FY93
spending totaling $300 million. By 1997, the
investments for defense conversion would al-
most triple to over $5.2 billion, with a total
of nearly $20 billion invested in FY93-97.
These investments will promote economic
growth while preserving a strong military
and defense industrial base.

In today's announcement, the President
described in detail the $1.7 billion in specific
programs that will be implemented in 1993,
The immediate conversion package includes
four major areas of new investment:

1. Worker training and adjustment;

2. Investing in hard-hit communities;

3. Dual-use technology and commercial-
military integration; and

4. Conversion opportunities in new ecivilian
technology investment.

A National Economic Council interagency
working group on defense reinvestment and
conversion will issue a white paper in early
April.

BRIEF SUMMARIES—1993 DEFENSE

REINVESTMENT AND CONVERSION INITIATIVE:

1. Military and civilian worker training
and adjustment: Now that we have won the
Cold War and are readjusting our defense
posture, we cannot leave the talented indi-
viduals who are responsible for that victory
out in the cold. To achieve the economic
strength that will ensure our national secu-
rity in the new era, we must refocus the tal-
ents, energy and dedication of the men and
women involved in national defense on creat-
ing economic growth and serving their com-
munities. That is why the President's De-
fense Reinvestment and Conversion Initia-
tive will dedicate over $375 million in FY93
alone to transition assistance, employment
services and job training. Some defense
funds will be transferred to the Labor De-
partment and other agencies to carry out
these programs. During FY93-97, the Presi-
dent's defense conversion plan will allocate
nearly $4 billion for worker adjustment.
FY93 funding includes:

$150 million for government- and employer-
sponsored training programs for displaced
defense workers;
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$112 million for transition initiatives for
members of the guard and reserve and sever-
ance pay and health benefits for separating
civilians;

Early retirement benefits for military per-
sonnel with 15 or more years of service; re-
tirement credit for service in law enforce-
ment, teaching and other critical profes-
sions; and

Pilot programs to train separating mili-
tary personnel and defense workers to enter
critical jobs in teaching, law enforcement
and health care.

In addition: The Department of Energy is
redirecting $25 million for employee retrain-
ing and assistance programs.

2. Investing in hard-hit communities:
There is a compelling need for actions that
will speed and case the transition of workers,
communities and firms that are being hard
hit by cuts in defense spending. Scores of de-
fense-dependent communities are undergoing
distress, as their workers lose jobs and their
businesses contract. The recession and high
unemployment have aggravated all of these
problems. For communities that lose a mili-
tary base, environmental clean-up is a major
obstacle to base reuse. The 1993 package
helps hard-hit communities by providing:

$30 million to substantially expand DoD's
Office of Economic Adjustment so that every
community with a military base scheduled
for closure will have the tools and expertise
to plan and adjust and create new economic
opportunities;

$80 million for revolving-loan programs
and grants through the Commerce Depart-
ment to target the communities that will be
most hard-hit by declines in the industries
affected by the defense contraction; and

$84 million for Defense Department pro-
grams that allow retired military and re-
serve personnel to address unmet needs in
the nation’s schools and communities.

In addition:

DoD will streamline environmental clean-
up to speed local economic recovery;, a new
DoD deputy undersecretary for the environ-
ment is being created to make this happen.

The Administration will explore the poten-
tial for using unneeded military facilities for
community health and other programs.

3. Dual-use technology and commercial-
military integration: For too long, our na-
tion has denied itself the benefits to eco-
nomic growth and technological advance-
ment that could result from integrating the
pursuit of defense and civilian goals. But we
can no longer separate national security
from economic security; in a post-Cold war
world, they are one and the same. We must
restructure the military-industrial complex
s0 that commercial firms play the dominant
role, since they now produce much state-of-
the-art technology. That is why the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA) was renamed the Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency (ARPA)—as the
agency was known before 1972. This change
symbolizes the Clinton Administration’s
commitment to supporting dual-use tech-
nology and integrating the commercial and
military sectors.

ARPA is now ready to accept proposals for
over $500 million in technology and indus-
trial base programs. These funds will support
industry-led R&D consortia in critical dual-
use technologies and pioneering state/local
efforts to commercialize and deploy tech-
nology. All programs require matching funds
and merit-based selection. (For information,
call: 1-800-DUAL-USE.)

ARFA and four other agencies (Commerce,
NSF, Energy and NASA) are cooperating to
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jointly implement these programs through
the Technology Reinvestment Project. The
agencies will hold a series of regional out-
reach meetings in early April to brief poten-
tial applicants and answer questions. These
programs, some of which were mentioned in
our technology initiative, include:

$2556 million for government-industry part-
nerships to develop advanced materials,
manufacturing and other dual-use tech-
nologies;

$100 million for “‘regional technology alli-
ances”’ among firms to share information
and develop new products and markets;

$100 million for state and local manufac-
turing extension programs to assist small de-
fense firms in making the transition to com-
mercial production; and

$100 million for other programs to help
small defense firms acquire dual-use capa-
bilities.

In addition:

ARPA has 5200+ million for industry re-
search to develop electronics and materials
technologies with both commercial and mili-
tary application.

DoD is redirecting $85 million of Small
Business Innovation Research (SBIR) funds
to companies that are developing dual-use
technology in such areas as electronics, ma-
terials, and instrumentation.

To encourage large defense firms to pursue
dual-use and commercial applications, DoD
is enlarging the scope of independent re-
search and development (IR&D) reimbursed
under defense contracts. This should result
in the redirection of some share of IR&D ac-
tivities, which total several billion dollars
annually.

4. Conversion opportunities in new civilian
technology investments: Technology is the
engine of economic growth. By investing
more in new civilian technologies, we can
create exciting new opportunities for defense
workers and firms, enhance U.S. competi-
tiveness, and tackle unmet domestic needs.
That is why the Clinton Administration has
redirected funds and proposed other FY93
spending totaling $300 million.

Proposed spending in the President's stim-
ulus package includes:

An additional $94 million for Department
of Energy R&D partnerships with industry;

$117 million for the Advanced Technology
Program and other activities of the Com-
merce Department’s National Institute of
Standards and Technology; and

$64 million for pilot projects to dem-
onstrate the benefits of computer
networking to schools and libraries.

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC GROWTH
INITIATIVES
[Budget authority in millions of dollars)
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DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC GROWTH
INITIATIVES—Continued
[Budget authority in millions of dollars]

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 %5

Grand total: Programs
that will assist de-
workers, per-
sonngl, commi-
nities and firms ... 1,667 3,300 4,446 4874 5291 19,575

lTlli'.s is the lm kvd. Soeciﬂe estimates for 1985, 1986, and 1987 will
nat be the comprehensive review of De-

?Si'i': nulhnrl will mmfamd in 1983 from the Department of Defense

3This is the portion of overall investment mr.mm that could be ex-
pected to be used to retain displaced defense wo
Immm $80 million will be transferred in lmmmum
of Defense

5This excludes impact of broadened scope of 1980

ment.

6This includes invesimen! programs that provide direct conversion oppor
tunities (e.g., Department of Energy-Industry R&D partnerships and um
civil aviation research) and 39‘94 mmm that provide some conversion

ities {e.g., Dep programs for i high-

ways, g and ad lnd
are for Enterprise zones, C .
Science Foundation, highway programs, and the R&D tax credit that will
m:wmutum ims and workers, and help develop infra-
structure useful for ity ic diversification.

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC GROWTH
INITIATIVES
[Details of 1993 programs, budget authority in millions of dollars)

Department of Defense dual-use technology reinvestment ..
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Commercial-military integrati I 48
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High d systems g
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!Iatiwl Instiluiu of Science and Technology
I -I"m-'l ok
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Department of Del'um personnel assistance and community
support:
Temporary early retirement ........... 10
Tempmqr health transition assistance & 11
Guard and reserve ftion Initiatives 40
Separation pay and civilian health benefits .. 72
Tmn;a to teachers/ealth careflaw enforcement | pema s
DOD Environmental scholarships and grants .. o ™M
Job training and employ services (Dep t of
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Job bank program 4
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Office of Economic A
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i
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DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC GROWTH
INITIATIVES—Continued
[Details of 1933 programs, budget authority in millions of dollars]

Amount

Total: € ity adjust: and assist progr 637
! Excludes impact of d

scope of le RED reimb;
2Programs to be managed by the Depadment of Commerce’ (NIST) with
active DOD participation; FY 1993 funds support program over two year pe-

nod.

IProgram in development.

4These funds will be transferred to the Department of Labor.

S Although this is a continuing program, it is shown here because it is an
important element of the Department’s transition program.

&These funds will be transferred to the Department of Commerce.

7This includes high school training programs and Civilian Community

ional and Services programs.

%in addition to this funding, the Department of Commerce will have $30

million transferred from the Department of Defense.

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND CONVERSION
INITIATIVE DOD PROGRAM SUMMARIES
PERSONNEL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Early military retirement

This initiative would offer retirement ben-
efits to military personnel with 15 or more
years of service. Previously DoD offered re-
tirement benefits after 20 years of service.
The goal of the new incentives is to encour-
age voluntary retirements of military per-
sonnel with greater than 15 but less than 20
years of service, and thereby minimize lay-
offs. This program is targeted at military
personnel who are not covered by other re-
tirement or separation incentives, such as
the Voluntary Separation Incentive/Special
Separation Bonus, which are aimed at per-
sonnel with between 6 and 15 years of serv-
ice.

Health transition assistance

This process is aimed at providing transi-
tional health insurance to separating mili-
tary personnel from the time they leave the
armed services until the time they obtain
health insurance through their civilian em-
ployer.

Guard and reserve transition initiatives

These initiatives are designed to ease the
transition for members of the guard and re-
serve who are released as a result of the de-
fense cutbacks. The initiatives include,
among other things, new retirement incen-
tives, separation pay, and priority placement
in open positions in guard and reserve units.

Separation pay and civilian health benefits

This initiative would offer retirement and
resignation incentives to DoD eivilian per-
sonnel. The goal of this initiative is to en-
courage voluntary retirements and resigna-
tions among the civilian workforce, thereby
minimizing layoffs. The incentives would be
equal to $25,000 or the amount of severance
pay to which an individual would be entitled,
whichever is less. This initiative also offers
transitional health insurance to separating
civilians.

Troops to teachers/health carefdaw enforcement
personnel
This initiative would establish three pilot
programs to train separating military per-
sonnel, DoD and DoE civilian employees, and
private sector defense workers to enter three
public service professions for which many
are particularly well suited: teaching, health
care, and law enforcement. These programs
use as a starting point the ‘“Troops to Teach-
ers” legislation passed for fiscal year 1993.

DoD environment scholarship program

The FY93 defense conversion package
called for scholarships, fellowships, and
training administered by DoD for the pur-
pose of enabling individuals to qualify for
employment in the field of environmental
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restoration and waste management in DoD.
Program details are being developed.
Grants to colleges for training in environmental
restoration
The FY93 legislation authorizes DoD to es-
tablish a program to assist institutions of
higher education to provide education and
training in environmental restoration and
hazardous waste management technigues ap-
plicable to DoD and Doe facilities. Program
details are being developed.
Job training and employment services

This initiative will establish a $75 million
program to provide job training to separat-
ing military personnel, DoD civilians, and
private sector defense workers. The program
will be carried out by the Department of
Labor.

Job bank program

DoD will expand access to the Interstate
Job Bank, a Department of Labor-adminis-
tered list of job openings. In addition, DoD
will improve integration of existing
databases of jobs and resumes to improve job
search services for separating military and
civilian personnel.

Military personnel occupational conversion and
training

This $756 million program will provide em-
ployer-sponsored, DoD-approved job training
for veterans. Employers who participate in
the program would agree to hire individuals
following on-the-job training. DoD will work
closely with the Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Labor in implementing this ini-
tiative.

tance
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vide funds to pay for a variety of services in
communities experiencing economic disloca-
tion. EDA grants and revolving loan funds
can be used to support business development,
technical assistance public works, or almost
any other activity that addresses economic
adjustment problems that have been identi-
fied in each community's economic adjust-
ment plan. DoD will execute a memorandum
of agreement with EDA to transfer the $80
million. EDA will speed up the application
process and provide priority attention to ap-
plications for these funds, and to reduce
sharply its processing time for such applica-
tions.

Retired military and reserve support of

community and educational programs

The Department of Defense will expand its

support of a variety of programs that allow
retiring and reserve personnel to address
unmet needs in the nation's schools and
communities. In particular, programs that
foster youth development—such as the Na-
tional Guard Civilian Youth Opportunity
Pilot Programs and Junior ROTC Career
Academies For At-Risk Youth—can put to
good use the mentoring skills of retiring de-
fense personnel.

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT TECHNOLOGY

PROGRAMS
Dual-use critical technology partnerships
This program will support partnerships

aimed at developing technologies that have
both military and commercial applications.
Industry will take the lead in submitting
proposals, and may include federal labora-
tories, universities, and other entities.

Transition assistance/relocation a
program

Each of the armed services offer transition

assistance programs for their separating per-

sonnel. These programs provide services such

as pre-separation counseling, employment

assistance, and a variety of other services
and benefits.

COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

Office of economic adjustment

DoD will increase substantially the activi-
ties of its Office of Economic Adjustment
(OEA). OEA is responsible for leading DoD's
efforts to work with communities severely
affected by reductions in defense spending.
In particular, OEA will assist each commu-
nity affected by a base closing develop a plan
for economic conversion and revitalization.
OEA works closely with other federal, state,
and local government organizations to bring
the full range of assistance programs to bear
on affected communities. OEA grants will
help communities develop adjustment plans
and states develop assistance and diversifica-
tion programs.

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard economic
conversion

The 1993 Appropriations Act stated that $50
million may be available for conversion
projects in Philadelphia. DoD is ready to
work with Philadelphia to develop effective
defense conversion programs using these
funds. If the entire sum is not required for
these programs, DoD proposes to use the re-
maining funds to run defense transition dem-
onstration projects.

Community diversification

DoD will dedicate $80 million to pay for ad-
justment programs for defense-dependent
communities to be carried out by the Eco-
nomic Development Administration (EDA) of
the Department of Commerce. The charter
for EDA’s Title IX program allows it to pro-

Ci cial-military integration partnerships

This program will support partnerships
aimed at developing and maturing dual-use
technologies with clear commercial viabil-
ity. Industry again takes the lead in submit-
ting proposals, with other research institu-
tions involved as industry deems appro-
priate.

Agile manufacturing/enterprise integration

program

This program is designed to capitalize on
the emerging shift from mass production to
flexible or ‘‘agile’” manufacturing. Agile
manufacturing allows independently-owned
companies to form instantaneous partner-
ships with firms that have complementary
capabilities in order to exploit market op-
portunities. These partnerships—called ‘‘vir-
tual enterprises’ or ‘‘virtual corporations™—
will leverage our nation’s strengths in infor-
mation technology. Agile manufacturing ca-
pabilities are required in both the commer-
cial and military sectors and are key to re-
constituting military capabilities in any fu-
ture national emergency. Industry will take
the lead in submitting proposals in partner-
ship with universities and other appropriate
institutions.

Advanced materials synthesis and processing
partnerships

This program will support partnerships
aimed at improving industry's ability to
take new materials from the laboratory to
commercial production. Industry takes the
lead in submitting proposals with other in-
stitutions involved as appropriate.

Advanced manufacturing technology
partnerships

This program will fund partnerships aimed
at developing new manufacturing tech-
nologies with dual-use applications with par-
ticular emphasis on significantly reducing
health, safety, and environmental hazards
associated with existing manufacturing
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processes. Industry will take the lead in sub-
mitting proposals with other institutions in-
volved as appropriate.

Manufacturing engineering education grant

program

This program will support manufacturing
engineering education programs at colleges,
universities and other institutions of higher
education, on a matching basis. Educational
institutions will submit proposals in part-
nership with industry and other institutions
as appropriate.

Manufacturing experts in the classroom
program

This program will support teaching, cur-
riculum development and other activities of
manufacturing experts with practical experi-
ence at institutions of higher education.
Educational institutions will submit propos-
als in partnership with industry or labor or-
ganizations and other institutions as appro-
priate.

U.S.-Japan management training program

This program provides training for US sci-
entists, engineers, and managers in Japanese
technology management, language, and cul-
ture, and provides research opportunities in
Japan to: 1) increase understanding of Japa-
nese industry and technology management
methods, 2) provide US scientists, engineers,
managers, and students an understanding of
Japanese business and social culture, and 3)
provide opportunities for direct involvement
in research, engineering and management
activities.

Manufacturing/Technology extension programs

Manufacturing Extension Program: this
program will assist small manufacturing
(with up to 500 employees) in upgrading their
capabilities to serve commercial and defense
needs. Modelled after the agricultural exten-
sion program, this program will fund on a
matching basic the efforts of state and local
governments to deliver services to small
manufacturers. State and local governments
will submit proposals under this program in
partnership with other institutions as appro-
priate.

Dual-Use Extension Assistance Program:
this program will assist businesses economi-
cally dependent on Department of Defense
expenditures to acquire dual-use capabilities
through a variety of mechanisms. The pro-
gram will involve state and local govern-
ments, the private sector, nonprofit organi-
zations and other federal agencies.

Electronics and materials initiatives

These initiatives support industry research
to develop dual-use technologies in: higher
definition systems. optoelectronics, metal
matrix and ceramics, multichip modules,
multichip integration, advanced lithog-
raphy, diamond substrates, multichip mod-
ules’high temperature superconductivity,
battery technology, and composite materials
manufacturing.

For information on the above programs,
call 1-800-DUAL-USE.

NEW CIVILIAN TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS

R&D partnerships between industry and
the National Labs: This initiative provides
$235 million in FY9 to encourage partner-
ships between industry and the Department
of Energy’s defense and civilian labs. These
labs are home to more than 59,000 scientists,
engineers and technicians who perform over
$6.6 billion worth of R&D each year. With the
end of the Cold War, the mission of the Na-
tional Labs should expand to include
partnering with industry in areas such as re-
newable energy, microelectronics and
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photonics, environmentally-conscious manu-
facturing, and high-performance computing.
Using Cooperative Research and Develop-
ment Agreements (CRADASs) and other mech-
anisms, the labs can increase the share of
their resources devoted to industry-driven,
cost-shared partnerships.

Advanced Technology Programs: The Com-
merce Department’s Advanced Technology
Program, managed by the National Institute
of Standards and Technology, provides
matching grants for industry-led R&D
projects, which are proposed by single com-
panies or joint ventures, The Advanced Tech-
nology Program has provided funding for
projects in machine tools, advanced auto-
motive manufacturing, recycling of plastics,
and flat panel display manufacturing. ATP
can help defense contractors make the tran-
sition to the civilian sector. One defense con-
tractor commented that “I've got a better
perspective of the way commercial busi-
nesses operate than I did prior to our col-
laboration with . . . [joint ventures partners]

. . on the ATP."

Information Superhighways: Although the
private sector will take the lead in deploying
an advanced communications network, gov-
ernment can act as a catalyst by helping
non-profit institutions such as schools link
up to national networks. With the right in-
vestments, students will be able to tap into
on-line electronic libraries, conduct sci-
entific experiments using equipment any-
where in the country, and collaborate with
other students on a wide variety of learning
projects. In FY93, the National Tele-
communications and Information Adminis-
tration will have $64 million to promote
networking pilot projects.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
yield the floor. I know there are other
Senators, the Senator from Maryland
being one, who would like to speak and
address the same subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR-
GAN). The Senator from New Mexico
has control of the time.

Mr. SARBANES. Who has the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Who controls the time?
Is it myself and the Senator from New
Mexico?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is controlled by the proponent of the
amendment, Senator BINGAMAN, and he
has 52 minutes remaining. The time in
opposition, the Chair advises the Sen-
ator, is controlled by the minority.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me time?

Mr. BINGAMAN. I am glad to yield
the Senator from Maryland whatever
time he consumes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] is
recognized.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. President, I just rise briefly, pri-
marily to express my appreciation to
the very able Senator from New Mexico
for the lead he has taken on two issues.
I want to link them together.

One is a very strong lead on the ques-
tion of advanced technology, anticipat-
ing the economy of the future and fo-
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cusing on developing high-skill, high-
wage jobs in this country which I think
is the route America must go. The very
able Senator in a series of hearings
which he has chaired in the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee has focused atten-
tion on the high-technology field, on
science, on research and development,
and on all of the factors that together
offer the opportunity for America to
have a 21lst-century economy.

This is particularly important be-
cause there is increasing concern in
this country that we may be going
down the low-wage, low-skill path as
we address international competition.
Of course, if we do that, that is a loser
in the short term and in the long term.

We are never going to underbid what
can be done by a lot of very low-wage
countries around the world. That is not
the path that our major industrial
competitors are following in Europe or
on the Pacific rim.

These countries are focusing on ad-
vanced technology, on research and de-
velopment, on the new scientific break-
throughs, on developing the human tal-
ents through education and training of
their people to the highest level.

The distinguished Senator from New
Mexico has consistently drawn atten-
tion to that. He has been very much in-
volved in the various efforts to develop
a competitiveness strategy for the
United States so that we are effective
in the international arena.

We increasingly are being drawn into
a global economy and, of course, if that
is going to be the case, we have to pay
attention to how we are going to be ef-
fective competitors in that global
economy. The Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. BINGAMAN] has certainly fo-
cused on that.

That is related, of course, to a de-
fense conversion strategy. The Presi-
dent came to Maryland to the Westing-
house Corp. to lay out a play for de-
fense conversion. Clearly in the defense
field we have enormously talented peo-
ple, very highly skilled, highly trained
people, who for years and years now
have been making a major contribution
to this Nation’s security through their
work in defense industries. Of course,
we also have highly trained and com-
petent people within the defense serv-
ices themselves.

Now, we can draw down the defense
establishment that is necessary for our
security in the light of changing and
the light of the developments around
the world, which have altered signifi-
cantly the threats we are facing. That
is not to say we do not continue to face
threats, but they certainly are dif-
ferent in degree and quality from what
we have experienced throughout the
post-World War II period, throughout
the time of the cold war where you had
two major nuclear superpowers, in con-
fronting one another with all of the re-
percussions that flowed from that kind
of bipolar division in the world commu-
nity.
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That is no longer the case or at least
has been significantly diminished. We
have to rethink the resources we com-
mit into the Defense Establishment,
both military and civilian. But if you
are going to do that, clearly you must
couple it with a rational and effective
conversion strategy. That is what the
President is trying to do and that, in
fact, is what the Senator from New
Mexico has focused on now for a sus-
tained period of time as you try to de-
velop a strategy whereby you succeed
in shifting your resources into these
high technology sectors which rep-
resent the future for the economy of
the country.

If we can accomplish that, and there
is no reason to think that we cannot,
then we are able, in effect, to offer op-
portunities for some very highly
trained and capable people to continue
to make a significant contribution
moving though from the strictly de-
fense sector into the civilian sector, at
least into a dual-use sector which is
something the President emphasized in
his talk at Westinghouse.

We are familiar with the work of
DARPA, which has been primarily in
the defense sector. Because some peo-
ple are concerned that the Government
will get too heavily involved, there is
no reason why that need be the case.
With some prudence and care, we can
provide some support for the shifting
into the civilian technologies which
represent the hope for the future.

So, I simply rise to express my appre-
ciation to the Senator for the lead he
has taken on this issue ever since he
has come to the Senate. Sometimes it
is not the most glamorous of work in
terms of attracting a lot of attention,
but I can assure you in terms of the fu-
ture of the economy of this country it
is fundamental and essential. The hear-
ings which he has held and the legisla-
tion which he has sponsored and intro-
duced, which incidentally has com-
manded very broad bipartisan support
in this Chamber, are extremely impor-
tant to the economic future of the
country.

I thank the Senator for yielding me
time. Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland yields the floor.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN].

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me just thank the Senator from Mary-
land for his kind words and strong
leadership on this set of issues and par-
ticularly in the work he has done
through the Joint Economic Commit-
tee, as chairman in the last Congress,
and his continued leadership there.

I do believe that through that com-
mittee we have been able, through a
variety of hearings that he has chaired,
to highlight some of the threats to
high technology industries, the airline
industries, and other industries that
have traditionally been a mainstay of
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high-wage jobs in our economy and in
putting that in the context of our
international trade relations and the
need to invest in workers, in tech-
nology development, and application.

I commend the Senator from Mary-
land for all the good work he has per-
formed.

I agree with him that this defense
conversion reinvestment program that
President Clinton has put out here fol-
lows on very naturally from the initia-
tives we have taken in the Congress,
and it is a central part of a rational
technology policy for this country
which I think will serve us very well in
the next century.

So, I again thank the Senator from
Maryland very much.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to

the Senator from California [Mrs.
BOXER].
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
California [Mrs. BOXER] for 10 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair and I
thank my colleague from New Mexico
for yielding me this time.

I, too, want to add my words of praise
that the Senator from Maryland had
for the Senator from New Mexico be-
cause of leadership on this issue. I
think that his amendment is very wise.

What we are doing is simply saying
that we support President Clinton’s
initiative on conversion and reinvest-
ment. President Clinton's initiative
will help our defense workers, compa-
nies, and their communities by ensur-
ing that they have the skills, the train-
ing, and the support they need to com-
pete and prosper in a post-cold-war
economy.

But, more than that, Mr. President, I
think that this initiative is broader in
its scope, because we have an oppor-
tunity as a nation to move from a mili-
tary-based economy to a civilian-based
economy and with it to create even
more jobs to stimulate our economy in
the longrun.

We have always, in this country,
picked winners and losers, although
there are those who say we never have
and we never should.

During the cold war, this Govern-
ment invested trillions into a military
buildup and, by the very nature of
making those investments, picked win-
ners. And the winners were those in the
military industrial complex and all the
people who worked with them, and
they were extremely successful.

Mr. President, we cannot just walk
away, turn away on a dime, without
having any plan or economic strategy
for this transition.

There are many of us, including the
Senator from New Mexico, who offered
this amendment, and many of us in the
House of Representatives over the past
10 years, that saw this day approach-
ing, that saw it as an opportunity, that
went on defense conversion bills which
would have made sure that we were
ready for this day.
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As recently as a few years ago, the
Congress, as a whole, tried to get out
in front of this issue. We tried to get
out in front of this issue by appropriat-
ing $200 million 3 years ago to begin to
move toward this transition, to begin
to give the communities the funding
they needed to absorb the hits of these
base closures and to avoid the hits of
these terminated contracts.

But, unfortunately, the previous ad-
ministrations, Mr. President, did not
even spend the money. They signed the
bills, Mr. President—the last one was
$1.5 billion—to ease the pain and begin
this transition. Not a dime was spent.

But when our new President took of-
fice and learned that these moneys
were in fact appropriated and not
spent, he flew out to California and he
gave the people out there their first bit
of hope, which is that he has a vision
and he has a plan for doing these tech-
nologies, and he has a vision and he has
a plan to invest in these technologies,
not to throw away the military indus-
trial complex but to make sure we can
retain it.

I have a very simple theory. If you
can build a bomber, you can build a
bus. And do you know, Mr. President,
that not one company in this great
country of the United States of Amer-
ica can build a bus from start to finish?
And do you know that last year the
Senate and the House—and it was
signed by the President—voted to
spend many billions of dollars on mass
transit in this country, a very needed
and essential program if we are to com-
pete in the global economy?

Where are these contracts going to
go? I would like them to go to Amer-
ican companies. And this is the initia-
tive our President is taking, to make
sure that we have American companies
and American workers that know these
new technologies.

Mr. President, we are going to have
to spend hundreds of billions of dollars
cleaning up the environmental mess
that we face—military bases that can-
not be reused because they are too
dirty and too hazardous. And yet none
of the American companies are coming
up with these new technologies. They
are beginning, and I think the future
looks bright.

The Senator from New Mexico and I
both have nuclear weapons labs in our
particular States. We have testimony
from the employees at those labs, Mr.
President, that, with the same kind of
modeling that they use to replicate nu-
clear explosions, they can use that
same kind of modeling to figure out
ways to clean up this environment and
keep these scientists employed. That is
what this amendment is all about. It is
underscoring this initiative taken by
our President.

So, Mr. President, Congress tried to
get out in front of this a long time ago.
And now the day is upon us. More bases
are closing. And we will fight to see
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that those are fair, that that list is
fair.

But whether we add back bases or
eliminate a few more, we see the writ-
ing on the wall, Mr. President. We need
to be prepared for this transition or we
are never going to win this new war we
are in. We won the cold war. We must
now win the economic war, or at least
be able to compete in it. And that is
why the President's initiative is so cru-
cial.

In conclusion, let me say to my col-
leagues that my State is suffering. It is
suffering for a lot of reasons. Construc-
tion is down, the aerospace industry is
down, the defense budget is going
down. It is suffering from the general
recession in real estate. We know that.

But I have great hope that our Presi-
dent, with the help of those of us in the
Senate and the House who see this pic-
ture clearly, can move this economy in
a very exciting direction, can make
sure that our communities have the
help they need as they get hit hard
with the impacts of base closures and
canceled contracts, so they can make
the transition.

And as we invest in the workers and
as we invest in high technologies and
we bring these companies along, we are
going to have a new day in America
and in California. We are going to edu-
cate our workers and reeducate them.
We are going to make sure that our
work force is ready.

California enthusiastically embraces
President Clinton's call for change and
enthusiastically embraces his eco-
nomic plan.

Mr. President, in conclusion let me
say to my colleague, the Senator from
New Mexico, that his amendment
today is a very important one because,
without a transition plan, as we move
toward this civilian-based economy, we
will not be prepared for the global mar-
ketplace of the future.

I hope the Senate will pass the
amendment unanimously.

I yield back my time to the Senator
from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California yields back her
time.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let:
me thank the Senator from California
for her strong support for this amend-
ment and for all of these initiatives
that affect the defense sector and our
high-technology sectors generally.

She is a relatively new Member of
this body and has established herself
very quickly as a strong advocate for
defense conversion, defense reinvest-
ment, and industrial modernization
programs. Those were priorities of hers
in her service in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and I know that they re-
main that.

I very much appreciate her strong
support and kind words for this amend-
ment.
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Let me now yield 15 minutes to the
Senator from Arkansas. Let me state
initially that he was the head of our
task force on defense conversion. He
was the leader in putting together the
passage of initiatives that we were able
to legislate last year and the President
is building on in the defense reinvest-
ment and conversion program that he
announced this month.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume of the portion of the time al-
located to this side of the aisle on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

The Chair would advise that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 33 minutes
remaining and the Senator from Iowa
has 60 minutes remaining.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not think it is
our intention on this side of the aisle
to use all that time.

Mr. President, when it comes to de-
fense, some things change and some
things do not.

What has changed is the threat to the
country. The Department of Defense
budget is changing, and the movement
to conversion is evidence of such
change. But what is not changing is the
Pentagon's ability to squirrel away
funds and also its ability to use ac-
counting that is unique and different
and very creative.

In regard to how the Department of
Defense does business and the money
that is available to conversion as a re-
sult of spending less money on military
personnel and on weapons systems, I
think we have to consider how does the
Defense Department spend our money.
And are we, as a Senate, on top of their
creative accounting?

I rise, hence, to talk about the De-
fense business operations fund. It is
known as DBOF. It is within the De-
partment of Defense budget.

DBOF is a bookkeeping scheme de-
vised by clever Pentagon bureaucrats
to generate excess cash. DBOF is a ma-
chine that generates cash—a cash gen-
erator. And a cash generator in the
hands of clever Pentagon bureaucrats
is something that Congress should be
concerned about.

Mr. President, I raise the DBOF issue
at this juncture, because DBOF figures
prominently in the budget justification
material supplied by DOD to date.

The justification material for the
$264 billion DOD request consists of
just two sheets of paper.

Mr. President, one of the documents
is entitled the ‘‘National Defense (050)
Budget Track.” This document was
presented to the committee by defense
officials in February. This document
includes an item of interest to me
under the heading ‘‘Adjustments to the
Bush Baseline.” That item is DBOF/Re-
scissions.
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There is no budget authority associ-
ated with DBOF/Rescissions, but it
shows here, out of a clear blue sky,
$24.3 billion in outlays for fiscal years
1993-98.

Now, I am told that this is a tech-
nical adjustment to offset DBOF sav-
ings projected by DOD bureaucrats ear-
lier this year. The savings in question
are to be used to cover funding short-
falls outside of DBOF—in the O&M ac-
count and elsewhere. In the past, as I
understand it, such transfers were off-
budget and were not scored as outlays.

Mr. President, in my opinion, DBOF
has never generated any verifiable sav-
ings. DBOF generates excess cash by
jacking up the prices of items sold to
the military services. In practice,
DBOF leads to higher costs, not sav-
ings.

Mr. President, I think the technical
adjustment, as reflected in the Clinton
administration's document, is appro-
priate, but DBOF needs constant scru-
tiny.

In fiscal year 1993, about $80 billion
was pumped intoe DBOF. DBOF pur-
chases supplies for the military serv-
ices—from toilet paper to spare parts.
DBOF fixes the prices of items sold, de-
pending on how much excess cash is
needed.

The cash generated by DBOF trans-
actions is merged in one big pot of
money where funds lose their fiscal
vear and appropriations account iden-
tity. With monthly cash balances of $5
to $6 billion last year, the potential for
abuse is great.

I remain concerned about the real
purpose of DBOF. As the remaining M
accounts are closed out over the next 7
months—and, remember we legislated
doing away with these $50 to $60 billion
slush accounts called M accounts. We
did that in 1991, I believe. As the M ac-
counts are closed over the mnext T
months, DBOF could easily become a
new slush fund—a new source of unre-
stricted money to finance unauthorized
projects beyond the purview of Con-
gress.

Last year, for example, an attempt
was made to use $1.9 billion in excess
DBOF cash to purchase two DDG-51 de-
stroyers off budget, so the money set
aside in the budget for the DDG-51's
could be used to buy other ships that
were neither requested nor authorized.

I have obtained a very interesting in-
ternal DOD document on DBOF. The
document was prepared by the Office of
Financial Management and Comptrol-
ler at MacDill Air Force Base, FL. It is
dated May 4, 1992. It contains a very
candid assessment of DBOF by the as-
sistant comptroller there, Maj. Joe
Lokey.

I would like to quote from this docu-
ment:

There are fewer than a handful of people
who even understand the complex and con-
voluted way DOD washes money into and out
of DBOF funds. They are, however, useful in
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subverting the intent of Congress who will
no longer appropriate for specific purposes
but simply ensure that the DOD Kmart is
adequately capitalized. DBOF serves no
value added purpose to warfighting capabili-
ties as it simply moves money on paper from
our right pocket to our left pocket. These
funds are always out of balance and con-
stantly need an infusion of cash because they
don't, and never will, pay for themselves.
DOD wants DBOF so that inept and ineffi-
cient operations can be covered by
profitmakers—*‘overchargers''—and thus bal-
ance themselves out of view of scrutiny.

Mr. President, Major Lockey's as-
sessment confirms my worst suspicions
about DBOF'.

Here again, for purposes of emphasis,
I want to remind you I just quoted
from a document, a memorandum by
an assistant comptroller at MacDill
Air Force Base, a major there.

And he says that DBOF is a con-
voluted way that the Department of
Defense washes money into and out of
DBOF funds. He very candidly says
that this is a useful way of subverting
the intent of Congress, who will no
longer appropriate for specific pur-
poses.

So you have the Pentagon not satis-
fied with the way the Congress is ap-
propriating money, not authorizing the
things that they want, and they have a
fund by which they can get the money
to do things that are not authorized by
the Congress. He refers to it as the De-
partment of Defense Kmart, and they
are going to see that this is adequately
capitalized.

He says that the Department needs a
constant infusion of cash because they
do not and never will pay for them-
selves. I think this is a sad state of af-
fairs, and we cannot allow it to con-
tinue.

Our chairman, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee, will remember
that I raised questions about DBOF
during the markup earlier this month.
At that time, the Senator from Ten-
nessee agreed and did include language
in the committee's report that ad-
dressed my concerns about DBOF. That
language, to which I want to focus my
colleagues’ attention, is on page 11 of
Report No. 103-19.

My greatest concern is the disposi-
tion of the excess cash generated by
DBOF. DOD was supposed to develop a
policy governing the managing of
DBOF's cash accounts by November 22,
1992. So far, the Department of Defense
has failed to do that. With monthly
cash balances totaling billions of dol-
lars, the potential for abuse exists.

For these reasons, the committee has
directed the General Accounting Office
to conduct a thorough audit of the
DBOF cash accounts. We want to know
how much excess cash has been gen-
erated since DBOF was established in
1991, how much cash has been used to
operate the fund, and how much has
been diverted outside the fund for
other purposes.
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Mr. President, if the General Ac-
counting Office finds abuses in the use
of DBOF cash, I hope that we will move
to kill the program. Under current law,
DBOF is scheduled to go out of exist-
ence by April 15, 1994, unless it is able
to justify itself to Congress before
then. That date could be easily ad-
vanced 6 months to October 15, 1993, for
example, if we do not find this fund
being used in a fiscally responsible
way.

The bottom line is, we talk about de-
fense conversion in this amendment. I
do not find fault with the idea of de-
fense conversion. I am not even going
to find fault with the amendment of
the Senator for New Mexico. I think we
all supported some defense conversion,
not as much as asked for by the Presi-
dent and inferred in Senator BINGA-
MAN'S amendment. The amount of
money, I suppose, can be legitimately
debated. He is asking for full funding of
it. I think we all know that there has
to be some plan for helping people to be
qualified for other jobs. I suppose the
justification is going to be that we are
spending less on defense and some of
this money ought to be used for defense
conversion. Again, I do not think that
there is any particular argument with
that point because, in the fiscal year
1993 budget, there are some several
hundred million dollars for that pur-

pose.

As is evidenced from the Department
of Defense use of DBOF and the cava-
lier approach to it being a slush fund,
reminiscent of the days of M accounts
that added up to $50 billion to $60 bil-
lion of slush fund money for the bu-
reaucrats to play around with, we obvi-
ously have to be very careful how these
new funds are being used, and in being
careful, we might find that there is
adequate funding or adequate money to
be saved through the wise expenditure
and handling of those funds, not only
to do everything that the Senator from
New Mexico wants to do, but, as a bot-
tom line, have a lot of money left over
to reduce our deficit.

When people at the grassroots hear
us talking about spending less on de-
fense, I think, as a practical matter,
they are thinking in terms of our re-
ducing the deficit by spending less on
defense. They say to us that genera-
tions unborn have paid for the buildup
of defense during the 1980's. You are
talking to one Republican who would
agree with you that a lot of that
money was irresponsibly spent. But we
still had, as irresponsible as it might
have been spent, generations unborn
paying for the buildup of defense in the
eighties so that finally the victory in
ending the cold war could be accom-
plished.

Now it seems to me that when we are
at a point of building down and saving
money because we are spending less on
defense, those generations unborn who
have to pay for the 1980 buildup in de-
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fense ought to have the right to de-
mand of us today that we actually re-
duce the deficit with less expenditures
on defense.

I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, having
served last year as a member of the
Senate Democratic Defense/Economic
Transition Task Force which was led
by my extremely able colleague, Sen-
ator PRYOR, I am pleased to cosponsor
this amendment introduced by my col-
league from New Mexico, Mr. BINGA-
MAN. This amendment would ensure fis-
cal year 1998 funding levels for defense
conversion programs consistent with
the levels requested by President Clin-
ton in his investment program.

I was pleased to be with the Presi-
dent 12 days ago at the Westinghouse
electric plant in Baltimore when he un-
veiled his program and announced his
decision to immediately make avail-
able $1.8 billion for defense conversion,
the bulk of which was appropriated last
vear by Congress. This was certainly a
welcome sign to many communities
across our country which, like my
State of Rhode Island, have been im-
pacted with massive layoffs in the de-
fense-based industries.

I have been arguing for nearly 10
years that the Federal Government
should take a far more vigorous role in
promoting diversification—or defense
conversion—and adjustment to de-
creased expenditure for defense and
have repeatedly introduced legislation
to that effect.

It is critical that we support the
President’s defense conversion initia-
tive. The President’'s initiative will
help defense contractors to find a new
future for themselves and their em-
ployees through dual-use technology
and conversion opportunities in new ci-
vilian technology. Moreover, it will
continue to help dislocated workers
through worker retraining and adjust-
ment and also assist impacted commu-
nities make the adjustment to the
post-cold-war economy.

Mr. President, I strongly believe that
it is precisely this sort of action that
many communities across our country
desperately need, and I urge my col-
leagues’ support.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to enthusiastically support the
amendment offered by Senator BINGA-
MAN on the issue of defense conversion.
This amendment expresses the sense of
the Senate that the President’s plan
for defense conversion be fully funded
by fiscal year 1997. I was particularly
pleased to work with Senator BINGA-
MAN, Senator PRYOR, and others on the
Defense Conversion Task Force last
year and I look forward to continuing
work on the task force in the month's
ahead.

Mr. President, the issue of defense
conversion has been a priority of mine
since I came to the Senate in 1988. Be-
tween then and now we have witnessed
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the destruction of the Berlin Wall; the
collapse of communism in Eastern Eu-
rope; the reunification of East and
West Germany; and the disintegration
of communism in the former Soviet
Union. Despite these historic changes,
the Persian Gulf war and the current
conflict in Bosnia make it clear that
the world is still a dangerous, unset-
tled place, but it is also clear that the
defense budget is coming down.

Mr. President, this amendment says
that just as it was in our national in-
terest to spend billions of dollars on de-
fense over the last decade, it is now
very much in our national interest to
provide for an orderly transition and to
enact diversification programs concur-
rent with reductions in defense spend-
ing.

As we consider this amendment, it is
critical for us to remember that unlike
most other conflicts the cold war was
not fought on the battlefields, on the
oceans, or in the skies, This was a war
of wills and minds. Our strategy rested
on the premise that the United States
must have a technological edge in
order to offset either the numerical ad-
vantage or unpredictable nature of our
adversaries. As such, an important part
of the war was fought in factories and
laboratories throughout the country,
and the soldiers included not only the
armed services, but some of America's
finest engineers, and scientists, and
skilled workers.

Mr. President, the United States no
longer needs to place the containment
of communism as our top spending pri-
ority. We have the opportunity to re-
evaluate our national defense needs
and reorder our national spending pri-
orities.

While this opportunity is refreshing
and is long overdue, we cannot forget
that the actions we take to reduce de-
fense spending will have broad and di-
rect ramifications on our economy, on
our industrial base, and on our ability
to compete in the world marketplace.
This is not to mention the workers and
communities who, for reasons of na-
tional security, have become economi-
cally dependent on defense programs.

The fact is that for the past 45 years
we have made an enormous investment
in our defense infrastructure, in terms
of both industrial capability and
human resources. In the past we have
evaluated levels of defense spending on
either national security or budgetary
grounds. It is clear, however, that since
defense industries now represent a
major part of our industrial, techno-
logical, and manufacturing base, it will
be essential to make these decisions on
economic grounds as well.

While Japan and Germany have been
pouring capital into their civilian in-
dustrial base, we have been pouring it
into our defense base. Currently 31 key
U.S. industries produce 15 percent or
more of their output for defense-relat-
ed purposes, representing a big piece of
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what's left of our overall industrial and
manufacturing base.

It is also important to recognize that
it is clearly in our national economic
interest to retain and reuse one of the
finest trained and highly skilled work
forces in the world—our defense work-
ers—highly qualified and motivated—
stars of the American work force. They
can and should play an important role
in the peaceful economic challenges
that lay ahead.

Mr. President, I know of the need to
assist in the transition of defense
workers and industries from firsthand
experience. Throughout the cold war,
as it was in the Revolutionary War and
in other conflicts involving our Nation,
Connecticut has been an arsenal of de-
mocracy. Thousands of my constitu-
ents have been working in round-the-
clock shifts to produce submarines,
tanks, helicopters, and military air-
craft engines—all the best in the world.

Now is the time for the Government,
business, communities, and workers to
pull together in order to provide for an
orderly, thoughtful, transition to the
economic challenges that lay ahead.
President Clinton’s plan for defense
conversion, transition and reinvest-
ment hits these challenges head on. It
represents a comprehensive and well-
balanced diversification initiative
which addresses industrial, business,
work force, and community issues.

In short, the President’s plan will re-
train defense workers for nondefense
jobs; help communities adjust to de-
fense cuts and base closures, and pro-
mote industrial diversification for the
global, commercial marketplace. The
plan sets the stage for a new, more rel-
evant defense policy which recognizes
the importance and necessity of dual-
use products and technologies; of com-
mercial/military integration; and of
commercializing a much larger portion
of defense related research and devel-
opment.

Perhaps most important, Mr. Presi-
dent, the President’s plan recognizes
that absent economic growth and job
creation, diversification is meaning-
less. Workers cannot be retrained for
jobs that do not exist and communities
cannot hold out hope for businesses
that will never come. This plan focuses
on making investments today—par-
ticularly in technology, manufactur-
ing, and human capital—which will pay
dividends in the future.

Mr. President, this country faces a
number of challenges as we move into
the post-cold-war era—a weakened
economy, a crippling budget deficit, a
chronic trade deficit, and an array of
domestic problems demanding our time
and attention. This, in combination
with the global crumbling of com-
munism, suggests that our defense
budget can be reduced. We can do this
one of two ways—either we can cut
programs, troops, and contracts with-
out regard for the consequences of our
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actions, or for a fraction of the cost, we
can protect our investment in both our
work force and our industrial base and
provide for an orderly, less painful,
transition to the hopefully more peace-
ful environment that lies ahead. I be-
lieve the President’s plan leads us
down the latter, wiser course.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of this amendment and
I ask unanimous consent that my name
be added in cosponsorship. This amend-
ment would amend the budget resolu-
tion to put the Senate on record in sup-
port of full funding for the President’s
defense conversion plan.

Today in communities all across the
country, defense cuts are taking a
heavy economic toll. This amendment
is a very simple statement to the work-
ing men and women whose skills and
ingenuities enabled us to win the cold
war. The message is that we won't for-
get you and all you have done for our
country.

Just 2 weeks ago, the President of-
fered a $20 billion, 5-year defense con-
version plan to help diversify defense
industries, retrain defense workers,
and stimulate economic activity in de-
fense-dependent communities. In fiscal
1993, the current year, that plan would
provide $375 million for job retraining,
$110 million for grants and revolving
loan programs for communities, and
over $500 million for the development
of new commercial technologies by de-
fense-dependent firms.

Mr. President, with almost every day
we come across another reason why we
must act now on defense conversion.
For Connecticut it was the news that
the Defense Department plans to sig-
nificantly reduce the operation of the
sub base at Groton. A report published
last Friday by the Connecticut Depart-
ment of Economic Development esti-
mates that such a move, if it is ap-
proved, would result in the loss of 2,700
jobs and cut nearly $40 million from
the gross State product over the next 7
years.

Later in the year we will have the op-
portunity to enact the President’s plan
and fill in all the necessary details. But
today we have the opportunity to ful-
fill a symbolic but no less important
task: to place the Senate on record in
support of full funding for this very im-
portant blueprint. I urge my colleagues
to support this very important amend-
ment.—

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, at
this point, I yield 15 minutes to the
Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, thank
you for recognizing me. I appreciate
very much my distinguished colleague
from New Mexico allowing me to speak
for a few moments.

Mr. President, I do not intend to use
the full 15 minutes. But I thought I
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would be remiss this morning not com-
ing to the floor of the Senate and mak-
ing a couple of comments about de-
fense conversion. I think what the Sen-
ator from New Mexico is doing is basi-
cally redefining defense conversion
into what he terms reinvestment—rein-
vestment in our country and certainly
reinvestment in our future.

Mr. President, I wish to say a word or
two about the fact that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN],
since his arrival in the Senate, has con-
stantly talked about what we are going
to need to do when the cold war is over.
He has constantly reminded colleagues
of his in the Senate, long before it was
popular or long before we thought it
was even possible, what we were going
to need to be doing in a post-cold-war
environment.

The Senator from New Mexico has
very wisely, I think, begun to put the
Senate on a course that we must follow
now and in the future and looking at
new strategies and new ways that we
can take the resources of our country,
resources of our people, and channel
those resources, Mr. President, into the
right avenues so that we can provide
jobs for our people and a higher quality
of life for all Americans.

The reinvestment that Senator JEFF
BINGAMAN, of New Mexico, talks about
he has constantly identified in the past
as growth technologies, those particu-
lar growth technologies that will afford
the greatest potential for the greatest
number of citizens throughout the en-
tirety of the United States of America.
He has truly been a leader in this field
and, of course, he has been an eloquent
spokesman and an advocate for rein-
vestment of defense dollars.

Mr. President, finally, related to Sen-
ator BINGAMAN, I think it was his op-
portunity—and I am glad that he had
this opportunity—of going with our
new President, just in the last several
days, to Baltimore to Westinghouse
and talking to the employees there and
listening to their concerns about what
is happening in this dramatic trans-
formation of the American workplace
with regard to our defense industries.

I can state for certain, Mr. President,
that in Mississippi County, AR, we are
going through the wrenching decisions
and the wrenching realities of having
just closed an enormous SAC base that
has been in that community now for al-
most 35 years. Today, that base is non-
existent. Eaker Air Force Base, which
served honorably and with distinction
this country and its defense purposes,
is now basically a hollow shell waiting
to find someone to occupy it or some
business to come forward and once
again bring forth its vitality but in an-
other mission.

Mr. President, all across America we
are facing those decisions now, and be-
cause of the Senator from New Mexico
and his leadership, we truly believe
with his ability to identify the prob-
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lems and also to join in working with
our new President in such a commit-
ment as this country has never seen be-
fore, we are truly going to accept the
challenge, and that challenge is going
to be met.

We also found that the Economic De-
velopment Administration, that agen-
cy of Government, small though it may
be in size, was the one agency of Gov-
ernment that was given the mission of
helping and assisting States and local
communities with particular projects
and concerns during a base closure pe-
riod or a situation or an environment
we would be ultimately creating. The
Economic Development Administra-
tion has been recommended to receive
zero dollars, and that indicated about
the degree of commitment the past ad-
ministration had in finding the nec-
essary reinvestment dollars and rein-
vestment commitment that Senator
BINGAMAN has so eloquently talked
about for a number of years on the
floor of the Senate.

We believe the President's commit-
ment and his vision for reinvestment in
this area of defense conversion is going
to be an unprecedented first step in
finding the ways to make a peacetime
economy a viable economy, a real
economy, and as Senator BINGAMAN has
done identifying those growth tech-
nologies, getting the greatest good for
the greatest number of Americans in
the workplace.

Mr. President, I would also like to
state that the 22-member task force
which was appointed by Senator
MITCHELL last year, upon meeting
some 2 or 3 months ago, ultimately
came forward with a proposal that was
endorsed by all 22 members on the
Democratic side of the aisle. We were
also joined at the time, let me state, by
former Senator Rudman of New Hamp-
shire, with a wvery good, constructive
report proposed by Senator Rudman
and his colleagues on the Republican
side of the aisle.

I think we are beginning to see a bi-
partisan approach to this reinvestment
concept, to conversion of the military
in a peacetime economy. I think we are
going to see some positive and con-
structive things come forward, and this
is one reason I am very proud that the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, Senator SASSER of Ten-
nessee, and also others on each side of
the aisle are supporting the Bingaman
amendment. I am proud to support the
Bingaman amendment today.

Before I sit down, Mr. President, let
me, if I could, say a word about the
Senator from Iowa, who has just con-
cluded his remarks. Frankly, I do not
know whether he is for or against the
Bingaman amendment. But I will say,
Mr. President, as a personal observa-
tion, the Senator from Iowa, Senator
GRASSLEY, has been in the vanguard.
He has been a pioneer in the last dec-
ade in pointing out some of the great
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concerns of defense spending that have
not been properly prioritized. I com-
pliment my friend from Iowa because
he has taken very brave, extremely
courageous stands in his very strong
and certain positions, I might add,
with regard to defense spending.

Mr. President, we think it is that
sort of bipartisanship that is going to
lead us into a new day of reinvestment
spending, rechanneling our energies
and calling forth our resources in the
area of reinvestment.

I know the Senator from Iowa has
had some concerns about sending these
dollars, at one point $6 billion, as the
President is now recommending, I be-
lieve, back over to the Defense Depart-
ment.

Mr. President, let me assure the Sen-
ator from Iowa that a lot of this money
is now going to be going to the Com-
merce Department and to the Depart-
ment of Labor, where it should be ex-
pended properly. I am hopeful that
proper monitoring of these expendi-
tures will be held and certainly will be
properly accounted for.

Mr. President, if I do have any re-
maining time, I yield back the remain-
der of my time and I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas yields back his
time.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas for his leadership. As I
stated earlier, he has been the catalyst
for a great deal of the activity that has
occurred in this area here in the Con-
gress, and I greatly appreciate his lead-
ership in the Senate.

Mr. President, I have been advised by
the Senator from Tennessee that the
manager of the bill has some conclud-
ing remarks he wants to make on this
amendment, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico yields the floor.
The Chair recognizes the Senator frcen
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI].

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, if we
were following the regular process of
using all time on the amendment, how
much time do we have on the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from New
Mexico that the Senator from New
Mexico controls 23 minutes, and the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-
MAN] controls 23 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. We clearly do not in-
tend to use our time, but I have stand-
ing behind me the senior Senator from
Alaska, who asked me if I could yield
him—2 minutes?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Two minutes, as if in
morning business, to be charged
against the amendment. Does anybody
object to that?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the Senator from Alaska is
recognized for 2 minutes.

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 628 are
located in today's RECORD under
‘“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’)

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I ask the dis-
tinguished chairman, did he have a
unanimous-consent request that he was
going to propound?

Mr. SASSER. Yes, I do. May I ask,
Mr. President, has all time expired on
the pending amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN] controls 23 ad-
ditional minutes; the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI] controls 21
additional minutes.

Mr., SASSER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
Bingaman amendment be laid aside;
that it be disposed of following the
Murkowski amendment No. 203; that
prior to the disposition of the Binga-
man amendment there be 10 minutes of
debate on the amendment equally di-
vided in the usual form; and that no
second-degree amendments be in order
to the Bingaman amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I as-
sume the Senator wants to reserve the
right to object.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object to inquires. Is
it the intention of the manager that we
ask for the yeas and nays on this
amendment before we conclude this?

Mr. SASSER. It is my intention to
ask for the yeas and nays. If the Sen-
ator will withhold for just a mo-
ment——

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
raise no objection.

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

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Bingaman
amendment.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI].

Mr. DOMENICI. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. Is it our under-
standing that when we have completed
debate on this amendment that Sen-
ator PRESSLER will go next?

Mr. SASSER. That is my understand-
ing. I think the unanimous consent or-
dered that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator that is cor-
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rect. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr.
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. President, while I compliment
my colleague, Senator BINGAMAN, for
his very conscious and serious effort in
the defense conversion field, hopefully
it will yield some good results as we at-
tempt to apply some resources to con-
verting to a nondefense America, and
hopefully to a State like ours. But I do
want to make sure that the record re-
flects that this is a nonbinding amend-
ment. In a sense the Chair has told me,
as I exchanged parliamentary inquiries
about amendments like this, that they
are in order only because they are the
equivalent of a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution.

What is happening on this round of
budget resolutions on the floor is
unique, in that instead of offering a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution some-
how or another the other side has come
up with the idea that if they do it in
the manner recommended in the Binga-
man amendment, which is to have a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution about
an assumption that is in the budget,
that we are voting in a more binding
way or that it is more significant.

I just, without in any way diminish-
ing my complimentary remarks re-
garding my colleague on defense con-
version, hope everybody understands
that first of all we do not have a budg-
et before us on defense. There may be
assumptions made. But we do not real-
ly know what the President is rec-
ommending.

Again, I say this is the first time this
has ever happened. So to assume de-
fense conversion will continue at the
recommended and assumed dollar num-
bers is a good statement, sort of saying
the Senate would very much like that
defense conversion by fully funded. And
even in that context, the Senator from
New Mexico finds no fault with it. I
just want to make it clear that is dif-
ferent than changing the budget reso-
lution. The budget resolution is not
being changed. It is not being altered.

There are thousands of assumptions
in this budget resolution. If one were
to now come up with an assumption on
every item, one knows that the appro-
priators are not going to do all of those
items. But you could still keep voting
for them on the basis that we assume
that set of assumptions.

Having said that, I hope as we move
through defense cutbacks we do justice
to defense conversion, and that we try
to find the best possible ways to do
this; that we spend some money on it.

My closing remarks, however, are
that the best way to effect defense con-
version; I think there is most general
approval of this and most economists
would concur: The best way to effect
defense conversion is to have a very
strong vibrant growing economy add-
ing thousands of jobs each month.

President, I
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That is the best way to effect conver-
sion, because those people in the indus-
try, defense industry, will find jobs.

Having said that, again I compliment
my colleague for offering the assump-
tion resolution here on the floor.

I yield back the remainder of my
time on the Bingaman amendment at
this point.

Mr. SASSER. Mr.
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I advise
the Senator that pursuant to the pre-
vious order, the amendment was laid
aside.

Mr. SASSER. Is there time remain-
ing on the Bingaman amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order provided for 10 minutes prior to
the recorded vote on the Bingaman
amendment.

Mr. SASSER. Other than that, all
time has elapsed or yielded back?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. My time came off
the resolution. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. PRES-
SLER].

President, par-

AMENDMENT NO, 210

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that no small business, family farm, or
family ranch have its taxes increased to
fulfill the requirements of this concurrent
resolution)

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
PRESSLER], for himself, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. COATS, and Mr. KEMPTHORNE, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 210.

At the end of the concurrent resolution
add the following new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX-
ATION OF SMALL BUSINESSES, FAM-
ILY FARMS, AND FAMILY RANCHES.

It is the sense of the Senate that no reve-
nue increase set forth in this concurrent res-
olution assume a tax rate on income gen-
erated by small businesses, family farms, or
family ranches (regardless of the manner by
which such businesses, farms, and ranches
are organized) above the highest corporate
tax rate.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, this
amendment concerns the taxation of
small business. Specifically my amend-
ment states that it is the policy of the
Senate that income from small busi-
nesses and family farms and ranches,
our Nation's most productive job cre-
ators, shall not be taxed at a rate high-
er than our country's large corpora-
tions.

As the ranking member of the Senate
Small Business Committee, I am deep-
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ly concerned about the effect of a sig-
nificant tax increase on America's
small businesses. Under the President’s
proposal, the top effective individual
income tax rate will be raised to 42.5
percent when the surtax and Medicare
tax are factored in, and the top cor-
porate income tax rate would increase
to 36 percent.

Eight out of ten small businesses pay
income taxes at the individual rather
than the corporate rate. This trans-
lates into 21 million small businesses
nationwide, and some 15,000 in my
home State of South Dakota.

Thus, raising taxes on individuals
means raising taxes on the vast major-
ity of small businesses. However, with
the proposal to raise the top individual
rate to a level higher than the top cor-
porate rate, not only will small busi-
ness see their income tax bill increase,
but some could end up paying propor-
tionately more in taxes than our Na-
tion's major corporations. Our main
street corner store could pay a higher
percentage of taxes than IBM or Gen-
eral Motors.

Some say, oh, no, this is supposed to
be a tax only on the very rich. A tax in-
crease only on the wealthy? Think
again. According to U.S. Treasury De-
partment figures, 67 percent of the rev-
enue paid by the top 2 percent of tax-
payers is paid by small businesses and
family farms, many of which file indi-
vidually as S corporations.

The chart behind me illustrates that
at the very least 28 percent, and esti-
mates are that the numbers are be-
tween 40 and 50 percent, of the people
that the administration has classified
as rich are actually small business men
and women. I point to this chart be-
hind me which represents small busi-
nesses paying taxes as rich individuals.
The reason for this is that most small
businesses file an individual tax return,
whether that small business is a pro-
prietorship, S corporation, or partner-
ship. Classifying them as rich is very
misleading.

These small businesses and farms are
paying the salaries of our families
across South Dakota and our country.

As you can see, unlike the so-called
rich, increasing the individual income
tax rate paid by small businesses hurts
not only the proprietors and owners—
but millions of people who work for
sole proprietors, partnerships of sub-
chapter S corporations.

Not only could small businesses end
up paying proportionately more in
taxes than big businesses, but by en-
acting such a proposal, the Govern-
ment would be taking money away
from small businesses that could be
used to expand and hire more employ-
ees.

Cash flow often is small businesses’
primary source of working capital, new
investment financing for growth—and
job creation. Since the after-tax profits
of a business are critical in supporting
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its ability to borrow—in other words,
its line of credit at its bank—increas-
ing taxes would have a disastrous im-
pact on economic growth. Increasing
the tax burden on small businesses is
counterproductive to our efforts here
to reduce the deficit and stimulate the
economy. Every extra dollar of income
small businesses hand over to the Gov-
ernment is a dollar less that can be re-
invested in the economy.

This is a critically important point.
It is important because small busi-
nesses are driving this economy. The
Small Business Administration 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 ac-
counted for 2 out of every 3 new jobs
from 1982 to 1990. The bottom line is
simple: Hamper small business develop-
ment and you hobble our country's
economy.

I would prefer very much that we cut
spending, rather than increase taxes,
to reduce our Federal deficit. However,
the writing is on the wall—we have an
administration and a majority in Con-
gress determined to raise taxes. If that
is their intent—let me point out that
raising taxes is not my intent—then
they need to do so fairly and respon-
sibly. That is what this amendment is
designed to do.

My amendment makes clear that the
revenue figures set forth in this budget
resolution do not assume that income
generated by small businesses and fam-
ily farms and ranches shall be taxed at
a rate higher than the highest cor-
porate tax rate. As I mentioned, if a
majority in Congress vote to raise
taxes, they should do so in a fair man-
ner. My amendment would help to en-
sure that happens.

Some may argue that this amend-
ment would make the Tax Code more
complex. I disagree. By making the
various changes to the Tax Code pro-
posed by the President and others, Con-
gress already is making the Tax Code
more complex. My amendment is based
on the proposition that if changes must
be made—if taxes must be raised—then,
at the very least, this process should be
done fairly.

Indeed, while my amendment may
add a level of complexity for individual
taxpayers who receive income from
both small business and from other
sources, it also removes one very sig-
nificant level of complexity. If the top
individual rate is set at a level higher
than the top corporate rate, many
small businesses organized as S cor-
porations, partnerships, or sole propri-
etorships will have to make difficult
decisions as to whether it would be
worth the time, trouble, and expense of
incorporating to take advantage of the
lower corporate tax rates.

It is perhaps inevitable that many
business decisions are made based on
the tax consequences of the decision
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rather than whether it would be good
or practical in business terms. How-
ever, we should avoid injecting the Tax
Code into the business decisionmaking
process whenever possible. That is
something else my amendment seeks
to do.

For the reasons I have just presented,
the proposed increase in income tax
rates is a shortsighted policy. However,
last week's vote on the energy tax
made clear that a majority in Congress
is intent on raising taxes. Yes, we in
the minority should continue the fight
to cut spending, rather than raise
taxes. But we also have to minimize
the damage higher taxes advocated by
Members on the other side of the aisle
could inflict. I encourage my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
amendment. If we are serious about
economic stimulus and deficit reduc-
tion, the Senate should be supporting
small businesses—the engine driving
our economy—rather than continuing
to increase their taxes, regulatory bur-
dens, and Federal paperwork require-
ments.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
study and support this amendment.

S0, Mr, President, in conclusion and
in summary, let me say that the pur-
pose of my amendment is to provide
that small businesses not be taxed at a
higher rate than corporations in this

country.

1 think it has been overlooked that
under the proposal from the adminis-
tration, small businesses would pay at
a higher rate. Many of these small
businesses are individual proprietor-
ships, some are partnerships, some are
farms, some are subchapter S organiza-
tions. They are those small businesses
that dot across America and make up
most of the employment and most of
the new jobs.

When we talk about a stimulus pack-
age, we should be talking about creat-
ing new jobs. Most new jobs in this
country are created in the small busi-
ness sector. As I pointed out, in the
corporate sector there has been a loss
of jobs.

Most of the innovation in this coun-
try is being done by small businesses
where good research is occurring. That
is the magic of the American system,
and all around the world people are
trying to imitate the American free en-
terprise system.

It seems we are beating up on the
very portion of our economy that is
creating the most jobs, creating the
most technology, creating the most re-
search. As the ranking member of the
Small Business Committee, I offer this
amendment to express the sense of the
Senate that we are opposed to taxing
America’s small businesses or family
farms at levels higher than corpora-
tions.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LIEBERMAN). The Senator from South
Dakota yields the floor.
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The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER].

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, this
amendment is not about small business
at all. What this amendment does I
think is lay bare the real agenda of
some of our friends on the other side of
the aisle, and that is protecting the
very rich. They have done that with
great devotion and dedication over the
past 12 years, and that dedication con-
tinues here today.

Most of us in this body are concerned
about the impact of any tax change,
particularly tax changes that affect
small business or family farms.

But that is not what this amendment
is about, Mr. President. The pro-
ponents of this amendment are trying
to equate tax increases for families at
the very top of the income scale, and I
am talking about the top one-half of 1
percent in this country with an attack
on small business. That is simply not
accurate.

If the limits in this sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution were adopted, we would
be creating a special class of taxpayers
whose income would be taxed dif-
ferently from every other group of tax-
payers. I think it is important that ev-
eryone knows just how we get into this
special class of taxpayers that this
amendment would set up.

The criteria is very simple. You have
to be have an income from a small
business or a farm or a ranch, and that
income has to be more than $250,000 a
year. That is right. If you have an in-
come of over $250,000 a year, a quarter
of a million dollars, then you have the
right to this special tax treatment at a
lower rate.

Now, my colleagues would have us
believe that in order to protect small
business we should vote for this amend-
ment. How can anyone stand here and
tell the American people that small
business owners who make more than a
quarter of a million a year should be
treated differently from other people
with the same income? Let us say you
own a metal fabrication shop and you
have an income of over a quarter of a
million dollars a year, and you have
another person who is a super salesman
and is a life insurance salesman, and he
or she makes over $250,000 a year sell-
ing life insurance. Why should that life
insurance salesman’s income be taxed
at a higher rate than the person who
owns the metal fabricating shop which
will be classified as a small business?

Just in case someone says, well, you
know $250,000 a year, a quarter of a
million a year, that is not too much
money; that seems too low. Let me
point out that this figure is taxable in-
come. This is income after all deduc-
tions and all exemptions have been re-
moved. Gross income for this new and,
according to the proponents of this
amendment, especially deserving type
of taxpayer. This new class of tax-
payer’'s gross income would be consid-
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erably higher than a quarter of a mil-

lion dollars a year, at least $135,000,

and certainly much more for some peo-
le.

. So, this amendment is not about

small business. It is about protecting

the rich.

Let us just look at the facts. I have
a chart here which indicates the effec-
tive tax rate of the top 1 percent of
taxpayers. Bear in mind, we are not
talking about the top 1 percent in this
amendment. We are talking about the
top one-half of 1 percent who are
wealthier than the top 1 percent. But
in 1979, the effective tax rate on the top
1 percent was 33.7 percent.

Then, during the Reagan years, that
was lowered to 27.9 percent. Their taxes
were lowered and they made out like
bandits during the past 12 years. All
the statistics show that their taxes
came down. Middle-income wage earn-
ers, their taxes stayed the same or
went up, when you included their So-
cial Security taxes.

Now, what the Clinton administra-
tion seeks to do is simply reestablish
some tax equity here. It raises the ef-
fective tax rate of the top 1 percent up
to 33.1 percent, still slightly below
where it was in 1979.

So this amendment simply creates a
special class of taxpayers in the very
top one-half of 1 percent and says:

We are not going to tax you as much if you
happen to run a business or you happen to
run a farm and you have a taxable income of
over a quarter of a million dollars a year, a
gross income of maybe $319,000 a year. You
are not going to get taxed as much as some
man or woman out here working on a daily
basis that does not happen to own a business
and makes that much money or makes the
same amount of money.

Now where is the equity there and
where is the fairness? It is just another
effort to carve out a special little niche
here—lower taxes for some of the
wealthiest among us who have en-
hanced their wealth over the past 12
years, while those in the middle class
were paying the bills.

I say to my colleagues: Where is the
fairness there? Where is the equity?

That is what this whole Clinton ap-
proach is about—restoring some fair-
ness and restoring some equity to the
Tax Code that has been lost over the
past 12 years. And that is what this
budget resolution would do, Mr. Presi-
dent.

So I want to say to my colleagues:
Do not be fooled by this assertion that
this is to protect small business. We all
want to protect small business. We
know that small business has been the
instrument of creating jobs in this
country.

And do not be fooled by saying this
protects the family farmer. We all
want to protect the family farmer. But
this amendment, Mr. President, as I
read it, simply creates another special
privileged class of taxpayers at the
very top, at the very top, in the top
one-half of 1 percent.
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That is not what this Clinton plan is
all about. It is not about protecting
privilege. What it is about is trying to
establish some fairness and some eq-
uity in this Tax Code.

The President of the United States,
appeared before a joint session of Con-
gress and spoke to the American peo-
ple. He told them the truth. He said,
“We are going to have to make a con-
tribution. There is going to have to be
some shared sacrifice to put our house
back in order here.”

And he said, “I am going to ask those
at the very top who have benefited the
most and disproportionately from the
tax policies of the past 12 years to
come once again and pay their fair
share,” as they did before that 1981
Kemp-Roth tax cut.

And that is what we have here. Sim-
ply an effort to get them to pay their
fair share again and still, still at that,
if we look at this chart, we see that
they are still not paying quite the rate
they were paying in 1979, before the gi-
gantic tax cuts that favored the
wealthiest among us went into effect in
1981.

There is nothing wrong with being
wealthy. I think most of us in this
country aspire to be wealthy. We do
not want to unduly penalize or tax
someone who is wealthy. All we are
saying here is just let us have some eq-
uity. Let us have some fairness. And
let us have those who have done the
best, particularly over the past 12
years, let us have them pay their fair
share like everybody else.

Our ox is in the ditch here. We have
seen the national indebtedness of the
United States of America spiral from
less than a trillion dollars, in effect
about $986 billion in 1979, spiral now to
over $4.2 trillion.

It took us 200 years to build up a na-
tional debt of about a trillion dollars.
We have quadrupled that national debt
in the last 12 years. And one of the
chief culprits has been that 1981 tax cut
that deprived the Federal Government
of about 20 percent of the revenues that
it was getting at that time. That and
the fact that we increased defense
spending by about 33 percent in real
terms. And that is why this ox is in the
ditch.

The President, when he appeared be-
fore a joint session of Congress, said: “'I
am not complaining. I am not blaming
anyone. There is plenty of blame to go
around.”

He said: ‘I am going to play the hand
that is dealt me without complaining
about it.”

So he has appeared before us and pre-
sented a budget, an economic plan. We
have modified it some in the Budget
Committee. We think we made it bet-
ter.

But I would say to my friends here,
this amendment is not about protect-
ing small business and family farms. It
is simply about creating another spe-
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cial class of privileged taxpayers who
have incomes considerably in excess of
$250,000.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PRESSLER. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I was
just listening to the debate. Somehow
or another we seem to be missing one
another in this debate over who is rich
and who is not.

I was just in Alaska over the week-
end. And I was talking to some people
that have small businesses.

For instance, a boat owner, who has
an adjusted gross income of $250,000.
After paying for fuel and everything
else, he has $250,000. He is going to be
affected by these new taxes. He cur-
rently is in the 31-percent bracket.

But, Mr. President, what the pro-
posal from the administration misses is
he has $130,000 a year he has to pay for
his mortgage. He has to have money
from that $250,000 after he pays his
taxes to pay his mortgage or he is out
of business.

As a consequence of the proposals
that are in this budget this year, he
faces not only a 5-percent increase on
his income tax—from 31 to 36 percent—
he faces increased Social Security
taxes as an employer and he also faces
a 10-percent surtax on income after
that. He will not be able to have
enough left to pay his mortgage.

I do not understand people that put
these small business organizations, en-
trepreneurs, partnerships, and sub-
chapter S corporations in the category
of rich people who sit and collect in-
come off of investments.

The $200,000 that might come from an
investment basis is not the same as in-
come that comes in to somebody who is
in the process of capital formation. Ad-
mittedly, if he ever gets his boat paid
for he is going to have a fairly good es-
tate. But he is never going to have a
sizable income. He has about a $40,000
take-home pay now. This new package
that the administration has presented,
and endorsed now in the budget resolu-
tion, is going to cripple my State.

About 80 percent of the employers in
my State, other than government—ei-
ther State or local or Federal Govern-
ment—and the big businesses such as
the oil industry, 80 percent of the em-
ployers are small businesses. People
who are in this category the Senator
from South Dakota has, earn some-
where from $300,000 to $500,000 in terms
of their adjusted gross income. They
are paying for the buildings, they are
paying for the trucks, they are paying
for the boats in after-tax income. How
do we face the problem of convincing
these people who want to increase
taxes that they have to get off the
backs of people that are building the
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country, providing most of the new
jobs? I think the Senator from South
Dakota, as a representative of small
business, is presenting an amendment
that should be supported 100 percent by
the Senate. Until people understand
what it means to have capital forma-
tion by small entrepreneurs, by people
who are expanding this country, they
are not going to understand the econ-
omy at all.

I do predict, I say to the Senator
from South Dakota, unless an amend-
ment of this type is adopted, the small
States such as we represent are going
to be absolutely devastated by the im-
pact of this new proposal.

For those people who are working
and have an income from a law firm
where the law firm is already paying
for the building and paying for all the
infrastructure and who have a take-
home pay of some $200,000, I might un-
derstand the presentation made in be-
half of the administration. I do not un-
derstand the failure to comprehend the
point that the Small Business Commit-
tee is trying to make through this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
would just say in reply to some of the
things that have been raised, the ques-
tion still remains why should a small
business, making $300,000, be taxed at a
higher rate than IBM or General Mo-
tors?

Let me also say in my State, at least,
many of the small businesses will be
paying much higher energy taxes.
Small businesses are getting kind of a
double or a triple whammy. Under the
Clinton plan, not only are they paying
a higher rate of taxation than corpora-
tions but they will also be in a posi-
tion—small businesses have the hard-
est time passing on the additional en-
ergy taxes. So we are doing a double
whammy to the most productive ele-
ment in the American economy.

Let me say, raising the taxes on
small businesses also hurts hundreds of
thousands of workers who are em-
ployed by the small businesses. You
can draw somewhat of a parallel to cer-
tain other tax increases, such as the
so-called luxury tax. It was designed to
soak the rich, but in actuality if put
tens of thousands of employees out of
work. We need to think of the employ-
ees of these small businesses.

I think what we have seen here is
small businesses paying taxes as rich
individuals. Frequently these small
businesses, because of the higher rate
of taxation, because of the energy tax-
ation, are really getting hit with a sub-
stantial tax increase that will slow the
growth of the economy, slow the ex-
pansion of small business and the cre-
ation of new jobs,

As I understand it, the Senate is
going to consider this week a so-called
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stimulus package. I have seen figures
that the jobs created will cost any-
where from $40,000 to $80,000 per job.
Those are make-work, public sector
jobs. They are very expensive to create.
But here we have job creation in the
small business sector that does not
cost the Federal Government anything.
These are real jobs, good jobs. These
are permanent jobs, jobs that will cre-
ate goods in industries within our soci-
ety and create tax payers, not tax con-
sumers.

But increasing the rate of taxation
on small business to a higher rate than
corporations pay, at a time when cor-
porations are reducing their number of
employees while small businesses are
increasing theirs, is very inconsistent.
It is true that certain individuals make
$250,000 or $300,000 a year from a small
business. But as my colleague from
Alaska has pointed out, there are usu-
ally mortgages and certain liabilities,
not to mention tort liability that go
with the territory. So this is not as it
seems.

In any event, the basic question is,
even if you accept all the arguments of
my friend from Tennessee, we are still
taxing small businesses at a higher
rate than we are taxing corporations.
Why?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, before
yielding to the Senator from Alabama,
let me just make one point here. State-
ments have been made that the owners
of these so-called small businesses have
mortgages to pay or bills to pay. If
these mortgages that they have to pay
or the bills they have to pay are in con-
junction with the business—for exam-
ple, if you have a partnership or a sole
proprietorship, and have to pay the
mortgage on the building that is owned
by the partnership or the sole propri-
etorship—then all of that is deductible.
We are not taxing that. The taxes are
not levied against the small business.
They are not levied against the part-
nership or the sole proprietorship. The
taxes are levied against the individuals
after they have paid all the expenses
and deducted that and taken the
money out for their personal income.
Then that is when the taxes are levied.
And they still have their personal de-
ductions and personal exemptions to
take credit for before the taxes are lev-
ied against what they take out.

So I think there is a misunderstand-
ing here. The small business person, or
the farmer or the rancher or what not,
still deducts the cost of running the
business. That is set off before the in-
come is ever pulled out of the business
to be taxed to the individual.

If they want to they can flip over and
incorporate, if they wish to do that. If
they incorporated, they would be eligi-
ble to get the lower corporate tax of 36
percent, as I understand it.

But I want to correct the misappre-
hension that this tax is just something
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levied on the top. No; it is not. It is
levied after all deductions have been
taken from the business and what is
left over after all the business expenses
are paid. Then that is the income to
the individual. Then the individual
takes the deductions, all the personal
deductions, and personal exemptions,
and then they pay the tax. I see on the
floor my friend from Alabama. I yield
the Senator form Alabama 4 minutes
off the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN].

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the
standard by which we must judge this
proposed budget is simple: Does it put
us on the road to reducing our Federal
budget deficit?

The answer to that question is clear-
ly “Yes." Consider the difference be-
tween deficit projections under this
proposed budget and our current budg-
et. With the Clinton economic plan, as
modified by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, the budget deficit in 1997 is ex-
pected to reach $187 billion. Without it,
$346 billion. Cumulatively, over the
next 5 years, this plan will reduce our
Federal budget deficit by $502 billion.
As a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct [GDP], this plan is expected to cut
the deficit in half, from 5 percent in
1993 to 2.5 percent in 1997.

So we know that this plan is a step in
the right direction. The real question
being debated here is whether or not it
is a big enough step. Of course, it does
not solve our deficit problems over-
night. It is simply not possible to do so
under any plan. Our problems were cre-
ated over time and they will be solved
over time. The President’s plan is cre-
ative and constructive. It is always
easier to criticize than create, to ob-
struct rather than construct.

President Clinton has rightly chal-
lenged anyone opposing his plan to link
their criticism to specific proposed im-
provements in it. He has evidenced a
willingness to be open-minded and give
any proposal full consideration.

This is quite simply the largest defi-
cit reduction package ever seriously
considered by the Congress. It makes
substantial spending cuts in some 150
Federal programs, cutting Federal
spending by $332 billion over 5 years.

The President's plan gives great mo-
mentum to action. This momentum
must not be slowed by the politics of
inaction which has prevailed for more
than a decade.

But the important thing to under-
stand about this plan is that it does
not signal an end to our budgetary re-
duction efforts; it signals a beginning.
Just last week we saw what happens
once we start the deficit reduction ball
rolling. On top of the cuts proposed by
the President, Congress found $90 bil-
lion in additional cuts; that is, the
Budget Committee. We cannot afford
to let this momentum be stopped. We
must commit to making this budget a
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starting place from which to find fur-
ther cuts in Government spending and
from which to overhaul Federal pro-
grams which are spending taxpayer
dollars unwisely. The American people
must have our pledge that this budget
means accepting this budget as a start-
ing point, not as a resting point. I hope
my colleagues will join me in making
that commitment.

In thinking about the President's
proposed budget, I am reminded of
Winston Churchill’'s famous remark
about democracy: ‘It * * * i3 the worst
form of government except all those
other[s].”

President Clinton's plan has its
shortcomings. We can all point to our
particular dislikes in it. But it is bet-
ter than all those others and, at some
point, if you are serious about solving
a problem, you must have the will and
courage to take the first difficult step
on the road to solving it. The Presi-
dent’'s plan can be that step. We should
support it, amend it where necessary,
and with continued vigilance by all
Members of Congress, ensure that it
works.

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank
the Senator for yielding the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. President, I am prepared, if the
Senator from South Dakota is, to yield
back all time on the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays and then
move on to the Simon amendment. I
see Senator SIMON is on the floor.

Mr. PRESSLER. I might just say, in
summary, 1 feel very strongly this is
an important amendment for the coun-
try because it affects the rate of tax-
ation on small businesses and farms,
and it affects the direction we are
going in terms of stimulus in this econ-
omy. Rather than creating public serv-
ice jobs, I think we should be creating
private jobs, jobs in small business. I
feel very strongly about that, and I
have stated those arguments.

I understand Senator GRAMM of
Texas wants to speak on this amend-
ment, but if he could speak later on
this amendment, it would be agreeable
to me. I ask for the yeas and nays on
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back my time, if the
Senator is prepared to yield back his
time.

Mr. PRESSLER. 1 am prepared to
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has been yielded
back.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the pending
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Pressler amendment be laid aside, to
be disposed of following the Bingaman
amendment No. 215; that prior to the
disposition of the Pressler amendment,
there be 10 minutes of debate on the
amendment equally divided in the
usual form; and that no second-degree
amendments be in order to the Pressler
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I seek
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
has arrived on the floor and his amend-
ment will be next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. SIMON].

AMENDMENT NO. 217
(Purpose: To ensure that fiscal year 1998
funding levels for education reform and
initiatives are consistent with the levels
requested by President Clinton in his in-
vestment program)

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator MURRAY, Senator BOXER, Senator
PELL, and Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Simmoxn], for
himself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr,
PELL, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 217.

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. .ASSUMPTIONS.

In setting forth the budget authority and
outlay amounts in this resolution, Congress
assumes that the education reform and ini-
tiatives will be funded at the level requested
by the President for fiscal year 1998.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, this
amendment is a very simple one. It
says that the priority of education that
is set forth in this budget is one that
we applaud, we affirm.

We have had a lot of talk about edu-
cation. People are claiming to be edu-
cation Presidents, Senators, House
Members, Governors and so forth., We
have not had very much action at the
Federal level. This moves us in the
right direction, and I applaud Presi-
dent Clinton for this.

Let me just add what is impressive
about the Clinton interests in the field
of education. It is not simply some
speech that someone hands him and he
reads. I have been impressed, being on
college campuses and elsewhere with
the President, that he really is con-
cerned and is knowledgeable in this
area.

Where are we? First, from the view-
point of the local elementary and sec-
ondary education program, in the last
12 years, we have seen a drop in Fed-
eral assistance from 11 percent of the
budget to 6 percent of that local budg-
et. There may be some argument about
the 11-percent figure. I have seen other
figures at 9 percent. Let us just assume
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the more conservative figure; that 12
years ago, 9 percent of local education
funding came from the Federal Govern-
ment. Now it is down to 6 percent.
Clearly, we have slipped.

Let us take a look from a different
perspective at the budget. In fiscal
year 1949, 9 percent of the Federal
budget went for education. Today, we
are down to 3 percent of the budget.
Does that make sense in the world in
which we live?

Mr. President, when I was in the, I
guess, fourth grade, fifth grade—some-
thing like that; I cannot tell you pre-
cisely, but I remember reading in that
geography book that the United States
is a rich Nation because of all the natu-
ral resources that we have, and I be-
lieved that up until maybe 10, 15 years
ago when all of a sudden I realized the
countries that were moving ahead of us
economically, in terms of growth rate,
were countries like Japan, Taiwan,
Sweden—countries that have virtually
no natural resources. What they have
done is invest in their human re-
sources, and that is what we have to do
if we want to move ahead. It is just
that simple.

If you take our No. 1 economic com-
petitor today—and it is Japan and I say
that with great respect. I am not a
Japan basher. I think occasionally
some of that gets just a tinge of racism
to it. But in Japan today—and let me
digress to say I am not suggesting the
Federal Government alone can shift
the emphasis in our country, it is going
to have to be all of us working to-
gether—in Japan today, they go to
school 243 days a year. In Germany,
they go to school 240 days of year. We
go to school 180 days a year. I am going
to get in trouble with the pages by
these remarks.

Why do we go to school 180 days a
yvear? The theory is so that our chil-
dren could go out and harvest crops.
My guess is there is not going to be a
single page this summer who will be
out harvesting crops.

I live at Route 1, Makanda, IL, popu-
lation 402. That is about as rural as you
can get, and even at Route 1 Makanda,
IL, there are not very many students in
the summertime out harvesting crops.
We have to adjust to a different world
and we have not done that. The Clinton
budget starts to move us in that direc-
tion.

Or let us take another example, and
I say this with great respect for the
dedicated people who have become
teachers in our society, but if you look
at the college entrance scores for those
going into teaching, unfortunately too
often it reflects the fact that not the
brightest and the best are going into
teaching. That has to change. You talk
to the top 5 percent of any high school
graduate in class. Ask them what they
want to become. They want to become
physicians, lawyers, architects. Very
few, if any, want to become teachers.
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That has to change, and I hope with
the help of this budget, it can gradu-
ally change.

It is very interesting, in Japan,
again—and these figures I have are
about 6 or 7 years old; they may have
changed—but in Japan at that point,
teachers were making approximately
the same as physicians and lawyers. I
do not need to tell people in this body
that that is not the case in the United
States. In Japan, those who want to go
into teaching score at the very top of
their college entrance exams. They are
appealing to very brightest and best of
their young people to go into teaching.
We have to do the same. I am not sug-
gesting pay alone will do it, although I
think that is a significant part of it. I
think along with that we have to have
higher standards.

But we have to do better in this
whole field of education. We have to do
better in the field of curriculum. There
is only one country on the face of the
Earth where elementary school stu-
dents do not study a foreign language.
Do you know what this country is?
Well, of course you know. It is the
United States of America.

There is only one country in the
world where you can get into the For-
eign Service without the knowledge of
a foreign language. The United States
of America.

I have talked to George Shultz about
it. I have talked to Jim Baker about it.
I have talked to Warren Christopher
about it. One of things they say is you
cannot expect our Foreign Service to
do what our education system has not
done. I talk to educators and they say,
well, you cannot expect us to require
foreign languages if even the Foreign
Service does not require foreign lan-
guages.

But it is hurting us in security. When
our hostages were taken in Tehran,
only 6 of the hostages spoke Farsi, the
language of the people there. One of
the hostages testified before a sub-
committee I chaired in the House and
said, “We were speaking to the elite in
English. We were not communicating
to the people on the streets.”

We just got involved in Somalia. In-
cidentally, despite occasional minor
problems that we are facing over there,
I think it is one of the finest hours for
the United States, and I think it is per-
haps George Bush's finest hour when
we got involved there. But all of a sud-
den we needed people who spoke So-
mali. Well, not to the surprise of any-
one here I suppose, we had a desperate
time to find people who spoke Somali.
When we were involved in the Kuwait
problem, we had exactly five people in
the military who spoke Arabic with the
Iraqi dialect. We had a very difficult
time in that area.

Well, all of this gets back to the field
of education. Math and science, again,
we are woefully behind. I was there
when President Bush made his speech
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saying by the year 2000 I want Amer-
ican students to be number one in
math and science. And I applauded
along with everyone else. But the re-
ality is without the kind of budget we
have here, we are not only not going to
be No. 1, I doubt that we will be No. 1,
frankly, by the end of this century. I
would love to do it and I will vote for
help in that direction. But I think the
reality is without this kind of con-
structive help that we have in this
budget, we will be lucky not to slip
back further.

I had been spending some time, Mr.
President, visiting Chicago schools,
going to the West Side of Chicago and
the South Side of Chicago particularly,
not taking reporters along with me,
just to get a good feel of what is hap-
pening in urban schools. While there
are some very good things happening—
and sometimes we do not focus on
those—there is also very much that is
discouraging. We have to do better in
this country in the field of education.
There is just no question about it.

I visited a school on the South Side
in Chicago with about 700 students, an
area of high crime, high drug use. They
had one part-time counselor. You sim-
ply cannot expect to do the kind of job
that needs to be done with that kind of
a commitment.

And then finally, in the field of high-
er education, this budget faces the $2
billion shortfall that we have in Pell
grants. The basic grant, which we call
the Pell grant, is now only about one-
third of the assistance we give to stu-
dents. We have in the last 15 years
shifted from two-thirds assistance in
grants and one-third in loans to two-
thirds in loans and one-third in grants.

One of the things that this budget as-
sumes also is that we are going to
move to direct loans which will help
hundreds of thousands of young people
and others in this area. Without this $2
billion, if we could not borrow into the
future on the Pell grants, the Pell
grants would fall from $2,300 down to
approximately $1,500 per student, pre-
cisely the wrong message.

I have just been handed a note that
my new colleague from Wisconsin, one
of the great additions to the Senate,
wants to speak on this issue, and I am
pleased to yield to Senator FEINGOLD. I
am impressed by the way he is going
about his duties in the Senate. The
people of Wisconsin can be proud of
him as well as the people of the Nation.

The Senator from Tennessee, the
chairman of our committee, controls
the time, but I yield the floor at this

point.

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Actually the Senator
from Illinois controls the time on his
amendment. It is his amendment. I will
be pleased to yield back to him.

Mr. SIMON. I am unaccustomed to
such power, Mr. President.
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Mr. SASSER. I am confident the Sen-
ator will yield it in his usual effi-
ciency.

Mr. SIMON. In that event, I will
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
junior Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD].

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
for his remarks.

I congratulate the senior Senator
from Illinois for his amendment. I sup-
port it.

I would like to take this brief time to
comment generally on the budget reso-
lution reported by the Senate Budget
Committee and associate myself with
the remarks that the senior Senator
from Alabama made a few moments
ago.

The Senate resolution builds upon
President Clinton's economic plan. It
would achieve deficit reduction total-
ing $502 billion over a 5-year period.
This would be the largest deficit-reduc-
tion package in the history of this
country. It is a substantial downpay-
ment on restoring the economic stabil-
ity of this Nation, and it deals honestly
with the most serious fiscal crisis we
have ever faced. It contains tough eco-
nomic measures. These measures will
cause pain and sacrifice, but the irre-
sponsible fiscal policies of the past 12
years, those years of increased Federal
deficits and runaway Federal spending,
have, unfortunately, brought us to the
point that tough and decisive action is
the only solution to the economic cri-
sis which is undermining our Nation.

I think this country is at a turning
point. If we do not change the eco-
nomic course of this country now, we
are going to sink deeper and deeper
into debt, condemning our children and
our grandchildren to a truly declining
standard of living under an intolerable
debt.

The President's economic proposal
presented just a few weeks ago was one
of the boldest and most ambitious eco-
nomic plans to deal with the Federal
deficit that has ever been proposed by
any President. The Senate Budget
Committee has modified the Presi-
dent's proposal in a manner that is to-
tally consistent with the President's
goals, but the committee also enhanced
the President's proposal in some very
significant ways. The Senate Budget
Committee resolution provides for even
greater net deficit reduction, $502 bil-
lion. That is $29 billion more in deficit
reduction than was originally proposed
by the President.

The Budget Committee’'s task was
made even more difficult by the CBO
and Joint Tax Committee reestimates
of the President’s proposal, particu-
larly the revenue assumptions, which
decrease the estimated deficit reduc-
tion impact of the President’s proposal
to only $406 billion. But the committee
got to work and it worked to achieve
real deficit reduction using the most
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conservative estimates and budget
scoring. They deserve much credit for
the work and effort which has gone
into producing this resolution.

They have remained faithful to the
President’s overall economic program,
achieving most of the additional deficit
reduction by retaining but stretching
out spending in the President's invest-
ment proposals over a longer period of
time. The balance of the gap in this
proposal has been built by increasing
reductions in discretionary spending by
$41 billion over the 5-year period, and
by modifying the income tax proposals
affecting upper income taxpayers.

Mr. President, there are a few spe-
cific points I would like to express.
First, both President Clinton and the
Senate Budget Committee proposal
have proposed significant, deep cuts in
Federal spending as a part of the defi-
cit reduction proposal. The resolution
assumes spending reductions totaling
$332 billion over 5 years. That includes
defense cuts of $105 billion, $81 billion
in nondefense discretionary cuts, and
$91 billion in entitlement and manda-
tory program savings.

These are not going to be easy cuts
to enact or accept. They are going to
cause pain. Real people will be affected
by the cutbacks in spending on these
programs, both in the defense area and
in other areas. For the President to
propose and the Congress to endorse
spending cuts of this magnitude is, in
my mind, indeed, courageous.

The budget resolution before us
today demonstrates an ability to focus
on priorities in the Federal budget and
identifies what programs are essential
and what programs are not.

It proposes the elimination of pro-
grams that do not work, or are no
longer needed. It endorses the elimi-
nation of subsidies and free Govern-
ment services for those who can afford
to pay for the benefits they receive
from the Government. It includes man-
agement reforms, to cut back in Gov-
ernment waste, making Government
agencies more efficient and effective.

Mr. President, these are the kinds of
changes that we must make if we are
really going to be serious about reduc-
ing the Federal deficit. We must dem-
onstrate to the American public that
we are capable of looking at programs
that may have at one time served a
worthy purpose but are no longer jus-
tifiable. We need to show the American
public that we can say it is time to ter-
minate these programs or reduce
spending on them. We need to show
that we can withstand the pressures
generated by special interests who are
fighting to maintain the status quo.

American families make these kinds
of decisions on a regular basis, a daily
basis. They reassess and reevaluate
where their dollars are needed, and ad-
just their budgets accordingly. They do
not just continue to pay and pay for
services or goods that they no longer
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need or cannot afford. Our Federal
Government has to apply the same
kind of discipline to the Federal
budget.

Second, Mr. President, I do believe
that we can cut Federal spending even
deeper than that proposed by the Presi-
dent and the Senate Budget Commit-
tee. I have already cosponsored several
bills that would make deeper cuts in
certain areas, including eliminating
the super conducting super collider and
the space station. I have introduced
legislation, S. 51 and S. 477, which
would make deeper cuts in overseas
broadcasting activities, and the Wool
and Mohair Support Program. These
are larger cuts than were proposed by
the President in these areas.

At the same time, I fully recognize
that this budget resolution itself does
not prevent deeper spending cuts later
in the year. The resolution simply says
that the Congress must cut spending at
least to the level set in the resolution.
We are free to make even deeper cuts
at a subsequent point in time. I hope
that we will.

I believe we can and must make deep-
er cuts to bring down the Federal defi-
cit, even further than this resolution
proposes. My desire for deeper cuts
does not in any way diminish my admi-
ration for the President and the Senate
Budget Committee for proposing deep
and serious spending reductions and
net deficit reductions. I will work to
support both this resolution and the
legislation that will actually imple-
ment the spending reductions the adop-
tion of this resolution will require.

Mr. President, there is a final point
that I want to stress. Both the Presi-
dent’s proposal and the budget resolu-
tion include revenue increases as a part
of the deficit reduction package. It
would be ideal if we could achieve
meaningful deficit reductions through
spending cuts, but President Clinton is
right in arguing that the size of our
deficit requires a combination of tar-
geted revenue increases along with
spending reductions. Spending cuts
should remain our top priority, but
anyone who argues that the Federal
deficit, given its current size, can be
balanced just by cutting Government
spending is playing games with the
American public. The American public
understands that some revenue in-
creases, although never pleasant, are
necessary to bring the Federal deficit
under control. I think they are willing
to accept these increases if they know
that we are serious about cutting the
Federal deficit.

Mr. President, I finally want to ad-
dress the increased Government spend-
ing contained in both the stimulus and
investment proposals made by the
President.

For the most part I am supportive of
the individual elements of these pro-
posals. There is little question that
this country does need to invest more
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in our infrastructure, our education
and health care systems, and urban and
rural development, and in making our
work force and our industrial base
more competitive and productive in
the global economy.

But I do have deep concerns about
the need to make these investments in
a fiscally responsible fashion. When
American families make decisions
about investments, the purchase of a
home, educational expenses, health
care, they balance the benefits to be
gained from those investments against
problems of going deeper and deeper
into debt. Sometimes they actually
have to defer important expenditures
until they have the money to pay for
them. The Federal Government needs
to apply the same kind of discipline.

I think the President has done a re-
sponsible job in the overall budget pro-
posal of offsetting the increased spend-
ing for new, long-term investment by
reducing spending on existing pro-
grams that have less justification, and
at the same time the President pro-
vides significant deficit reductions.

Mr. President, I continue to be con-
cerned that the new spending proposed
in the economic stimulus package
should be tied to spending reductions. I
expect to work to create that linkage
when the economic stimulus package is
considered by the Senate so that we do
not run the risk that we will approve
significant, new spending without cor-
responding spending reduction.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would
like to reiterate my support for the
tremendous work of the Senate Budget
Committee and President Clinton in
developing a budget that will begin to
address seriously the fiscal crisis which
the irresponsible fiscal policies of the
past decade have created.

We must do everything we can to re-
pair the damage which has been done
to our economy before that damage be-
comes irreversible. That will require
strong action now. The President has
given us the leadership that is nec-
essary. Now we must act.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
Mr. SASSER. Would the distin-

guished Senator yield 1 minute to me?

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased to yield.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want
to express my appreciation to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. FEINGOLD], for his statement here
today. I think that Senator FEINGOLD
is speaking the truth to the American
people today. I agree with him. If we
will lay out the facts, then I think the
American people will support the ef-
forts that are made to bring our fiscal
house in order, and to restore some
measure of sanity and balance to our
Federal budget.

I welcome the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator. I think they were
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most appropriate. I commend him for
the fine work that he is doing, not just
on this budget, but the fine job that he
is doing here in the U.S. Senate on be-
half of the Senate and on behalf of the
people of Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will
ask the chairman a procedural gues-
tion. Are we ready for a unanimous-
consent agreement on amendments for
this evening?

Mr. SASSER. If the Senator will
withhold for just a moment and let me
have the opportunity to examine a pro-
posed consent agreement and discuss it
briefly with staff, I think we may be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the committee that has juris-
diction over education is Senator KEN-
NEDY, and he is a leader not just in
name but has been an extremely effec-
tive leader and advocate in this field of
education. I am pleased to yield to him
such time as he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from I1-
linois for his kind comments. I ac-
knowledge, as all of us on our commit-
tee and in the Senate that education
policy has been an area of prime inter-
est to the Senator from Illinois, not
only in the course of his service here in
the Senate, but in the House of Rep-
resentatives as well.

I welcome his strong leadership in es-
tablishing the priorities for education
in this particular budget. In proposing
this amendment, this action is consist-
ent with his leadership on education
policies generally.

I am very hopeful we can get re-
sounding support for this amendment
which he offers to the Budget Commit-
tee, which I think is really reflective of
the concerns of families.

I was in Boston over the weekend.
The papers were doing a review of the
service of Mayor Flynn, who is on his
way to being appointed by the Presi-
dent as the special envoy for the Vati-
can. The newspapers also had a general
review of the principal concerns of the
people in Boston, and education once
again was the overwhelming concern of
the people in that city. I think it con-
tinues to be the concern of people all
over this country, and I welcome the
initiatives which have been provided to
address this issue in the form of the
budget resolution.

Mr., President, I strongly support
Senator SIMON'S amendment on Presi-
dent Clinton’s education funding pack-

age.

In the last 12 years, the Federal share
of support for education has dropped
from 11 percent of total spending to
just 6 percent, and President Clinton's
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proposal to invest $9.2 billion in the
next 5 years is an important step to-
ward rebuilding the education infra-
structure in our country.

Money alone is not the answer, but
the Federal Government cannot be a
catalyst for education reform without
making a major investment. We have
at last a President willing to invest in
change instead of talking about it, and
then depending on private initiatives
to provide the needed support.

Public education means just that—
public. It is our responsibility to pro-
vide incentives for reform strategies to
encourage schools to improve the way
teachers teach and how students spend
their time.

The country can no longer afford the
economic and social consequences of an
education system that fails so many of
our students. In some cities, the drop-
out rate for high school students is ap-
proaching 50 percent. Dropping out will
scar these students all their lives. They
have little chance for productive em-
ployment or worthwhile careers. Thir-
ty percent of all new jobs expected to
be created between 1990 and the year
2005 will go to college graduates or
workers with equivalent skills. Where
does this leave high school dropouts?
On the street.

The President’s plan, however, tar-
gets this problem. It shows understand-
ing of the fact that students are best
prepared for the workplace with a mix-
ture of school and work.

With respect to higher education, in
the last 12 years, the Education De-
partment has left the student loan and
Pell grants program in disarray. The
need to put Federal support for higher
education on a structurally sound
foundation has never been greater.
These programs are a lifeline to thou-
sands of poor and working class Ameri-
cans.

Student needs are soaring and the
cost of higher education is skyrocket-
ing. The President is willing to face up
to the $2 billion Pell shortfall head-on
in a courageous action that is long
overdue. We cannot create an expecta-
tion among students that we are un-
willing to help those who need our as-
sistance the most. We must also do
more to reduce student reliance on
loans so they can enter the work force
without a crippling debt.

The President is also prepared to
offer strong support to improve stand-
ards for education and to ask Congress
to join him in certifying new standards
and laying them out for the American
people so they can at last get a clear
sense of what their children and their
future workers should be able to do.
Again, Federal leadership is essential
and must lead the way and present a
blueprint for States to consider.

President Clinton also supports the
enactment of the national goals in edu-
cation into Federal laws. These goals
were developed over 3 years ago and
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still have not been acted on by the
Congress. Action on our part is long
overdue, and it is a central part of the
President’s program.

Goals and standards alone, however,
will not guarantee that students learn
more. Success depends upon each
school in the Nation.

The President’s package provides in-
centives for schools to reorganize
themselves and prepare their students
to master a more rigorous curriculum.

Finally, we must pay greater atten-
tion to the classroom and focus on re-
sults. For many years students did not
get enough attention. We need a sys-
tem for monitoring students in the
classroom that does not isolate them.
We cannot ignore the negative effect of
labeling them on children.

President Clinton has challenged us
to rethink our programs and encourage
a coordinated approach to student
needs. Requirements and regulations
are useful and necessary, but they can
also inhibit a coherent plan and reduce
the creativity of teachers in the class-
room. The best teachers spend too
much effort finding ways around poorly
thought out rules and requirements.
President Clinton has challenged us to
examine the current array of programs
to give schools and parents more flexi-
bility to fashion appropriate and indi-
vidual solutions to the challenges fac-
ing students.

For all these reasons, I urge the Sen-
ate to support the amendment and
more effective leadership on education.
We cannot improve the Nation’s
schools overnight, but at least we can
start moving in the right direction.

Mr. President, I think it is important
for this body and the American people
to understand the comprehensiveness
of the President’s proposal in the areas
of education—the commitment of this
administration to the full funding of
Head Start and efforts to ensure that
there is adequate funding to strengthen
the content of the program and im-
prove the working conditions and the
salaries of those involved in the pro-
gram. Head start continues to not only
enrich the lives of the children who are
participating in it but in many in-
stances their parents as well.

In this budget proposal there is also
an increase of funding for Even Start.
That is the program to help provide lit-
eracy training for the parents of many
of the needy children in our school sys-
tems. The administration and the
President have also understood the im-
portance of getting a good start for the
children of this country by enhancing
the WIC programs, immunization pro-
grams, and by a commitment to pre-
ventative health care for expectant
mothers. If we fully fund Head Start
and Even Start programs, and if we co-
ordinate them with Chapter 1, the $6'%
billion that we provide for the eco-
nomically disadvantaged children, we
will have taken important steps for our
youngest children.
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Chapter 1 is not solely restricted to
the earliest years, but most of the
funding for that program is focused in
that area. We want to emphasize that
we are also interested in well-baby
care. All of these efforts will help poor
children cope with some of the chal-
lenges, educational and social that
they face.

There are also followup programs
that the President has in elementary
and secondary education which are
going to help provide resources to local
schools that will encourage them to be
innovative and creative in dealing with
the problems of dropouts, teenage preg-
nancies, and will help them enhance
academic achievement. Some of the
President’s programs also encourage
parents and teachers and businesses to
be involved in the schools in a way
that was enormously successful in
South Carolina.

Finally, the President recognizes the
importance of moving from school to
work. Many of our friends overseas
with whom we compete economically
are very effective in bringing skills to
high school students. This administra-
tion is working on that area so that we
are going to be more imaginative and
creative in moving young people from
schools into work.

We will have a chance to talk later
on about reform of higher education
and the need to make additional re-
sources available to young people at
less cost through a direct loan program
and to increase our commitment to
Pell programs.

In the President’'s program, there
will be opportunities for our young
people to involve themselves in vol-
untary service and national service
programs, hopefully all the way from K
through 12. We want them to get the
idea that voluntarism is a lifetime op-
portunity for Americans.

This is an exciting time for those
who are committed to education. We
are not just talking about single pro-
grams. We are talking about a com-
prehensive program. This program
makes a comprehensive commitment
to strengthening our education system,
helping and assisting those programs
which are really effective, and in try-
ing to encourage programs in many dif-
ferent communities that can be cre-
ative and innovative to deal with some
of the educational and social needs.

I should add that the President also
shows an understanding of the impor-
tance of one-stop shopping in our
schools to try and provide a com-
prehensive range of services for young
people, particularly in inner cities, but
also available in rural areas. The kinds
of pressures that so many of these chil-
dren are exposed to are great and in-
clude physical abuse, substance abuse,
and violence in the home. This is an
area of concern to the administration
and we are working on those programs.
I want to repeat that we cannot just ig-
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nore those young people who drop out.
They are part of our society and they
are part of our community. In many in-
stances, they drop out for a variety of
different factors and forces which we
should be addressing in our society. We
have to find ways of reaching out to
them to involve them and bring them
back into our society.

Finally, I want to say that this ad-
ministration recognizes the impor-
tance of the private sector and in in-
volving them in a more comprehensive
way in our educational enhancement.
This has been the feature of Governor
Riley’'s own programs in South Caro-
lina. Both Governor Riley and Gov-
ernor Clinton have an extraordinary
record of achievement in education as
leaders in their States.

So, Mr. President, I am very hopeful
that we can gain overwhelming support
for this particular proposal. We are ad-
dressing these issues in the budget res-
olution. A clear vote in support of the
Simon amendment will be a clear indi-
cation that this body and the American
people want us to put the educational
agenda on the front burner and not on
the back burner. That is what I think
this amendment does, and I am very
hopeful that the amendment will be ac-
cepted by an overwhelming margin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BREAUX). Who yields time in opposition
to the amendment?

Who yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
conclusion of the sequence of votes or-
dered to occur beginning at 2:25 p.m.
today, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LoTT] be recognized to offer his
amendment regarding Social Security,
and that following disposition of the
Lott amendment the majority leader
or his designee be recognized to offer
an amendment.

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

Who yields time in opposition?

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Iowa oppose the amend-
ment?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes of our time to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 631
are located in today's RECORD under
“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’")

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, 1 yield
myself 2 minutes of our time to speak
in opposition.

Let me also ask unanimous consent
the names of Senators SIMPSON and
KEMPTHORNE be added as cosponsors to
amendment 197.

the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
THE BTU TAX

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is obvi-
ous that the extensiveness of the Btu
tax as it has been proposed has brought
this Nation's attention to the kind of
impact that this approach would have
on the economic viability of this coun-
try and its energy supply. Many Sen-
ators have come to the floor speaking
of amendments filed that will be pre-
sented and voted on later. I, too, have
filed such an amendment exempting
hydro from the Btu tax. It is the only
truly renewable energy source in this
Nation that falls under the Btu tax as
proposed by the Clinton administra-
tion. It is regional-specific. Clearly, 65
percent of the hydroenergy in this
country is produced in the Western
part of the United States, and pri-
marily in the Pacific Northwest.

As a result of this renewable and rel-
atively inexpensive energy source, as
compared with other types of energy
sources, clearly economies have devel-
oped around this, such as the alu-
minum industry, pump storage plants,
irrigation, which is substantially im-
portant to my State and my State’s ag-
ricultural base, along with the pulp-
wood paper industry of the West.

Many of those industries would be-
come mobile. As the cost of this energy
goes up, they would seek cheaper en-
ergy sources, immediately to the north
of us. In the Province of British Colum-
bia and Canada rests a very large abun-
dant cheap hydroenergy source. It is
feasible to see that kind of dislocation.
It concerns all of us a great deal.

As we move toward the voting proc-
ess this afternoon, I will call up the
amendment for its consideration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD a letter
from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, dated March 22, 1993.

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

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1993.
Hon. LARRY E. CRAIG,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CRAIG: This is a response to
your request of March 18, 1993, for a revenue
estimate of a modification to the BTU tax on
energy sources that has been proposed in the
President’s budget proposals.

The President's proposal provides for the
imposition of an excise tax on fossil fuels
and alcohol fuels based on the BTU content
of each energy source. Further, hydro- and
nuclear-generated electricity would be taxed
at a rate equal to the national average of tax
embedded in electricity generated from fossil
fuel. Your proposal would exempt all hydro-
electric generation from taxation.

This estimate and the estimate of aggre-
gate revenues raised by the BTU tax are
based on details of the President's proposal
supplied to the staff of the Joint Committee
on Taxation by the Treasury Department.
Many details of the BTU tax proposal have
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changed substantially since it was originally
proposed, and it is our understanding that
additional changes are expected before it is
formally submitted to the Congress. As a re-
sult of these changes to the President's pro-
posal, the revenue effect of your amendment
may change significantly before formal con-
sideration of the BTU tax occurs.

Assuming your proposal is effective for en-
ergy sources purchased after July 1, 1994, we
estimate the following effect on Federal fis-
cal year budget receipts:

[In billions of doliars]
Fiscal year—
ftem
1994 1995 1996 1997 198
Current BTU tax proposal .. 1.0 94 170 221 235 730
BTU Tax with hydroelectric
exemption ... 9 92 165 “215 23 7.0
Diffence ... () -3 -5 -6 -6 -20

1 Loss of less than $50,000,000.
Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

I hope this information is helpful to you. If
we can be of further assistance, please let me
know.

Sincerely,
HARRY L. GUTMAN.

Mr. CRAIG. I offer this amendment
to strike the portion of the Btu tax
that would be generated by taxing hy-
droelectric power generation at the
same rate as nonrenewable energy
sources.

The stated goal of the Clinton admin-
istration Btu tax was to tax energy
sources that are polluting, inefficient,
and reduce dependence on foreign en-
ergy supplies. On the other hand, hy-
dropower is the antithesis of these
goals being a renewable energy source
that is nonpolluting, a highly efficient
method of energy production, losing
little energy in the conversion of fall-
ing water to electric energy, and do-
mestically produced. Indeed hydro-
power generates over 85 percent of the
Nation's renewable energy sources and
displaces about one billion barrels of
0il that would other wise be consumed
in the United States each and every
year. Other renewable energy sources
such as wind and solar power are not
taxed in the proposal before us. In the
name of equity and fairness, hydro-
power should be treated the same.

In the Pacific and Mountain West,
approximately 62 percent of the tax
will be born by these two regions—a
most disproportionate application of
the tax. My amendment will reduce the
Btu tax by approximately $2 billion
over the 5 years of the new tax pro-
posal. This reduction will affect elec-
tric ratepayers in the 47 States that
generate electricity using water power
from the streams and rivers of our Na-
tion.

Industries that have grown up around
hydropower have done so to take ad-
vantage of this dependable and eco-
nomical source of electricity. I am
very concerned that the tax as pro-
posed will economically discriminate
against hydropower. It is in the spirit
of equity and fairness that I offer this
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amendment and encourage my col-
leagues to support its passage.

Mr. President, I yield and retain the
remainder of my time.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

AMENDMENT NO. 217

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DoDbD] not
only has been a leader in terms of fam-
ily leave, he has also been one of the
key leaders in the whole field of edu-
cation, whether it is Head Start or stu-
dent assistance or in the area of for-
eign student curriculum. I am pleased
to yield such time as the Senator from
Connecticut may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
commend my colleague from Illinois
for, once again, demonstrating his
longstanding commitment to edu-
cation. I do not mean longstanding just
in terms of his tenure in this body or
as a member of the Labor and Human
Resources Committee, nor do I mean
specifically his tenure in Congress,
when I had the pleasure of serving with
him since our first days in the House of
Representatives, but also going back to
his days in the private sector when he
was a newspaper publisher and a mem-
ber of the State legislature in his own
State. His leadership in education is-
sues is as long as anyone I know of in
public life today. I am not surprised at
all that he would be the author of the
amendment that is before us.

I ask unanimous consent that I be
listed as a cosponsor of that amend-
ment, Mr. President.

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there have
been numerous remarks already given
on the importance of this amendment
and of education, in general. Every
time I hear of an amendment like this,
I just assume that everyone under-
stands how critically important it is
for this country to make whatever in-
telligent investments we can to im-
prove the quality of education in this
country.

Mr. President, it is now the hour of
12:20 on a Tuesday afternoon. By 3
o'clock today and every other school
day, some 2,000 children in this country
will drop out of school and never go
back. Every school day in this country,
somewhere between 150,000 and 180,000
students bring a gun to school. We
have a dropout rate that hovers around
25 percent.

Thirty-five percent of our young peo-
ple begin school totally unprepared to
learn. In some States, one out of five
children repeat first grade.

These numbers and statistics are
powerful indicators of our Nation’s di-
rection, Mr. President. If you look
around the world at our major eco-
nomic competitors, in Western Europe
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and the Pacific rim, you will find drop-
out rates hovering close to 1 percent—
less than 1 percent of the student popu-
lation. Yet, many of us get up and give
speeches and talk about our country
being a great power in the 21st century;
as if we are going to be a strong eco-
nomic force in the world. I do not know
how anyone can give a speech like
that, how anyone can stand before any
audience in this country, and make
such a prediction when you look statis-
tically at where we are headed in our
schools and with our children.

In 1989, the Governors of this country
and former President Bush met and to-
gether identified the six national edu-
cation goals for the year 2000. In 1989,
the year 2000 may have seemed a long
way off. We are now 6% years away
from that deadline.

While we have identified these goals,
Mr. President, we are still widely di-
vided over how we are going to achieve
those goals, what measures we are
going to use to determine whether or
not we have made progress toward
those goals, or what they mean for stu-
dents and teachers.

What President Clinton and Sec-
retary Riley have done is take our na-
tional goals and identify ways in which
we can actually achieve them. Anyone
who stands here, or stands elsewhere,
and says reaching the goals is strictly
a matter of money, ought to be discred-
ited immediately. It is not just money,
although money is clearly a critically
important element. Good ideas, cre-
ative, innovative solutions to some of
the problems that face our educational
system are the essential elements of
our success. And I would point out, Mr.
President, that we already have some
wonderful ideas that have emerged in
our local communities, from parents
and teachers, from business people,
from legislators, from administrators
at the community level in this coun-
try.

In my own State of Connecticut,
many innovative ideas have emerged in
communities where local people have
come together to improve their
schools. They do lack Federal support
and funding, but they are terrific ideas
already producing results. The Comer
schools model in New Haven’s elemen-
tary schools has now become a na-
tional model for how we can improve
the educational performance of chil-
dren at the earliest levels.

Connecticut’s statewide mastery test
and strategic schools profile has also
been extremely helpful in our State in
identifying our needs. The Yale-New
Haven Teachers' Institute has been
very successful in working with New
Haven public school teachers to de-
velop innovative and interesting cur-
riculum for the public schools. Here is
a major private learning institution,
which for years, quite frankly, and I
say this not to the great surprise of my
colleagues, could have been anywhere;
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it was not involved with the local com-
munity. But today that is not the case.
This great school, this institution of
higher learning is today directly and
deeply involved with public school
teachers in the New Haven area work-
ing to improve the quality of those
teachers.

The collaborative dropout program in
Danbury, CT, has been identified as one
of the best antidropout programs in the
country, and the Statewide Excellence
in Education Commission, a commis-
sion of educators, legislators, business
people, and parents has also received
national acclaim.

I point these out merely to show
what one State is doing and what a se-
ries of communities are doing on their
own to try and improve the quality of
education.

President Clinton and Secretary
Riley want to foster these kinds of
local efforts. The Goals 2000: Educate
America bill is soon going to be sent up
by Secretary Riley as part of President
Clinton’s overall educational plan for
elementary and secondary education.
This bill will offer meaningful support
to efforts to improve our schools. It
will codify the national education
goals, establish a standard setting pro-
cedure, and provide support for local
school improvement efforts.

So, Mr. President, we are going to
have a chance to actually vote on spe-
cific proposals that many people re-
gardless of party, agree are absolutely
vital if we are going to have the kind of
economic growth and expansion that is
essential to this country.

Mr. President, I speak at a public
high school in my State every week
and have for 10 years.

I have spoken at virtually every sin-
gle public high school in my State,
mostly to juniors and seniors. I do not
think my State or our students are
substantially different from most
States today. You can go to certain
high schools in my State, and they
rival community colleges in terms of
their campuses and in terms of their
equipment and sports facilities and the
ratio of students to teachers. Yet, you
can literally walk from some of those
schools to other schools, and I mean
walk—I am not exaggerating here—15,
20 blocks, to visit another high school.
And there you will see city schools,
which despite the efforts of the school
boards and teachers, are deteriorating
and crime infested, with police walking
the corridors just trying to maintain
discipline.

I was at one public high school the
other day where there are 30 computers
for some 2,000 students. It is 1993. Thir-
ty computers for 2,000 students. That is
outrageous in this day and age where
the computer is a critical learning ve-
hicle and is an essential tool for ad-
vancement in education. Yet, here we
are with a large secondary school and
only 30 computers available to these
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kids. And we are going to ask them to
be the best educated, best skilled gen-
eration we have ever produced.

Mr. President, I do not think Con-
necticut is unigue in that regard. Obvi-
ously, my colleague from Illinois can
speak with great certainty about simi-
lar problems; and my colleague, of
course, from Rhode Island, who has
been such a champion on these issues
for decades, Senator PELL can speak of
the disparity that exists in his State’s
schools.

Again, I am not subscribing to the
notion that somehow turning on a fau-
cet of money is going to resolve these
problems. But if we do not come up
with some sort of formulation to see to
it that assistance reaches these stu-
dents in very short order, then we are
going to watch those trend lines of
dropouts and educational performance
continue to head in the wrong direc-
tion.

Thomas Jefferson said some 200 years
ago that any society or nation that
ever expects to be ignorant and free ex-
pects what never ever was and never
possibly can be. I believe that state-
ment certainly was true then, but if it
was then it certainly is even more so
today. It ought to be axiomatic that
the investment of our society and Na-
tion in educating our children is so di-
rectly linked to our ability to provide
for a better future for coming genera-
tions that it ought not require debate.
We could maybe argue about where
some of those resources go, but the
bottom line question the Senator from
Illinois has raised today ought not to
be a matter of debate. This is some-
thing on which every single one of us
in the Senate, regardless of State, re-
gardless of party, regardless of jurisdic-
tion, ought to be joining together in
because anything else we try to do will
fail unless we deal with this issue. It is
the cog of the wheel. It is the central
ingredient. Without quality education,
every other issue that we talk about
will be left entirely to chance.

Mr. President, I commend any col-
league from Illinois for raising this
particular proposal, and I hope that on
this issue, if on no other, there would
be unanimity.

I commend him for his efforts and am
pleased to join as a cosponsor and hope
that the rest of my colleagues would as
well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair observes that the hour of 12:30
has come and passed. Senators need
unanimous consent to proceed.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the recess
scheduled to begin at 12:30 be post-
poned until the conclusion of remarks
by the Senators from Rhode Island,
Washington, and Massachusetts.

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

Mr. SIMON. I also ask unanimous
consent that the senior Senator from
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Connecticut be added as an original co-
sponsor of the amendment.

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

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield 6
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 6 minutes.

Mr. PELIL, Mr. President, I wish to
express my strong support for this
amendment, and particularly for the
education action agenda already set
into motion by President Clinton and
his administration. It is abundantly
clear that we have a President dedi-
cated to improving American edu-
cation.

Nothing could be better evidence of
the administration’s commitment to
education than the appointment of
Gov. Richard Riley as Secretary of
Education. In the few short weeks he
has been on the job, Secretary Riley
has already demonstrated that his in-
terest lies not in making headlines but
in a sure, steady effort to strengthen
our Nation's education system.

The education initiatives set forth by
President Clinton in these early days
of his administration are of critical im-
portance in what they set out to ac-
complish. Perhaps even more impor-
tant, they convey to the American peo-
ple that we have a President who in-
tends to be extremely active in the
cause of bettering American education
at every level.

The National Service objective al-
ready outlined by President Clinton
are exciting not only because of how
they will affect education but also be-
cause they kindle a new spirit of com-
munity concern and service on behalf
of our citizenry. Tying student aid
more closely to national and commu-
nity service is a concept I am proud to
have advocated for many years. I am
literally overjoyed to see a President
give life to this idea, and am commit-
ted to helping him bring it about. If we
but give him the chance and work with
him in the cause of national service, I
am confident that our Nation will in-
deed be a better place to live in the
coming years.

I am equally encouraged that the
President clearly sees the National
Service concept as an adjunct or sup-
plement to the Pell Grant Program.
Thus while he has acted quickly to
move us forward in the area of Na-
tional Service, he has acted with equal-
ly swift speed to place the Pell Grant
Program on a sound footing for the
first time in over a decade.

The proposal to erase the $2 billion
shortfall in the Pell Grant Program is
something that deserves the solid sup-
port of every Member of this Chamber,
regardless of their party affiliation. It
will erase all accumulated deficits, and
give students and families the assur-
ance that the funds we put into the
Pell Grant Program will go out as aid
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to students, and that families can
count on receiving the funds for which
they are eligible.

Some may say that erasing the
shortfall has nothing to do with eco-
nomic stimulus. I would say simply
that such an argument is wrong. Over
the past several years, the ranks of in-
dividuals eligible for Pell grants have
increased dramatically as thousands
upon thousands of Americans have
sought a college education or returned
to school. This is a direct result of the
recession in which both unemployed
and underemployed workers see addi-
tional education as the avenue to a job,
the way to upgrade their skills, and a
chance to improve their economic
standing. Restoring health to the Pell
Grant Program will mean that individ-
uals and families who count on this
help can do so with the confidence that
the help will be there when they need
it.

President Clinton has also proposed
an additional $500 million in funding
for summer Chapter 1 programs in ele-
mentary and secondary education. This
is an important provision. The Chapter
1 Program provides critical basic skills
assistance to children from families
who are not well off. A Chapter 1 sum-
mer program in our most disadvan-
taged areas will help sustain the gains
that are made during the regular
school year. It will also provide critical
employment to the people who run the
programs.

The President has also proposed $235
million to help States that did not ben-
efit in the census, but which continue
to feel the full weight of the recession
and the ongoing responsibility to meet
the needs of poor children in a program
that, today, reaches only about 40 per-
cent of those who are eligible to par-
ticipate. This, too, is an important
part of the economic stimulus package,
for without it school districts will face
the need to impose additional layoffs
and cutbacks in services in the Chapter
1 Program.

Very soon the administration will
submit its education reform legisla-
tion, Goals 2000: Educate America. My
understanding is that this legislation,
among other things, will codify the na-
tional education goals and the Na-
tional Goals Panel, will provide an im-
portant framework for the develop-
ment and certification of voluntary
content standards, and provide impor-
tant assistance to States, local edu-
cation agencies, and individual schools
to begin or build upon education re-
form efforts. I look forward with en-
thusiasm to working with the adminis-
tration to obtain swift enactment for
this important legislation.

Mr. President, I cannot emphasize
too strongly how important it is that
we give President Clinton and Sec-
retary Riley the chance they deserve to
chart a course of positive change in
American education. It has been clear
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from the outset that the Clinton ad-
ministration has an expansive view of
education. It is committed to bringing
fundamental change in elementary and
secondary education through school re-
form, and to revitalizing American
higher education by bringing the spirit
of national and community service
onto the campuses and into the minds
and actions of students across Amer-
ica. I stand with the President in this
pursuit, and urge my colleagues to give
him the chance that he deserves to
make American education second to
none.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague
from Rhode Island for his remarks. I
think the kind of high regard we have
for our colleague from Rhode Island for
his leadership in education is sugges-
tive of the fact that we call the basic
grant the Pell grant in this country.
We are grateful to him for his leader-
ship.

Mr. President, I think my time is
just about consumed on this amend-
ment. So on behalf of the majority
manager, I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Washington off of the resolu-
tion.

Let me add I am pleased to have her
as a cosponsor of this resolution, and I
appreciate the good work she is doing
as a new Member of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.

I appreciate my colleague from Illi-
nois offering this wvery important
amendment. Our great and diverse Na-
tion requires an educational system
which is relevant for all participants. I
believe increased emphasis on edu-
cation policy in this country will en-
hance our ability to compete in the
global marketplace. We need a national
agenda to bring educators, parents,
students, business leaders, and Govern-
ment together to improve education
for the sake of all of our future.

For too long the message from our
National Government on education has
been that schools are bad, teachers
cannot teach, and kids cannot learn. I
disagree. I believe that our public edu-
cation system has not failed. We have
failed our public education system, and
it is time to turn that around.

Finally, we have a President who
fully recognizes this. Clinton proposes
to invest $9.2 billion over the next 5
years toward rebuilding the education
infrastructure in this country. This is a
step in the right direction.

We need to reverse the pattern of in-
difference that has characterized the
Government’s attitude toward public
education over the last decade. We
know children need to learn how to use
a computer for jobs tomorrow but far
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too many schools today do not even
have the electrical outlets they need to
plug the computers in.

We know our children need access to
the latest changes in our world, yet far
too many schools do not have the
money for current books and curricu-
lam.

We know that the skills our children
need for tomorrow are drastically dif-
ferent than the skills we needed when
we were in our public education sys-
tem, yet we have not invested in train-
ing for our teachers so they have those
skills to pass on to their students.

Over the last 12 years the Federal in-
vestment in education has dropped
from 11 percent of total spending to 6
percent. The United States spends less
on critical kindergarten through 12th
grade than do virtually all other major
industrial nations.

One recent study comparing national
expenditures on K-12 education ranked
the United States 12th out of 16 na-
tions. It is well past time to change our
Nation's dismal record of neglect when
it comes to investing in our children’s
education.

I know, as all of you do, that money
alone will not solve our educational
woes, but the Federal Government can-
not serve as a catalyst for education
reform without making a sufficient in-
vestment. While everyone agrees that
education is the core of the American
dream, the Federal Government up
until now has failed in its responsibil-
ity to shape a comprehensive education
policy that will provide leadership, vi-
sion, and resources for our children.

Fortunately, we now have a Presi-
dent who wants to get us back on the
right track and his proposals deserve
our full support. As a nation, we rob
ourselves when we do not make edu-
cation a top priority. The skill level
and expertise of our work force is the
foundation of our economic security.
We must recognize that each year’s
class of dropouts costs our Nation $240
billion in earnings lost, and taxes for-
gone in their lifetime.This does not in-
clude the costs of welfare, health care,
and social services borne by society.

By contrast, a high school diploma
increases annual earnings by $927. We
need to ensure that postsecondary edu-
cation is within the reach of all Ameri-
cans regardless of their family’'s in-
come level. Nationally, the average
cost for higher education has increased
at twice the rate of family income over
the last decade. Without financial aid,
college has simply become unavailable,
so far, to many students today.

Pell grants provide for hope for fami-
lies who look to education as a way out
of chronic poverty and we must sup-
port the President’'s proposal to fully
fund the shortfall in Pell grant fund-
ing.

There is not a minute to lose. We
cannot expect to retain our position as
leader in innovation, research, prod-
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ucts, and achievement in all areas un-
less we address the tragic state of our
educational system in this Nation. The
President has laid out a plan. We must
join forces as legislators, principals,
teachers, and parents to meet the
needs of today’s students for tomor-
row’s world.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
the President’'s plan and begin the
process of making educational excel-
lence a top priority for our National
Government.

I yield the remaining time.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have
conferred with my colleagues on the
Republican side on this. While there is
not a Republican Senator present right
now, this is agreeable on the other
side.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending Simon amend-
ment be laid aside to be disposed of fol-
lowing the Pressler amendment No.
210; that prior to the disposition of the
Simon amendment, there be 10 minutes
of debate on the amendment equally
divided in the usual form; and that no
second degree amendments be in order
to the Simon amendment.

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

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on behalf
of the majority manager, I yield——

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed to extend the recess until
such time as I can complete my re-
marks and proceed as if in morning
business.

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

POLLUTION PREVENTION

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, thank
you.

Last week, I was joined by 53 of our
colleagues here in the Senate in send-
ing a letter to President Clinton urging
him to issue an Executive order requir-
ing the Federal agencies, all of them,
to undertake comprehensive pollution
prevention activities.

The Senators who signed this letter
to the President requesting this Execu-
tive order all share a belief that issuing
such an order should outline specific
actions that Federal agencies would be
required to take in order to prevent
pollution at the source, including re-
quiring Federal facilities to first, re-
port their toxic emissions and pollu-
tion prevention efforts under the toxic
release inventory; second, to prepare
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comprehensive pollution prevention
plans; third, to use the Federal pro-
curement process to reduce the govern-
ment's use of toxic chemicals; and
fourth, to build flexibility into the
Federal grants programs so as to en-
courage States to develop innovative
policies to promote pollution preven-
tion.

All those Senators who signed this
letter to President Clinton believe that
the Federal Government has a unique
opportunity, and most importantly, a
responsibility, to become the leader—
not the delayer—in pollution preven-
tion practices and in its day-to-day op-
erations and in its purchasing decisions
and in its policies.

It should be very clear to us that if
we are going to demand of the private
sector the enormous expense and to
promulgate a whole set of require-
ments for the private sector to live up
to the Clean Air Act, toxic waste dis-
posal requirements, and a host of other
environmental requirements, we have a
responsibility in the Government not
just to lead by word but also by exam-
ple.

The Federal Government can set that
example by undertaking on its own
spontaneously to do what we are ask-
ing of the States as well of industry.
And we should not only do that. We
should do more. We should lead by ex-
ample.

Federal facilities are known to be the
Nation’s largest polluters, releasing
literally billions of pounds of toxic
chemicals into the environment. In
1992, the Department of Defense alone
was responsible for over 14,000 toxic
waste sites at over 1,500 domestic fa-
cilities. Each of these toxic waste sites,
each of these facilities, represents a lo-
cation in the United States where
American citizens are put at risk not
by the actions of the corporate sector,
not by the actions of other countries,
but by our own agencies, by the depart-
ments of the Federal Government itself
that are busy preaching and setting
standards for the private sector.

Just one Department of Energy facil-
ity, the Hanford Nuclear Reservation,
which we have talked about on the
floor of the Senate before, released
more than 200 billion gallons of waste
into the environment.

According to the National Toxic
Campaign Funds 1991 report, entitled
“U.8. Military Toxic Legacy,” I quote,
“In 1989 DOD’s estimates that it gen-
erated about 900 million pounds of haz-
ardous waste as well as 17 billion
pounds of waste water much of it con-
taminated with toxic chemicals.

‘“‘Furthermore, in 1989 DOD was also
responsible for 658 oil and toxic waste
spills that require cleanup. The EPA
estimates that the cleanup of domestic
DOD facilities will cost $20 to $40 bil-
lion and will take decades to complete.
But these projections’—they also
admit are most likely to rise.
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The DOD Inspector General's Office
told the Los Angeles Times that the
cost could go as high as $100 to $200 bil-
lion just to clean up the toxic waste of
the Departments of Defense and En-
ergy which are not alone among those
Federal agencies creating waste in
America’s environment today.

Focusing solely on the cleanup of
toxic waste dumps is, we should say,
also wasteful of both natural resources
and taxpayer dollars, and it is inexcus-
able. It is far better and it is high time
that we focus on reducing the waste be-
fore it is created so that we can pre-
vent many of these future toxic waste
problems. Pollution prevention has
proven to be the cheapest and by far
the most effective way to eliminate
waste, especially over the long term.

Many people in the private sector ac-
knowledge and even champion this. As
Frank Popoff, who is the CEO of Dow
Chemical, stated in his remarks during
President Clinton’s economic summit
last December:

At one time conventional wisdom said that
the economy and the environment were ir-
reconcilably opposed. Today, there is a grow-
ing recognition that pollution prevention
and waste reduction are not just societal im-
peratives but make fundamental good busi-
Nness sense.

1 think we are learning today that environ-
mental reform can be the genesis of jobs and
create its own competitive advantage [for
our country.]

The Federal Government would be
very well served if it would heed this
sage advice.

I point quickly to the recent example
in the Clean Air Act. For a period of
time in this country, the Competitive-
ness Council under Vice President
Quayle spent an awful lot of time try-
ing to slow down the process of imple-
mentation of the Clean Air Act. And,
in fact, regulations that were supposed
to implement this act were 12 times de-
layed.

Meanwhile, Japan and Germany pro-
ceeded ahead on the implementation of
clean air standards, and their stand-
ards were higher than ours. That re-
quired their companies to produce
state-of-the-art technology to meet
those standards.

Now, while Eastern Europe and Indo-
nesia and other countries are deciding
they want to clean up, they are not
turning to the United States to buy the
technology. They are going to Japan
and Germany because they have the
state of the art. That is a competitive
disadvantage that has been created as
a consequence of procrastination on en-
vironmental cleanup.

Mr. President, I would respectfully
suggest there are countless jobs to be
created in America today if we would
heed the sage advice of the CEO of a
company that often has been viewed as
an enemy in terms of environmental
cleanup.

An important avenue to encourage
pollution prevention has been some-
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thing known as the multimedia data
base, the toxics release inventory, or
the TRI, as it is known in shorthand.
This requires businesses to report on
their toxic emissions to the air, land,
and water.

In 1986, Congress passed the Emer-
gency Planning and Community Right-
to-Know Act, or EPCRA, which is also
known as title III of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act.
This recognized the public’'s right to
know about the risks that are posed by
a number of private-sector facilities
which produce certain toxic chemicals.
So we have recognized this right, that
the private sector has to live up to, and
we have understood that very valuable
information is compiled by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency in its
TRI data base.

In addition, in 1990, the Pollution
Prevention Act was passed, and that
required these same private-sector in-
dustries to report on their source re-
duction efforts. It is a way of holding
them accountable. There are methods
on measuring progress. But similar fa-
cilities owned by the Federal Govern-
ment are exempt from these laws.

So here we are with another example
of the Federal Government not living
up to the standards that it requires the
rest of America to live up to. And,
frankly, the American public is fed up
with Congress setting one set of laws
for the country and another set for it-
self, or with the Federal Government
requiring things in the private sector
and not being willing to live up to
these standards itself, It creates a dou-
ble standard that is unacceptable and
literally undermines Government.

EPCRA and the Pollution Prevention
Act are unique among environmental
laws. Both are nonregulatory statutes
that rely on reporting and public dis-
closure of information in order to
achieve environmental protection. And
I would respectfully suggest that is a
standard that we would be well advised
to adhere to in this country.

In addition to reporting under the
TRI, Federal facilities have a wonder-
ful opportunity to take advantage of
pollution prevention through the Fed-
eral purchases of environmental goods
and services. It is very difficult to ex-
aggerate the massive scale of the Fed-
eral Government’s purchasing oper-
ations. The Defense Department alone
has identified no less than 70,000 stand-
ardization documents that include
specifications, standards, and hand-
books.

I am pleased that the Defense De-
partment is beginning to evaluate
these specifications to resolve unneces-
sary purchases of hazardous materials.
For example, the Department is al-
ready considering how to reduce the
use of toxic chemicals that are tar-
geted by EPA in at least 600 standard-
ization documents that currently re-
quire the use of those chemicals.
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Mr. President, it is time that every
Federal installation reports its toxic
chemical releases into the air, water,
and land under title ITI and the PPA. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues and to working with the ad-
ministration and working with Carl
Browner of the EPA in order to try to
implement a plan in the next weeks
and months that can direct us to do by
Executive order what we have required
the rest of the country to do by legisla-
tion,

I hope that this will happen. It will
save millions of dollars, billions of dol-
lars. It will protect lives. It will im-
prove the health and safety of Ameri-
cans and it will shore up the entire ef-
fort of this Nation to make the envi-
ronment a part of our creation of jobs,
as well as a part of our second thinking
on a daily basis.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the letter sent to
President Clinton be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, DC, March 16, 1993,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to
ask that you consider issuing an Executive
Order specifying actions for agencies of the
Federal Government to take to prevent pol-
lution at the source.

Pollution prevention—reducing waste at
the source rather than at the end-of-the-
pipe—is often the cheapest and most effec-
tive way to diminish pollution, especially
over the long term. Unfortunately, the op-
portunities for source reduction often are
not realized because existing regulations,
and the resources they require for compli-
ance, focus upon treatment and disposal
rather than source reduction, and existing
regulations do not emphasize pollution pre-
vention.

Michael Porter of the Harvard Business
School has stated eloquently that:

“Turning environmental concern into com-
petitive advantage demands that we estab-
lish the right kind of regulations. They must
stress pollution prevention, rather than
merely abatement or cleanup * * * Properly
constructed regulatory standards, which aim
at outcomes and not methods, will encourage
companies to re-engineer their technology.
The result in many cases is a process that
not only pollutes less but lowers cost or im-
proves quality.”

The federal government has an oppor-
tunity and a responsibility to become the
leader in applying pollution prevention in its
day-to-day operations, in its purchasing de-
cisions, and in its policies. Pollution preven-
tion holds the promise of making the govern-
ment operate far more -efficiently—ulti-
mately moving us towards greater steward-
ship of the public’s resources and thereby
improving government's credibility and
trustworthiness. Realizing this promise will
demand that we ask federal agencies to es-
tablish new policies and new programs in a
time that calls for austerity. If we are to be
leaders, we must lead not only by word, but
by example—we must do ourselves what we
are asking of industry and the states. Quite
simply, we must take the time and spend the
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resources now to prevent waste and conserve
resources so that we do not incur greater
costs later.

There are many actions that the federal
government can take to incorporate pollu-
tion prevention in its operations. A critical
first step is to report publicly the amount of
toxic wastes generated at federal facilities.
Privately owned manufacturing operations
already are required to report publicly such
data under the Right-To-Know law and Pol-
lution Prevention Act, and there is no reason
why federal agencies should not play by the
same rules.

The spotlight provided by these public dis-
closure requirements has helped companies
to identify cost-effective ways to improve
manufacturing efficiency by eliminating
waste. Public reporting would allow federal
agencies to reap these environmental and
economic rewards, while providing a baseline
against which to measure the federal govern-
ment's progress in reducing waste. The De-
partment of Energy’s National Laboratories
already have volunteered to take this step,
providing a model for other agencies to fol-
low. (The Right-To-Know law includes a pro-
vision that protects national security infor-
mation from disclosure.)

Large federal facilities also can be in-
structed to prepare comprehensive pollution
prevention plans that identify ambitious but
achievable goals for reducing waste at the
source. Many privately owned facilities al-
ready prepare such plans under state law.
These plans, when combined with public re-
porting of toxic waste, would signal the fed-
eral government's new resolve to be a good
neighbor to local communities that must
live with the consequences of poor environ-
mental management at federal installations.
Plans should include measurable goals to im-
prove energy efficiency as well.

The federal government exerts a powerful
pull on the marketplace through its pur-
chase of environmental goods and services.
This power should be used to help build mar-
kets for environmentally benign products.
An Executive Order can contribute to this
goal by setting targets for reducing federal
purchases of toxic chemicals or products
made with environmentally harmful raw ma-
terials, taking into account the availability
of safe and reasonably priced substitutes and
by requiring federal facilities to publicly dis-
close the progress towards the targets. This
initiative could accelerate efforts already
underway at the Defense Department and in
other agencies.

Finally, an Executive Order can direct
agencies to build flexibility into federal
grant programs to encourage states in their
efforts to develop innovative policies to pro-
mote pollution prevention. It also may be
valuable to consider establishing a national
awards program to recognize products of
technologies designed to reduce or eliminate
environmental impacts in the design, manu-
facturing and marketing stages.

We pledge our cooperation with any such
effort, and wish you every success in pursu-
ing the twin goals of economic growth and
environmental protection.

Sincerely,

George J. Mitchell; John H. Chafee; Pat-
rick J. Leahy; Claiborne Pell; David L.
Boren; William 8. Cohen; Dave Duren-
berger; John F. Kerry; Carl Levin; Pete
V. Domenici; David Pryor; Bill Brad-
ley; James M. Jeffords; Donald W. Rie-

gle, Jr.
Barbara Boxer; Herb Kohl; Paul 5. Sar-
banes; Daniel K. Inouye; Ben

Nighthorse Campbell; Joseph R. Biden,
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Jr.; Arlen Specter; Edward M. Ken-
nedy: Daniel K. Akaka; Richard H.
Bryan; J. Robert Kerrey, Russell D.
Feingold; Paul Simon; Howard M.
Metzenbaum; Carol Moseley-Braun;
Dale Bumpers.

John Glenn; Mark O. Hatfield; Tom Har-
kin; Jay Rockefeller; William Roth;
Joseph Lieberman; Barbara Mikulski;
Daniel Patrick Moynihan; Harris
Wofford; Patty Murray; Bob Packwood;
Richard Lugar.

Nancy Landon Kassebaum; Tom Daschle;
Alfonse D'Amato; Dennis DeConcini;
Dianne Feinstein; Dan Coats; Chris
Dodd; Bob Graham; Paul Wellstone;
Jeff Bingaman; Jim Sasser; Harlan
Mathews.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I notice
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee is seeking recogni-
tion. So I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields the floor. The Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time
consumed by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts be charged against our time
on the resolution.

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

APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announces, on behalf of the ma-
jority leader, pursuant to Public Law
96-114, as amended, the appointment of
Mr. Ralph Everett, of Virginia, to the
Congressional Award Board.

—————

RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:57 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the presiding officer [Mr.
CONRAD].

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEARS
1994-98

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.
AMENDMENT NO. 185

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the DeConcini
amendment, No. 185.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
think under the agreement—I ask for
clarifiation—there is 10 minutes equal-
1y divided at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the
amendment before us is the community
policing amendment which provides for
some changes and some fulfillment of
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commitments made by President Clin-
ton in his State of the Union Address.
He talked about 100,000 police, and that
is what this amendment says. It com-
mits the Senate and the budget that we
will pass here later to fulfill that com-
mitment.

The amendment before us here will
ensure that the funding levels for the
community policing program are con-
sistent with the $1.7 billion requested
by president Clinton in his budget pro-
posal.

Mr. President, I have previously spo-
ken a lot about the problem that this
country faces. It is severe. It is severe
in my State and it is severe throughout
the country. On the streets of America
today, you literally are not safe,
whether you are in the suburbs or in
the inner city. There is a murder every
21 minutes in the United States of
America. There is a robbery every 46
seconds. Before I finish here, there will
be at least five robberies. And there is
a burglary every 10 seconds. By the
time I just said that, somebody’'s prop-
erty was burglarized and something
taken or destroyed.

This is obviously out of hand. I do
not pretend to convince my colleagues
that this is going to cure it. But what
it is, it is the first step that I have seen
from the White House to provide assist-
ance to local law enforcement to see
that there are more people available.
We run across the arguments, now and
then, about enforcing laws. Whether it
is the drug laws—let us not enforce it,
people are going to use drugs no matter
what. Let us not have the interdiction
program because they are going to fly
planes in here.

That is like saying let us not put any
more police on the streets because bur-
glaries are going to continue to occur.
Yes, they are. But there is a deterrent
effect when the law enforcement people
are seen, and particularly if they are
part of the community.

In my State of Arizona there is ap-
proximately 1 police officer for each 400
residents of a city or town in Arizona.
In Phoenix, approximately 2,000 offi-
cers serve a population of well over a
million people. And in my hometown of
Tucson, 800 officers serve a population
exceeding 400,000 people.

That is not a lot of presence, when
you think of 24 hours, administrative
costs, the sick leave, problems that
people go through. How many officers
do you really have on the streets? Not
very many. In fact, in Phoenix, AZ, the
police department is so strapped that
sometimes they do not have enough
people to fully handle the basic emer-
gency 911 calls. This is no fault of the
police chief in Phoenix, AZ, Chief Gar-
rett, one of the most innovative, hard-
est working chiefs I have ever known
in Arizona. He just does not have the
personnel. He cannot get them.

This amendment is known as cop on
the beat. It puts people in the field, not
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in the towers of the administrative of-
fices of the chief or anybody else. It
puts them in the field, exactly where
they belong.

I am pleased there are some addi-
tional cosponsors of this bill. The Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. KRUEGER]; the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN]; the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN];
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WOFFORD]—are all joining in this.

I hope my colleagues here will put
aside the fact that this happens to be a
Democratic President’s idea because
that is not the issue here. If this was
George Bush's idea, this Senator would
be speaking in favor of it, and maybe
offering the amendment if no one else
did. It is an idea whose time has truly
come. If we want better schools, if we
want businesses to survive—whether it
is in the suburb and shopping centers
or the inner cities—if we want our chil-
dren to be able to play in the neighbor-
hoods, we have to have more police. I
urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I rise
as a cosponsor of the community polic-
ing amendment to the budget resolu-
tion. The issue of crime touches every
neighborhood in every city and town in
every State of this Nation. No one is
immune from the ravages of random
violent acts that have increased in
number beyond our ability to control
them with traditional policing meth-
ods.

According to the FBI, the national
rate for violent crime reached an all-
time high last year, an increase of 24
percent since 1987. For the second year
in a row the United States also set a
new murder record with an estimated
24,020 violent deaths. As a result, homi-
cide is now the 10th leading cause of
death in this country.

If success in fighting crime could be
measured accurately by the number of
people we put behind bars, then we
would not have the problems we face
today. With more than 1.2 million citi-
zens in our jails and prisons, the Unit-
ed States has the highest incarceration
rate of any industrialized nation. We
spend $24 billion per year to operate
our prisons and jails with an additional
$10 billion for prison construction. Yet
the United States has a rate of violent
crime 5 times that of Canada and 10
times that of England.

In my own State of Pennsylvania vio-
lence is on the rise. In the city of Pitts-
burgh drug and gang violence have
taken over the streets of many of the
cities poorest neighborhoods. In Phila-
delphia like other major cities across
the country the increased incident of
crime has crippled local police re-
sources and held captive law abiding
citizens.

Our communities and our local law
enforcement agencies are demanding
that we provide them with the re-
sources they need to take innovative
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steps to stem the growth in crime. I be-
lieve that this community policing
amendment, in addition to passage of
the upcoming crime bill, is an answer
to that call.

This amendment will provide $1.7 bil-
lion for community policing from fiscal
year 1994 to fiscal year 1998. It is the
first step toward putting 100,000 more
police on the front lines in the fight
against crime. In addition, it will meet
the President’s challenge to provide
the necessary funding for local law en-
forcement agencies to implement
promising community policing initia-
tives.

Community policing makes the po-
lice officer a proactive force for crime
prevention in the communities they
patrol. It moves the police officer from
a position of anonymity in the patrol
car to one of direct engagement in the
community. By allowing police officers
to play a more constructive role in the
community, community policing has
the potential for lessening hostility be-
tween the police and crime plagued
communities, in addition to increasing
police accountability to the public.

From Philadelphia to Los Angeles,
New York to Houston, we have seen ex-
amples of community policing, when
properly funded and implemented,
making a difference where other pro-
grams have failed. We must lend a hand
to these efforts and others like them
by passing this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I notice
the Senator from Arizona is on the
floor. I would like to ask him just a
brief gquestion. Maybe the Senator from
New Mexico will yield me some time. I
ask the Senator from New Mexico to
yield me a couple of minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do I control?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico controls just
over 4 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the Senator 2
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will
ask the Senator from Arizona a quick
question. It says under the Senator's
amendment, it is a sense of the Senate
that we will be funding the President’s
level for the community policing pro-
gram. What was the President's level of
funding for that?

Mr. DECONCINI. If the Senator will
yield, it is $1.7 billion.
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Mr. NICKLES. Are we spending any
money in that program today?

Mr. DECONCINI. I do not know the
answer to that question. This is addi-
tional money to fund an additional
100,000 police officers, he is talking
about. I am sorry I cannot answer the
first part of that program.

Mr. NICKLES. Is it a brand new pro-
gram?

Mr. DECONCINI. I am advised it is an
existing program. We are trying to find
the money now. It is additional money
to the existing program.

Mr. NICKLES. I share some of the
concerns the Senator from Arizona has
about some of the difficulties our po-
lice forces have in many cities and
States. But I also am very concerned
about the budgetary impact, and real-
ize if we start picking up on more and
more of the expense from the Federal
side, I wonder about that liability,
given the fact that the Federal Govern-
ment is running such enormous defi-
cits. That is my concern.

The intent or objective of helping
local police forces is something that is
very noble. I just question the financial
aspect of it. That is the reason why I
asked the Senator the question.

Mr. DECONCINI. If the Senator will
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend
from Oklahoma for joining me on the
floor.

Mr. President, let me say to my
friend from Arizona, I hope that some
day we can have an opportunity on this
particular program that he is talking
about.

I will suggest to everyone that we are
in a new habit now during the last 4
days on budget resolutions. We try to
phrase an amendment so that it is not
just sense of the Senate but that is
what it ends up being because you can-
not really change a budget resolution
and not change it. If you put words in
and do not change the numbers, what
you are doing is offering a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution, otherwise it would
not be in order.

I urge that Senators, if they really
think this program some day under
some circumstances might work, if
they think that there is enough money
around, they can vote for it if they
want because it is nothing more than
saying it is a sense of the Senate that
we should have this kind of program.

I myself am not going to vote for it
because I do not think the program
ought to be adopted. I think we have in
existence a program that we can fund
that will help the local law enforce-
ment people hire more law enforce-
ment people, and we do not need a
whole new program called community
law enforcement. We are way under-
funded on the authorizing side of an ex-
isting judiciary program. In fact, we
are billions under the authorization.
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That is the one they have been asking
us to fund because it is policemen for
the local community. It is helping the
local police in Oklahoma City and Al-
buquerque, NM, or Kansas City. I do
not think we need to experiment with
a new tier of local policemen funded by
the Federal Government. I am going to
vote against it because I do not think
the program ought to be adopted.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 185, offered by the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI]. The yeas and
nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 43 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Felnstein M 1
Baucus Ford Mikulski
Biden Glenn Mitchell
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun
Boren Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Heflin Murray
Bradley Hollings Nunn
Breaux Inouye Pell
Bryan Johnston Pryor
Bumpers Kennedy Reid
Byrd Kerrey Riegle
Campbell Kerry Robb
Conrad Kohl Rockefeller
Daschle Krueger Sarbanes
DeConcini Lautenberg Sasser
Dodd Leahy Simon
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Exon Lieberman Wofford
Feingold Mathews

NAYS—44
Bennett Faircloth McConnell
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Brown Gramm Nickles
Burns Grassley Packwood
Chafee Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Hatfield Shelby
Cohen Helms Simpson
Coverdell Jeffords Smith
Craig K b Sp
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens
Danforth Lott Thurmond
Dole Lugar Wallop
Domenici Mack Warner
Durenberger McCain

So the amendment (No. 185) was

agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 186

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now before the Senate is on
agreeing to amendment No. 186 by the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE]. There is 10 minutes of de-
bate evenly divided.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
thank you.

Mr. President, I am very pleased to
be able at this time to make an impor-
tant announcement regarding the sub-
ject of my amendment. I think that the
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way for me to perhaps make this an-
nouncement is to read a letter. So I
will do so.

This is from Secretary Bentsen.

DEAR PauL: After studying the impact of
the Btu energy tax on the ethanol and meth-
anol industries in light of the Administra-
tion's objective to encourage use of alter-
native fuels, we have decided to exempt both
ethanol and methanol from the energy tax.
This exemption would also apply to other
oxygenates, such as ETBE and MTBE, that
are derived from ethanol and methanol.

Your leadership—

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senate is not in order.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator. I hope this will not count on my
time. I thank the Senator from New
Mexico. I remind my colleagues that
all of us have issues that are important
to people back in our States. This hap-
pens to be a very important issue to
many of us, I thank the Senator from
New Mexico for bringing us back to
order,

Your leadership and input on this issue has
helped us immensely in developing our posi-
tion.

Please let me or my staff know if you have
any further questions regarding this issue.

The only other thing I would like to
say—and then I want to hand this over
to Senator HARKIN and Senator
DASCHLE, who are on the floor—I would
like to thank the cosponsors, Senators
HARKIN, PRESSLER, GRASSLEY,
MOSELEY-BRAUN, EXON, SIMON, KERREY,
Baucus, and KEMPTHORNE. I thank Sen-
ator DASCHLE for all the work he has
done with Secretary Bentsen. And in
Minnesota I would like to thank David
Morris; Ralph Groschen, of Minnesota
Department of Agriculture; and Rich-
ard Jurgensen, of the Minnesota Corn
Processors.

I yield time now to Senator HARKIN
and Senator DASCHLE,

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
yielding. I want to join him in this
amendment. I congratulate the Sen-
ator from Minnesota for his great lead-
ership in this area. I, too, have received
a letter from Secretary Bentsen saying
that they will basically exempt both
ethanol and methanol and also the
oxygenates, both ETBE and MTRBE,
from the Btu tax. I congratulate the
Secretary for taking this position. It,
quite frankly, made no sense that in
the package they sent down the Presi-
dent excluded alternative forms of en-
ergy, such as wind, solar, and biomass
energy, but did not exclude ethanol be-
cause ethanol is, by its very definition,
a biomass fuel. This sort of completes
the circle and makes sense of it by in-
cluding it as a biomass fuel.

I just say this, Mr. President, I hope
that in terms of further looking at
this, they will narrow the methanol
down to be methanol produced from
biomass or methanol produced from re-
newable sources of energy.
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Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
commend the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota for his leadership on
this amendment and for his work on re-
newable fuels.

Let me also commend the adminis-
tration for their announcement just
now. We deeply appreciate the coopera-
tive spirit with which the announce-
ment has been made. Clinton and this
administration has long indicated its
support for ethanol. They know it
saves one-half billion dollars a year in
farm subsidies. They know it reduces
the dependence upon foreign oil. They
know it can make a major contribution
in cleaning our air.

This issue really represented the first
opportunity to demonstrate what we
all know, and they have done so. The
exemption recognizes that ethanol is
the primary biomass fuel. It recognizes
that we need to do all we can to en-
courage renewable fuels. The an-
nouncement today puts words to ac-
tion, There should be no doubt about
the administration’s support for etha-
nol now.

By voting for this amendment, we,
too, can reaffirm our support for reduc-
ing farm subsidies, for reducing de-
pendence upon foreign oil, for cleaning
our air. Ethanol is a critical amend-
ment to farm policy, to energy policy,
to improving our environment. This is
the first opportunity in this Congress
to reaffirm our support and to recog-
nize the need to advance renewable
fuels, to join with the administration
to create not only an effective budget
policy, but an effective energy, farm,
and environmental policy as well.

So let me again commend the distin-
guished former chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee and now Secretary of
the Treasury for his work and his lead-
ership in this regard, and thank again
the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota for his work on the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
how much time do we have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I reserve the re-
mainder of that time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to Senator BRADLEY, the
Senator from New Jersey, in opposi-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. I regret the action
taken by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. I rise to oppose this action. I
think we ought to focus—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will suspend for a moment.

The Senate will be in order.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the
current subsidy for ethanol is out-
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rageous. It amounts to $7 per million
Btu. That is the subsidy. Contrast that
with a sales price of $2.50 per million
Btu for natural gas and $6 per million
Btu for gasoline. =

In other words, Mr. President, the
subsidy for ethanol on a Btu basis is
larger than the sales price for natural
gas or for gasoline. I mean this is out-
rageous. This amendment would give
ethanol another 60 cents per million
Btu of subsidy. We already are subsi-
dizing it higher than the price of most
other fuels. Now we are going to give
them another 60 cents at a time when
we are supposed to be reducing the
budget deficit. This does not make
sense in terms of the other arguments
that are made.

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

Mr. BRADLEY. I ask for another
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 1 minute.

Mr. BRADLEY. In terms of the life
cycle greenhouse gas emissions, there
are more in the production of ethanol
from corn than there are emissions
from gasoline. So it is not a great
Clean Air Act amendment.

Finally, $1 billion in subsidies, one-
third of all corn acreage going to etha-
nol will provide relief from a day and a
half supply of oil.

S0 much for the energy-independence
argument.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a ‘“Dear Colleague' letter, a
letter from Environmental Action and
others, and a letter from the Independ-
ent Petroleum Association of America
be printed in the RECORD.

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

INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1993.

DEAR SENATOR: Independent natural gas
and oil producers have been informed that an
amendment may be offered during Senate
consideration of the budget resolution to ex-
empt ethanol from the President's BTU tax
proposal. The Independent Petroleum Asso-
ciation of America opposes such an exemp-
tion.

This is more than a '‘misery loves com-
pany' argument. Ethanol, which already en-
joys tax exemptions levied on oil-based fuels,
also competes with natural gas and natural
gas-derived fuels in new transportation mar-
kets and would gain a significant advantage
if exempted from the BTU tax. Such an ex-
emption cannot be justified as a matter of
environmental, energy or tax policy.

The IPAA does not support the BTU tax,
nonetheless we strongly urge you to vote
against the ethanol exemption amendment
to prevent further competitive distortions in
the energy market should the BTU tax be en-
acted.

Sincerely,
Roy W. WILLIS,
Vice President for
Government Relations.
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AMERICAN METHANOL INSTITUTE,
Washington, DC, March 18, 1993.

DEAR SENATOR: We respectfully urge you to
be aware that the Dear Colleague letter you
received yesterday from Senators Pressler,
Wellstone, and Harkin, proposing that etha-
nol and methanol fuels made from biomass
be exempted from the BTU tax proposed by
President Clinton, does not reflect the posi-
tion of the methanol industry. The American
Methanol Institute strongly believes that if
a BTU tax is enacted, it should, as the Presi-
dent has proposed, apply to all combustible
fuels, including both methanol and ethanol,
whether they are made from biomass, natu-
ral gas, or any other feedstock.

Proponents of further tax subsidies for eth-
anol cannot credibly argue that the use of
ethanol increases energy efficiency, reduces
the use of fossil fuels, and reduces oil im-
ports, when at the same time the ethanol in-
dustry is claiming that the heavy use of fos-
sil fuel to manufacture ethanol is a justifica-
tion for giving more tax breaks to ethanol.
The ethanol industry, already heavily sub-
sidized by federal and state tax dollars, has
asserted the illogical position that it should
be exempt from the BTU tax because the
very high energy input that goes into the
manufacture of ethanol is, in itself, justifica-
tion for not applying the tax to ethanol. In
other words, because it takes so much en-
ergy to manufacture ethanol, and that en-
ergy will already have been taxed, the etha-
nol industry claims the final product should
not be taxed, even though the final product
is an energy fuel.

It is important to understand that energy
is used to process all fuels. Extracting natu-
ral gas from the ground and compressing it
to make CNG or LNG, or processing the nat-
ural gas into methanol, require the use of en-
ergy in the same way that farmers use en-
ergy to plant, harvest and dry the corn that
becomes ethanol. Exempting ethanol or any
other fuel whose feedstocks are produced
with unusually high and inefficient energy
inputs would punish the more energy-effi-
cient fuels and reward those that waste the
most energy.

Neither can ethanol legitimately claim to
be a renewable fuel like solar energy or wind
power. The production of ethanol often re-
quires the depletion of non-renewable soils,
the depletion of non-renewable groundwater
resources, and always requires the use of
great quantities of fossil fuels as already dis-
cussed.

Finally, we urge you to consider the severe
budget and tax revenue consequences of con-
tinuing to provide more and more subsidies
to ethanol. Sacrifices in other programs, and
losses to the Treasury, cannot be measured
only by the billions of dollars in subsidy pay-
ments to the ethanol industry. For every
gallon of tax-subsidized ethanol used, our
economy will not use fuels that pay the BTU
tax, such as methanol and CNG. So direct
federal revenue losses, and the economy’s
loss of investments in enterprises that pay
the BTU tax, would be even higher.

Again, we urge that the Senate preserve
President Clinton's principle of fair competi-
tion in the market-place by application of
the proposed BTU tax to all combustible
fuels, including ethanol and methanol made
from any feedstock.

Very truly yours,
RAYMOND A. LEWIS,
President.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION, FRIENDS
OF THE EARTH, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, SI-
ERRA CLUB, UNION OF CONCERNED
SCIENTISTS, THE WILDERNESS S0-
CIETY,
March 22, 1993.

DEAR SENATOR: As the Senate considers
key elements of the President's economic
package—the budget resolution and the
stimulus package—we urge you to keep the
public interest before the special interests.
In particular, we urge you to oppose the Wal-
lop Amendment and any other amendments
regarding public lands subsidies, as well as
the Durenberger and Wellstone Amendments
regarding ethanol and the Gorton Amend-
ment regarding hydropower. All of these
amendments compromise the integrity of
the President's package and all are both fis-
cally and environmentally irresponsible.

At the same time, we urge your support for
the stimulus package and your opposition to
the Boren-Breaux and Kohl Amendments.
These amendments would seek further cuts
in the stimulus package or in long-term pro-
grams, jeopardizing investments that are ur-
gently needed to restore our human and nat-
ural resources and to lay the foundation for
a strong economy.

Specifically:

The Wallop Amendment would block much
needed reform of environmentally damaging
taxpayer subsidies to mining, ranching, and
agricultural special interests. These special
interests would continue to collect almost $1
billion dollars in taxpayer handouts over the
next 4 years, while degrading precious public
resources. The public would doubly lose be-
cause needed investments in the stimulus
package and other programs would be sac-
rificed to pay for continued subsidies to
these special interests.

The Durenberger and Wellstone Amend-
ments seek to exempt ethanol from the BTU
energy tax. For environmental, as well as
fiscal reasons the tax should be applied
equally to all sources of energy, excepting
only emerging technologies that are truly
clean and renewable (such as solar and wind).
As currently produced from corn, ethanol
can actually exacerbate problems of global
warming and poor air quality. The corn etha-
nol industry already enjoys hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in annual tax subsidies (the
existing federal subsidy of $7 per million
BTU dwarfs the proposed $0.59mmBTU pro-
posed energy tax); much of the benefit flows
to a single agribusiness giant, the Archer-
Daniels-Midland (ADM) Corporation. The
added subsidy to ADM and other ethanol spe-
cial interests would again come at the ex-
pense of needed public investment. The Gor-
ton Amendment which would exempt hydro-
power from the energy tax is also unjusti-
fied. Hydropower is an established tech-
nology with its own negative environmental
consequences and should not be exempted
from the energy tax.

It is time to end the special interests hand-
outs that these amendments would preserve
and it is time to invest in our human and
natural resources. The targeted spending on
environmentally sound infrastructure con-
tained in the President’s stimulus package is
essential to create the foundation for a sus-
tainable and competitive economy. Invest-
ments in water gquality, restoration of public
lands and forests, waste management, and an
efficient transportation infrastructure will
improve our quality of life and the environ-
ment, while putting thousands of Americans
to work. Investment in the energy efficiency
of federal facilities and federally-assisted
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housing, for instance, will pay back in a few
years and generate continued taxpayer sav-
ings—and pollution savings—in the future.

The President has shown courage and fore-
sight in proposing a balanced economic
package that begins to put the public inter-
est before the special interests. We urge you
to do the same: supporting the stimulus
package and opposing amendments that
would compromise needed public investment
or preserve damaging special-interest sub-
sidies.

Sincerely,

Leon Lowery, Environmental Action;
Marika Tatsutani, Natural Resources
Defense Council; Alden Meyer, Union of
Concerned Scientists; Ralph
DeGennaro, Friends of the Earth;
Melanie Griffin, Sierra Club; Don
Hellmann, the Wilderness Society.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC, March 23, 1993.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We urge you to oppose a
Sense of the Senate Resolution introduced
by Senators Wellstone, Harkin and Pressler,
and another Resolution to be introduced by
Senator Durenberger, that would seek to ex-
empt ethanol from the Administration’s pro-
posed energy or “BTU" tax. It is expected
that these resolutions will come to a vote on
March 23, 1993. While we, the undersigned,
have differing positions on the wisdom of a
BTU tax, we do agree that tax policy should
not artificially favor one form of energy. As
currently proposed, the BTU tax would apply
evenly to all combustible fuels, including
methanol and ethanol fuels, on a weighted
energy equivalent basis. An exemption for
ethanol would result in an unjustified tax
preference for ethanol over methanol, which
is a safe and efficient fuel made from domes-
tic natural gas.

All combustible fuels should compete on
their merits in the marketplace without the
tax system providing preferences for one
product over another. Tax preferences that
encourage the development of products
which cannot otherwise compete in the mar-
ketplace necessarily result in a
misallocation of resources. Elimination of
such tax preferences was a sensible principle
of the Tax Reform Act of 1986. We believe it
is equally applicable to the exemption of
ethanol from the BTU tax.

Whether you support or oppose the BTU
tax, we urge you to oppose any resolution or
amendments that would exempt ethanol
from the tax.

Sincerely,
MAaLcoLM WALLOP,
U.S. Senator.
BILL BRADLEY,
U.S. Senator.
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President,

enough is enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much. Let me yield myself 12 minutes
and see if I have time for one other
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
amendment by Senator WELLSTONE
does not change one number in the
budget resolution, does not change one
single solitary instruction, or order, to
the Finance Committee to produce new
taxes. What it is, and what the Sec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

retary of the Treasury has done, is ab-
solute, unequivocal, pure politics.

Now, some Senators can say, ‘‘I am
voting for the resolution, but it does
not include this provision that my peo-
ple will not stand for.” But why do
they not take the money out of the
budget resolution that accounts for
that? That is very simple. Just put an
amendment up and it says whatever
this is going to cost, I want to make
sure it is not going to be imposed and
I am going to take out the money.
What they are saying is put it on some-
body else. But they run around back
home and say, ‘I got it out as far as
this particular kind of energy, I have
seen to it that it is not going to be in
this.”

We could go through the whole budg-
et resolution and do that. What I think
is happening is that there are three
kinds of votes around here. There is a
yves vote, and there is a no vote, and
there is a vote that says maybe some-
time, but I am not sure when or if.

I yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr, President, I thank
our dear colleague for yielding. We had
an opportunity to kill the Btu tax. We
had an opportunity right on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend for 1 minute so I can
restore order so the Senator can be
heard.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we had
an opportunity to kill the Btu tax on
the floor of the Senate by dropping the
revenues, by changing the reconcili-
ation instruction that sends instruc-
tion to the Finance Committee rec-
ommending that it be adopted, and by
cutting spending add-ons in order to
keep the deficit at the same level. Yet,
our colleagues voted against taking the
tax money out, voted against cutting
the spending add-ons to pay for it, and
now we are getting a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that means absolutely
nothing, that seeks to indemnify one
more special interest group.

I want people to understand every
time a special interest group is indem-
nified, that means the cost of this
budget goes up. If the auto producers
are indemnified for supporting this
budget through protectionism, every
American pays more for automobiles.
If the airlines are indemnified for sup-
porting this budget by not remitting a
tax, people may pay more.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to wrap this up by saying the Btu
T —

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’'s entire time has expired.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have 20 seconds left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 17 seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. There is nothing
uncertain about this. It is based upon a
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U.N. report, “The Importance of Bio-
mass, Clean Fuels.” I remind my col-
leagues of an important letter from
Secretary of the Treasury, Lloyd Bent-
sen, which now exempts ethanol from
the Btu energy tax. It is fair, it serves
the economy of this country, and it is
an important amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota.
On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WOFFORD). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Akaka Durenberger Lugar
Baucus Exon Mathews
Bond Feinstein Mikulski
Boxer Ford Mitchell
Bryan Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bumpers Graham Moynihan
Burns Grassley Pell
Byrd Harkin Pressler
Campbell Hollings Pryor
Coats Inouye Riegle
Conrad Jeffords Rockefeller
Daschle Kempthorne
DeConcini K dy Sarbanes
Dodd Kerrey Sasser
Dole Kohl Simon
Dorgan Levin Wellstone

NAYS—52
Bennett Gramm Murkowski
Biden Gregg Murray
Bingaman Hatch Nickles
Boren Hatfield Nunn
Bradley Heflin Packwood
Breaux Helms Reid
Brown Johnaton Robb
Chafee Kassebaum Bhelby
Cochran Kerry Bimpson
Cohen Krueger Smith
Coverdell Lautenberg Specter
Craig Leahy Stevens
D’Amato Lieberman Thurmond
Danforth Lott Wallop
Domenici Mack Warner
Faircloth McCain Wofford
Feingold McConnell
Gorton Metzenbaum

So the amendment (No. 186) was re-

jected.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the
budget resolution that we are now con-
sidering is the first great policy initia-
tive of the Clinton administration.
There have been other bills considered
before now—family leave legislation,
motor-voter legislation, and others—
but nothing of the scale and impor-
tance of the legislation before us
today. Truly, this legislation, more
than any that we have considered this
session, will, to a great extent, deter-
mine whether this administration and
this Congress will be perceived in the
future to have been successful.
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Whenever a new administration steps
in, there is a renewed sense of opti-
mism in the country. It is not a par-
tisan phenomenon. I think that we,
too, who are in the opposition, feel it.

When Republicans come forward and
say, ‘*‘We want the President to succeed
too” We are responded to with some
smirks and some rolling of the eyes.
But there is nothing ironic or insincere
about saying that we wish the adminis-
tration success. We will oppose the ad-
ministration on various issues, but all
Americans have a stake in the Presi-
dent’s success in reducing the deficit.

That is not a joke, nor an empty po-
litical utterance. It is a reality—it is
especially real for those of us who have
children and grandchildren. All Ameri-
cans have a dire need to see the deficit
brought down, and that goes for Repub-
licans as well as Democrats. It goes for
everyone who cares about the future of
this country.

Which brings me to state my own
firm belief about the budget resolu-
tion—this plan will not help the Presi-
dent succeed in his goal of controlling
the long-term growth of the Federal
deficit. I will soon give my specific rea-
sons as to why that is the case. But let
me just say first that I do not believe
that it is even in the President’s best
political interest to see this measure
passed.

Those who hear of Republican opposi-
tion to the President’s plan have re-
peatedly said—what would you do?
What is your plan? It is a fair question.
It is fair because doing nothing is not
an option. I will take issue with any-
one who suggests that defeating the
President’s plan is an end in itself. Let
me state that clearly. Let no one be-
lieve that we will have acted respon-
sibly simply by letting the Government
continue on as it has been doing. The
President is right that we need change.

We will be offering a series of amend-
ments to provide the kind of change in
the budget process that we believe are
desperately needed. We may succeed or
we may fail to get them passed. But
those who vote in favor, as well as
those who vote against this resolution,
will still have the responsibility of
eventually effecting the type of spend-
ing reform that we will need.

Let me now turn to why this plan
will not do what it is designed to do. I
will make it very simple. It will not re-
solve our deficit problems because it
does not address the source of those
problems.

Very simply—the level of current
Federal taxation is at a high in recent
history, both in absolute terms and as
a fraction of GDP. The reason we have
a deficit is simply that Federal spend-
ing outpaces Federal taxation. It does
not come from a lack of taxation, and
it will not be cured by more taxation.

Last year Federal entitlement spend-
ing went up by 24 percent. Remember
that this spending occurs automati-
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cally, without an appropriation, unless
we change the system by which it is
given.

Why did entitlement spending go up
so rapidly? Because Medicaid went up
by 38 percent. Because Medicare went
up by 16 percent. Increased taxation
will not address that problem.

Unemployment compensation saw a
huge increase last year. Increased tax-
ation will not solve that problem—just
the opposite. Increased taxation will
only weaken an economy and further
increase the need for future unemploy-
ment benefits.

There is only one thing we can do to
repair this Nation's long-term fiscal
situation, and that it is to slow the
growth of entitlement spending. Other-
wise, the tax increases of today will
simply have to be followed by the tax
increases of next year in order to keep
pace.

What then, will be the effect of pass-
ing this resolution? Will we see the
projected explosion in the deficit dis-
appear? Even if we were to collect all
of the revenue hoped for from these
new taxes—and that is open to ques-
tion—the deficit would only decrease
marginally in the next 4 years, and
then begin to rise again, due to uncon-
trolled entitlement spending.

This gets me back to why I believe
that this budget resolution is delete-
rious and disastrous even for the Clin-
ton administration. The American pub-
lic is ready to sacrifice. There is a col-
lective willingness to give the new
President a chance, as there should be.
This makes it doubly important that
the opportunity be seized, and the
problems be set right when they can.

Let me read from a letter written to
the President by Dr. Jeff Victoroff
from California. This is a remarkable
letter, which he was kind enough to
copy to my office, and I believe it sets
out the situation as clearly as I pos-
sibly could.

Cut entitlements. * * * If you take this
courageous step, then deficit reduction, eco-
nomic growth, and your presidency will be a
success. If you don't, two years from now
your current economic half-measures will
have disappointed America.

Dr. Victoroff says of the American
people—and we are hearing this from
all of our constituents:

They not only will tolerate sacrifice, they
are eager to sacrifice, to feel as if they are
part of a truly new day in American history.
* * * Your first budget must take full advan-
tage of this unique historic moment. If
Reagan or Bush had pushed for dramatic
cuts in entitlements, they would have been
perceived as cruel and uncaring. If you push
for this, you will be perceived as courageous.
* % * Act now * * * you will have just this
one opportunity to do this great thing. * * *

I ask that a copy of Dr. Victoroff's
full letter be placed in the RECORD.

That, I believe, is the crux of the sit-
uation, The citizenry is ready to pull
together and get the job done—so we
had better get it done. This resolution
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will not do it. What will happen if we
pass this resolution is only that we will
collect more taxes, and then in 4 or 5
years we will have to come back and
ask them to sacrifice some more.

Will they be willing to sacrifice then?
Will they really believe us or ever be-
lieve us again? They will have little
reason to do so on the basis of their ex-
perience with the results of this resolu-
tion.

I do not want to sound apocalyptic.
But it will get harder and even harder
to convince the people to make the sac-
rifices that need to be made to get the
job done. Every time we promise suc-
cess and provide failure, we increase
cynicism and fuel selfishness. Thus we
had better do this right.

I hope that my colleagues will give
careful consideration to the Repub-
lican amendments as they are offered,
and do not simply reject them reflex-
ively out of hand. I hope that amend-
ments to scale back projected manda-
tory spending increases will receive
particular consideration, for they are
the most important.

Before I close, I would again ask my
colleagues to note the projections of
increasing deficits beyond 1998 if this
plan is adopted, and to contemplate
how an overtaxed American public will
react to deficit-reduction plans when
that time comes. They may not be so
receptive as they are now. It is my
hope that we can amend this plan and
improve it, and turn the promise of def-
icit reduction into a reality. I thank
my colleagues and I yield the floor.

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA SCHOOL OF MEDICINE,
Downey, CA, March 10, 1993.

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: You asked for
the input of the American people. I'm writ-
ing in response to your challenge. I'm a neu-
rologist, a psychiatrist, and a social sci-
entist. I am not an economist. Nonetheless,
I voted for you on the hope that you might
act courageously in this moment of need. I
am writing to make a strong plea for a spe-
cific economic action, based on a hopefully
deep understanding of the American psyche.
Please forgive me that I am so presump-
tuous, but the time is urgent.

Cut entitlements. Cut them swiftly, sharp-
ly, and without hesitation. Cut Social Secu-
rity dramatically. Cut other entitlements to
a degree that will take away the breath of
even the most conservative of your Repub-
lican detractors. If you take this courageous
step, then deficit reduction, economic
growth, and your presidency will be a suc-
cess. If you don't, two years from now your
current economic half-measures will have
disappointed America. You will lose the
emotional support of the people, you will
lose the White House, and you will lose any
chance you might have had to bring eight
years of moral vision to this country.

As a strong liberal, I am well aware that
the idea of cutting entitlements may sound
politically outrageous. However, as a social
scientist, allow me to explain why it is not
only politically possible but essential for
your political survival: at this single historic
moment, you have the full attention, the full
sympathy, and the full cooperation of the
American people. They are awaiting your
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economic plan as a starving throng awaits
their deliverer. For the first time since the
Kennedy administration, an American presi-
dent is in a position to ask anything of the
people, and get it. They not only will toler-
ate sacrifice, they are eager to sacrifice, to
feel as if they are part of a truly new day in
American history, a second American Revo-
lution. Your first budget must take full ad-
vantage of this unique historic moment. If
Reagan or Bush had pushed for dramatic
cuts in entitlements, they would have been
perceived as cruel and uncaring. If you push
for this, you will be perceived as courageous.
You will be perceived as the one person in
government willing to face up to the truth
about American economics, willing to take
the heat for politically incorrect but morally
brave and economically essential action. Act
now, at the very beginning of your presi-
dency, or you will forever lose the hearts of
a desperate and needy populace. You will
have just this one opportunity to do this
great thing.

Now, again forgive me for my presumption,
because I do not know you personally, and I
have no right to speculate about your per-
sonal feelings. However, I am deeply con-
cerned that you will shrink from taking this
dramatic economic action because of your
discomfort with confrontation. Please for-
give me for putting it so strongly, but you
may need to -overcome your own psycho-
logical set to do the right thing for America
at this critical moment. You have accepted
the job of Commander in Chief, and the eco-
nomic jeopardy of this country is every bit
as serious a threat as war. You must act like
a general. You must, setting your shoulders
and holding in your feelings, send off good
people to suffer, because the greater good re-
quires it. Because, in your heart, you know
that you will be protecting the freedom of a
hundred lives for each one that dies in this
battle.

Cut entitlements. Cut them now. You will
win the most important victory a human
could desire: you will act bravely, act beyond
the limits you have set for yourself, and see
your bravery justified by the course of his-
tory. Most sincerely yours,

JEFF VICTOROFF, M.A., M.D._,
Assistant Professor of Neurology.
AMENDMENT NO. 188

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment is one which we debated
yesterday. Let me just briefly describe
it and then defer to the Senator from
Louisiana, who is chairman of the En-
ergy Committee, to discuss his view of
it and also to the Senator from Mon-
tana, who has taken a great interest
in it.

The amendment tries to put the Sen-
ate on record with regard to two pro-
posals in the budget resolution. One re-
lates to the grazing fee on public lands.
The other relates to the royalty for
hardrock mining on public lands.

With regard to the grazing fee, it
says that any change in the grazing fee
shall be accomplished with an eye to
maintaining a viable ranching indus-
try. And that these changes would not
be driven by an arbitrary budget tar-
get, revenue target. g

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

With regard to royalty fees, again, it
recognizes that a royalty fee may be
appropriate for the hardrock mining
industry. But again it puts the Senate
on record as saying that the mining in-
dustry needs to remain viable in this
country. We do not want a fee that
interferes with that. And that any roy-
alty that is imposed should not be ar-
rived at by reference to arbitrary reve-
nue targets.

I think it is a useful amendment, and
I urge my colleagues to adopt it.

I also draw the attention of my col-
leagues to the statement that our En-
ergy Committee chairman is going to
make with regard to communications
that he has had with the budget chair-

an.

I now yield to the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

How many minutes does the Senator
need?

Mr. JOHNSTON. May I have 4 min-
utes?

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield 4 minutes to
the Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the
Bingaman amendment calls into issue
the same issue the Wallop amendment
calls into issue. That is the reasonable-
ness of the reconciliation instructions
to the Energy Committee. Those in-
structions assume with respect to
hardrock mining that there will be a
royalty fee of 12.5 percent, It also as-
sumes a holding fee for hardrock min-
ing. It also assumes some other things,
such as grazing fees, which are in the
jurisdiction of the Energy Committee.

The question is posed: Are these in-
structions to the Energy Committee
reasonable and do we expect them to
come into law? The answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, is no.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from me to Chairman
SASSER be printed in the RECORD.

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

COMMITTEE ON
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1993.
Hon. JIM SASSER,
Chairman, Senate Committee on the Budget,
Washington, DC.

DEAR JIM: As you know, Senator WALLOP
has proposed an amendment to the Budget
Resolution that would significantly reduce
the amount of increased revenues required
for the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

I intend to vote against the Wallop amend-
ment. However, I should tell you that in my
judgment the Committee will not approve
changes in law that will meet the require-
ments of the Budget Resolution in its cur-
rent form. We have been unsuccessful in our
efforts to identify initiatives that would
achieve savings and be supported by a major-
ity of the Committee.

The Committee was not consulted about
the Resolution's assumptions. Some are very
unrealistic. For example, the Resoclution as-
sumes a 12% percent royalty on hard rock
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mining on Federal lands. Senator Bumpers,
the leading proponent of Mining Law reform
has an 8 percent royalty in his legislation.

I will, of course, be glad to work with you
to arrive at a more desirable result.

With kindest personal regards, [ am

Sincerely,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
Chairman.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, in ef-
fect what that letter does is put the
chairman on notice, as he and I have
discussed orally, that we have to find a
solution to this; that we do not expect
to report, nor would it be reasonable to
report, a royalty fee of 12.5 percent. I
do not think you would realize the
amount of revenue. You would put too
many mining companies out of busi-
ness if you had that kind of fee.

If that is my view, why would I then
vote against the Wallop amendment?
The answer is very simple, Mr. Presi-
dent. In a budget resolution, if you
start taking it apart bit by bit and
piece by piece, pretty soon the whole
resolution falls apart, and I do not
think we ought to do that. I believe
that the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, and indeed the conference on
the budget resolution, is going to work
out these problems of what I call the
western cluster bomb satisfactorily. In
fact, I hope that the issue of mining
law reform can be taken all the way
out of reconciliation and solved in sep-
arate legislation.

I believe that the Secretary of the In-
terior, in effect, agreed with this the
other day in testimony before us that
it ought to be done by separate legisla-
tion. But it will take us a little time to
do that. And, in effect, I think what we
ought to do is support this resolution
and put the finger on the chairman of
the Budget Committee, as he under-
stands—and he has already been put on
notice—to help us solve this problem in
the conference. I believe that he and
we, working together on this con-
ference committee, can do it, and that
is the reason that I am going to not
only vote for the Bingaman amend-
ment but vote against the Wallop
amendment.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents had 10 minutes. They have b
minutes remaining.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
amendment offered by the Senator
from New Mexico. I thank the chair-
man of the Energy Committee for his
letter. It is very much on target; name-
ly, it is not possible for that committee
to achieve the savings anticipated in
the budget resolution without some
modification and working with the
Budget Committee and working with
the President.
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If I might, Mr. President, I would
like to ask a question of the Chairman
whether the question with respect to
grazing fees and the question of
hardrock mining royalty fees also ap-
plies to low-cost timber sales; that is,
that provision in the President’'s eco-
nomic program will again be subject to
the chairman's committee. Do the
same problems with respect to the is-
sues you raised in your letter apply to
the low-cost timber sales?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I do
not know where we come out on any of
these things individually. I know, for
example, I have stated that I think we
ought to have legislation this year on
hardrock mining law reform, and I ex-
pect that we will do that. But I do not
believe it is reasonable to require us to
come up with these amounts of money
from the Energy Committee jurisdic-
tion.

The letter brings into view all of
what I call cluster bomb issues in the
West. We only have time to deal with
these outside of reconciliation.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, very
generally, these are all issues that
must be dealt with but they must be
dealt with on an evenhanded, fair basis,
whether it is grazing fees, hardrock
mining royalties, or low-cost timber
sales. They must be addressed. There is
room for some reform, and the indus-
tries in each of these areas do want to
deal with this on a reasonable, bal-
anced basis.

I want to say, Mr. President, that the
President's economic program, as it
was proposed, is not reasonable, is not
balanced. It very much adversely af-
fects the Western States, public lands
States.

I must add to that, Mr. President,
just last week I met with President
Clinton, along with other Western Sen-
ators and, very much to his credit—and
I applaud him for this—he said to us at
the end of that meeting that we did
have a very good case and he would
work with us and would work with the
economic program he proposed to the
Congress to make sure that the Presi-
dent’s overall economic program is
evenhanded and is balanced.

I underline that point, Mr. President,
because obviously if we are going to re-
duce the budget deficit, obviously if we
are going to provide jobs for America,
obviously if we are going to invest in
the long term, we must work with the
President's program because it is the
only realistic program before us.

I call upon Members on the other side
of the aisle, when the Wallop amend-
ment comes up, to not vote for the
Wallop amendment because once
amendments like that begin to be
adopted, the resolution will fall apart,
it will fray and we will have nothing.

Instead, I ask them to work with this
side of the aisle, support the Bingaman
amendment, work with amendments to
work with the President’s program be-
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cause, I say to the Members on the
other side of the aisle, the President
does want to work with Members of
Congress on both sides of the aisle in
trying to resolve these Western issues.
He has given that assurance.

With that assurance, Mr. President, I
strongly support the Bingaman amend-
ment. I think it is right on target. I
urge our Members not to go down the
track of voting for the Wallop amend-
ment and other similar amendments
because to do so is to support gridlock
and to support bringing down the pro-
gram and is not working cooperatively
with the President to find a solution.

1 yield back the remainder of my
time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
nine seconds.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of the sense-of-
the-Senate amendment introduced by
my colleague, Senator BINGAMAN, re-
garding royalty fees for hardrock min-
ing, and domestic livestock grazing
fees.

Senator BINGAMAN's amendment ad-
dresses a part of President Clinton’'s
economic plan that overlooks eco-
nomic realities in the Western States.
Just last week several of us from West-
ern States took our plea to the Presi-
dent himself. It was at this time that
we expressed our concerns that his eco-
nomic plan would result in significant
job losses in Western States, and how
imperative it was that a compromise
be reached that took into account the
realities of modern mining and ranch-
ing. My colleague's amendment does
just that.

The mining and ranching industries
realize that they have to pay their fair
share. However, the plan as it now
stands asks them to do more than what
is considered fair.

The last decade has witnessed a re-
markable rural economic revival in my
State, largely because of our latest
entry into world-class mineral produc-
tion.

Nevada is known for its gold and sil-
ver production, but copper production
also sustained the economy for many
years until the 1970’s. It must be noted
that Nevada also possesses substantial
resources of molybdenum, lithium, bar-
ite, tungsten, iron, gypsum, and a vari-
ety of specialty clays, all of which are
important strategic minerals. We also
have active exploration for platinum.
Many of these resources are largely un-
developed but will become important
to Nevada and the Nation in the future.
It must be noted, however, that a roy-
alty such as the one proposed in Presi-
dent Clinton’s economic plan could
prohibit the development of such im-
portant strategic resources.

If important changes are not made in
the President’'s economic plan, invest-
ment into Nevada mining and ranching
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operations could become restricted.
Mining, as well as ranching, are histor-
ical, integral, and critical elements of
the Nevada economy. These are two of
the few sources of ongoing direct in-
vestment in the rural communities of
the West, and they are an important
source of State tax revenue and jobs, as
well as raw materials to fuel the econ-
omy.

Mining companies invested approxi-
mately $5 billion in Nevada in the last
decade; employment in the industry
has increased from 6,000 jobs in 1985 to
a peak of 16,000 in 1990; State and local
taxes paid by the mining industry have
increased from $21 million in 1986 to
about $90 million annually.

In addition, total nonfuel minerals
production in Nevada in 1992 was near-
ly $2.8 billion, about 12 percent of the
total gross State product. We produced
more than 6 million ounces of gold,
about 62 percent of the United States
production, about 11 percent of the
world’s production. It must not be
overlooked that Nevada's gold produc-
tion reduces the Nation's trade deficit,
since we are a net exporter of gold.

Revision of the historic mining law
of 1872 is complicated, as is the grazing
fees issue, and these issues are sen-
sitive for those of us who are vitally
concerned both about the economy of
the Western States, as well as the sta-
tus and protection of our public lands.

The mining law of 1872 has been a
source of controversy for several years.
At the same time, however, much of
the criticism of this law has been mis-
placed. Few people really understand
the way the law operates. A few iso-
lated cases of abuse of the mining law
has tended to color public opinion even
about the many highly responsible
mining operations who make such a
positive contribution to our economy.

There are, however, legitimate min-
ing law reforms that need to be exam-
ined that have garnered broad support.

First, payment of fair market value
when any person receives a mining pat-
ent pursuant to the mining law of 1872.
This would prevent the perception that
public lands are available for purchase
under the law for $2.50 or $5 per acre. In
reality, the fee historically has been
merely a processing fee—the actual
cost to develop a patent application is
typically several thousands of dollars.

Second, the second major revision to
the existing law that I support is to
provide that once mining activities
cease on formerly public lands, they
will be reverted to the public owner-
ship.

Third, and finally, I support the prop-
osition that any land used for mining
be appropriately reclaimed pursuant to
applicable Federal or State laws when
mining activity ceases.

Nevada's first general mining rec-
lamation law became effective October
1, 1990, and is working well. Likewise, a
host of other environmental laws and
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regulations have grown around the
basic parameters of the mining law,
and their impact on the industry has
been substantial.

However, I know that some abuses of
the mining law for mining purposes
have occurred, and I believe there is a
broad consensus within the industry as
well as outside to prevent such abuses.
But for those of us who represent pub-
lic land States—Nevada is comprised of
nearly 87 percent federally owned
land—it is critical that mining reform
not spell the demise of our mining and
ranching industry. As the President’'s
economic plan now stands, a 12.5-per-
cent royalty, or a substantial increase
in grazing fees, could cause severe
damage.

Often the Federal ownership of vast
tracts of land does little to benefit the
residents of a State like Nevada, and
efforts to create more private owner-
ship have been slow. The use of these
lands for mining and ranching, how-
ever, contributes much to the host
State. Where abuses have occurred,
change is warranted. However it is my
hope that any changes take into ac-
count the multiple-use philosophy that
governs our public lands, so that min-
ing and ranching can continue with
other proper uses of these lands.

AMENDMENT NO. 188

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we in
the West have to be realistic about the
prospect for changes in the grazing fee
structure. I am prepared for this. I can
also support the establishment of a
royalty for mining on Federal lands.
But I feel strongly that these changes
must be structured in a way that rec-
ognizes the importance of the contin-
ued viability of those industries and
supports that continue wviability. We
cannot impose fees that are punitive in
their effect. We cannot impose fees and
royalties that threaten the economic
future of these industries, and the com-
munities that depend on them. What-
ever we do must make sense. We need
to figure out what these industries can
accommodate, and peg fees to those
economic realities.

Mr. President, when I speak about
the rural communities in the West, I
know something about the subject. I
grew up in Silver City, NM, which, by
most standards, would be considered
one of those communities. In Silver
City, in Grant County, ranching is an
important industry. Mining is an im-
portant industry.

We have before us soon a stimulus
package including money for summer
jobs. In Grant County, summer jobs for
youth often means working on a ranch
or working at the mine, mill, or smelt-
er. I remember well a summer during
college which I spent working at the
smelter in Hurley.

Now, I do not have exactly the right
answer ready to present to my col-
leagues this morning—for either the
royalties or the grazing fees. I think
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that is going to take a lot of work on
the part of Congress, the administra-
tion, and the interested public, work
that we need to do together. But I
think it is important to point out some
facts about grazing and mining on pub-
lic lands, and to talk about whether
the Budget Committee’s numbers and
the President’s proposals are realistic.

It just does not make sense to arbi-
trarily set a revenue figure, and then
establish the fee structure from that
target. That is the reverse of how we
should handle these matters.

Grazing fees:

For Interior Department [BLM] graz-
ing fees, the President’s plan sets a tar-
get of $48 million of additional revenue
over the 4-year period 1994-97. While
the official assumptions used to arrive
at that number have not been released,
I understand that the Congressional
Budget Office estimates that this re-
flects a 33-percent annual increase in
the grazing fees. That means that over
a 4-year period, grazing fees would be
raised over 120 percent. I think it is
worth noting that the Senate has de-
feated proposals for this level of in-
crease, for at least the last 2 years, on
the Interior appropriations bill.

The Budget Committee, in its in-
structions to the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, indi-
cates a revenue goal of $63 million over
a b5-year period from BLM grazing fees,
and another $29 million from Forest
Service fees. Some estimates suggest
that this would bring the grazing fee to
approximately $7.50/AUM in 1998.
Today, it stands at $1.86/AUM. This is
not an acceptable increase, Mr. Presi-
dent. Such an increase would cause se-
rious harm to many of the small ranch-
ing operations in my State.

Mr. President, I am very concerned
that we not kill off small ranching en-
terprises. We have 3,500 Federal land
permitees in New Mexico, which rep-
resents about 50 percent of New Mexico
ranchers. About three-quarters run less
than 100 head of cattle. That is a very
small operation. In fact, many of these
ranchers have jobs in town—because
they cannot make a living solely by
ranching. People are not getting rich
from public lands ranching in New
Mexico—it is a family tradition, and it
is a labor of love.

Public land ranchers can pay a high-
er fee for access to BLM and Forest
Service rangeland than is being paid
today, and many are willing to do so.
But it is important that we realize that
the ranching industry is not mono-
lithic—the very large enterprises are in
a different financial position than
small ranchers. I think that whatever
changes we make to the grazing fee
structure must reflect that reality.

Mining royalties:

As far as mining is concerned, I think
that you will find that many Senators,
myself included, think that reform of
the 1872 mining law is overdue. I agree
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that the American people should see
some financial gain from the produc-
tive use of Federal lands for mining.
And I do not have a problem with a
hardrock mining royalty. However, we
are told that the budget resolution re-
flects a belief that we can impose a
12.5-percent gross royalty on mining on
public lands and still maintain a viable
industry. If that is the assumption,
then I believe it is totally unrealistic.
A 12.5-percent gross royalty could shut
down a significant proportion of U.S.
mining activity.

Mr. President, we have to approach
these issues in good faith, and that
means we all have to agree that the
United States should retain an eco-
nomically viable mining industry. In
New Mexico, mining provides approxi-
mately 2,000 jobs, many of them in
rural communities where good jobs are
few and far between. Over the last dec-
ade, mining jobs in New Mexico and
around the West have disappeared by
the thousands. Today, about a third of
mining in New Mexico takes place on
public lands. We know that many of
those jobs are not coming back, Mr.
President. But I think it is fair to sug-
gest that we need to try to keep the
mining jobs we have and permit mining
to continue as a source of employment
within our borders.

If we are going to charge a royalty,
we should charge it on net profits—not
gross proceeds. And we have to agree
on the basis from which we are work-
ing. Otherwise, all conclusions are sus-
pect.

Last week, 11 of us here in the Senate
visited with President Clinton, Vice
President GORE, and OMB Director Pa-
netta on the impacts of the President’s
program on Western States. I was
pleased and impressed with the Presi-
dent’s reaction—he demonstrated a
keen understanding of the issues that
the ranching and mining industries
must face. He assured us that the cre-
ation and retention of jobs, American
jobs, is his top priority, and that he
wants to implement a program that is
fair to everyone and that allow us to do
just that.

Mr. President, I assured President
Clinton at the meeting, and I will say
if for the record here today, that I sup-
port him, and I support his economic
program. I want to work with the ad-
ministration to establish fee structures
that call on extractive industries to
pay their fair share, but also fee struc-
ture that let them stay in business.
This amendment simply expresses that
intention.

Mr. President, let me just repeat
what I said yesterday and again today.
This amendment recognizes the reality
that we find ourselves in, which is that
there is going to have to be some sac-
rifice by everyone involved if the Presi-
dent's package is going to prevail. The
West should not be exempt.

But what is done in the West with re-
gard to grazing fees and mining royal-
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ties needs to be fair; it needs to be done
with a view toward what the economic
realities of those industries are. We are
not asking in this amendment for those
industries to be exempted. We are ask-
ing they be treated fairly.

I very much appreciate the state-
ment of the chairman of the Energy
Committee. I believe with his leader-
ship we can see to it that they are
treated fairly.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first,
so there will not be any misunder-
standing, I had volunteered on the
floor to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment of my friend which is before us. I
have since told him I had thought bet-
ter of it. So I ask unanimous consent
that I be permitted to withdraw as a
cosponsor of the amendment.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
tell you why. The reason that I am not
going to support the Bingaman amend-
ment, and my colleague is as concerned
about Western matters as I am, but the
truth of the matter is that this amend-
ment is a facade. It gives cover to some
western Senators, presumably on the
Democrat side of the aisle, so they can
go home and say we did not want to do
what the President wanted to do to
you, and we have a sense of the Senate
to prove it.

But the truth of the matter is, the
rest of the talk, including the talk by
my distinguished chairman, Senator
BENNETT JOHNSTON, chairman of the
Energy Committee and my dear friend,
it is absolute doubletalk. Has anybody
ever seen a budget resolution with an
order to a committee: ‘‘Your raise $752
million, Energy Committee’?

That is what this reconciliation in-
struction says and it is not being
changed one nickel, one dime, one pe-
riod, or one paragraph by this resolu-
tion. It is still saying “BENNETT JOHN-
STON, chairman of the Energy Commit-
tee,"” and that group around him, ‘‘you
raise user fees on mining by putting on
royalties and on grazing by raising
grazing fees.”

Now to stand on the floor of the Sen-
ate and to say ‘‘Republicans, where's
your plan?” when here is another ex-
ample that they do not want to accept
the President’'s plan. So we have nice
language saying, ‘“‘Committee, you do
right, you can tax these but do it so
both of these industries remain via-
ble.” Is that not pretty?

You see, Senator BUMPERS thinks
they are viable with 12.5 percent, 10.5,
8.5, just pick a number. How is the
committee going to decide that? The
only way to treat Western America fair
and not take jobs right out from under
every small community in my State
and western rural communities is to
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take the $752 million out of the budget.
That is not very difficult. Take it out,
remove the instruction to the commit-
tee and cut $752 million out of $124 bil-
lion in increases in domestic spending.
Now that is a minutia. Take $752 mil-
lion out of the $124 billion increase in
domestic programs and do not take the
risk that a committee is going to go
into session under an instruction. As
miraculous as I have seen Senator BEN-
NETT JOHNSTON be in the past, I just
anxiously await him putting before the
Senate a bill that says, ‘‘Senate of the
United States, I met your reconcili-
ation instruction, but I didn't raise the
$752 million.””

If that is the case, and I submit if he
had not put his letter in the RECORD, I
would have, because it is saying to the
Senate, “I'm not going to do that.”
This letter says the Energy Committee
cannot raise $752 million.

Why do we not do what is right and
take it out and make sure that western
America is protected, not saying we
hope you are protected, we hope the
tax will be neat and you will be viable
and everybody is going to be kind and
generous around here, but, on the other
hand, if you change this package one
little sentence, one little dollar, the
package falls apart. Why does it fall
apart? Can anybody tell me how in the
world taking $752 million out of a
growth budget on domestic going up
$124 billion—how can you take out that
little bit and say we are not going to
risk the taxes on the West because we
are all admitting, and the chairman of
the committee is not from the West, it
is unfair, it will not work, there is not
that much money around?

Now, we all from the West say we do
not want to be discriminated against
by going up to $7.99 per animal unit
month on grazing. We all say mining
cannot stand 12.5 percent royalties,
which is assumed in this resolution.
So, if we all agree to it in the West,
why not ask our brothers and sisters in
the Senate to support us and take it
out. That is the issue. There is no other
issue.

So for those who took the floor today
from the West—and I hope there were
none on the Republican side—and said
we are doing what is right by the West,
the interests in the West, cattlemen
are not going to be fooled; the
sheepmen are not going to be fooled;
the mining people are not going to be
fooled because they know we still have
this onerous tax in here, mandated to
the Energy Committee from what I can
tell.

With that I yield whatever time I
have remaining to the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the amendment.
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Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Senator.

Mr, DOMENICI. The Senator had told
me in advance that was all right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 188 offered by the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN]. 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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]), is nec-
essarily absent

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

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollecall Vote No. 45 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Akaka Feinstein Mitchell
Baucus Ford Moseley-Braun
Biden Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Murray
Boren Harkin Nunn
Boxer Heflin Pell
Bradley Hollings Pryor
Breaux Jeffords Reid
Bryan Johnston Riegle
Bumpers Kennedy Robb
Byrd Kerrey Rockefeller
Campbell Kerry Roth
Conrad Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Krueger Sasser
DeConcini Leahy Shelby
Dodd Levin Simon
Dorgan Mathews Wellstone
Exon Mikulski Wofford
NAYS5—45
Bennett Faircloth Mack
Bond Feingold McCain
Brown Gorton McConnell
Burns Gramm Metzenbaum
Chafee Grassley Murkowski
Coats Gregg Nickles
Cochran Hatch Packwood
Cohen Hatfield Pressler
Coverdell Helms Simpson
Craig Kassebaum Smith
D'Amato Kempthorne Specter
Danforth Lautenberg Stevens
Dole Lieberman Thurmond
Domenici Lott Wallop
Durenberger Lugar Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye
So the amendment (No. 188) was
agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 189

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia.
There are 10 minutes of debate equally
divided.

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, what is the
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are to be 10 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I will take
just a few moments. I hope I will not
even use my 5 minutes here.
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The total amount that President
Clinton is recommending be cut out of
the 5-year defense plan—here I am
using the 5 years, 1993-97—is $122.6 bil-
lion. This amendment does not affect
that number, but this amendment
could have a very large effect if certain
assumptions do not come true as fore-
cast now in the Clinton administration
budget.

The way that $122 billion is cal-
culated is $60 billion, which is what
President Clinton, then Governor Clin-
ton, talked about in the campaign last
year. In addition, the committee and
the Senate and the Congress cut out
$7.4 billion last year, which we at that
time thought applied against the $60
billion, since it was a 1993 fiscal cut.
But that is not counted in the Clinton
administration numbers.

In addition, there is $18 billion taken
out of the top line of defense, which is
the defense portion of the Government-
wide pay freeze. About 70 percent of
that pay freeze, plus the deduction of 1
percent each year thereafter for 4
years, about 70 percent of that relates
to the military and civilian pay in
DOD.

In addition to that, there is $10 bil-
lion offset for the Bush budget assump-
tions on management savings, which
are very dubious. And in addition to
that, there is a $27 billion inflation ad-
justment, which is basically an as-
sumption that inflation is going to be
approximately 2.2 percent for the next
5 years instead of what some people be-
lieve to be a more likely inflation num-
ber of around 3.5 or 3.4.

The first thing I want to say is I do
not think anything phony is going on
with these budget assumptions. I think
they are assumptions that OMB and
CBO agree on. I do think they are opti-
mistic. I think we need to make sure
we understand what we are doing on
defense.

In addition to the $122.6 billion that I
have just enumerated over the 5 years,
there is another $50 billion being taken
out, because the Bush budget took that
out.

So we have $122.6 billion plus $50 bil-
lion which had already been reduced in
the timeframe by President Bush. In
addition to the $122 billion Clinton
cuts, plus the Bush $50 billion cuts, we
have $70 billion in the Bush budget
that was inherited by the Clinton ad-
ministration which is $70 billion of as-
sumed management savings.

The problem with that is no one
knows where those savings are coming
from. We have that amount of money
that is very dubious. It may be it is $20
billion that may be saved. It may be
$30 billion. It may be more, but that
could be a very large chunk.

Rapidly people can see here we are
talking about $122 billion, plus $50 bil-
lion, plus at least $30 or $40 billion in
management savings that are not
going to come about. All of a sudden
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you are well over $200 billion in budget
cuts.

People come to us and say to us on
the committee: Do not cut this base.
Do not cut this weapon system.

1 tell everyone here now the decisions
we are making will have a profound ef-
fect on the defense budget.

Mr. President, what this amendment
does very simply: The first amendment
we will be voting on says if the infla-
tion numbers that have been mechani-
cally adjusted downward to 2.2 percent
in the Clinton administration did not
intend to cut the defense budget by
that much. It was an application of in-
flation numbers. If that mechanical ad-
justment is wrong and we end up hav-
ing 3.5 or 4 percent inflation, this sense
of the Senate says that money should
be added back not only to defense but
also to other budget categories.

So that is what this amendment
does. It also deals with the $18 billion
assumed pay decrease for the military
by saying if we do not do that Govern-
mentwide that money would be added
back to the Defense budget.

Mr. President, I submit that this is
an essential amendment, because these
are assumptions that could come true.
I also submit to my colleagues this is
entirely consistent with the Clinton
defense numbers. It does not change
those numbers. It simply makes cer-
tain assumptions that may not be ac-
curate become more realistic if they
prove to be inaccurate.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, do we
have 5 minutes on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
use 1 minute of it.

I support the amendment that Sen-
ator NUNN purposes. The only thing
that would be better is if we were real-
ly taking some of the cuts literally out
of the defense number, but clearly
what he has been discussing, as far as
the Senator from New Mexico is con-
cerned, I have no objection to it.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield back the remainder of
my time if I have any remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment (No. 189), the Nunn amend-
ment. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 69,
nays 30, as follows:
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[Rolleall Vote No. 46 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Akaka Durenberger McConnell
Baucus Exon Mikulski
Bennett Feinstein Mitchell
Bingaman Ford Murkowski
Bond Glenn Nickles
Boren Graham Nunn
Breaux Hatch Pell
Bryan Heflin Pressler
Bumpers Helms Pryor
Burns Hollings Reid
Byrd Jeffords Robb
Campbell Joh Rockefeller
Coats Kassebaum Sarbanes
Cochran Kempthorne Sasser
Cohen Kerrey Shelby
Conrad Kohl Simpson
Craig Krueger Smith
D'Amato Leahy Specter
Danforth Levin Stevens
Daschle Lieberman Thurmond
Dodd Lott Wallop
Dole Lugar Warner
Domenici McCain Wofford
NAYS—30
Biden Gorton Mathews
Boxer Gramm Metzenbaum
Bradley Grassley Moseley-Braun
Brown Gregg Moynihan
Chafee Harkin Murray
Coverdell Hatfield Packwood
DeConcini Kennedy Riegle
Dorgan Kerry Roth
Faircloth Lautenberg Simon
Feingold Mack Wellstone
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye
So the amendment (No. 189) was
agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NoO. 192

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 192, offered by the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN].

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr NUNN. Mr. President, I will take
only a brief couple of minutes here on
this amendment. This amendment, No.
192, is also consistent with the Clinton
defense numbers. ;

It does not in any way change the
Clinton defense numbers. It is entirely
consistent with those numbers.

The second point I would like to
make is this amendment does not pre-
vent further cuts in defense. If the au-
thorization committee takes a look at
any detail programs and decides to cut
defense, that can be done. If the Appro-
priations Committee looks at the de-
fense numbers, scrubs the budget, and
decides they can cut $2 or $3 billion
more in defense in the appropriations
process, that can be done.

This is a very serious amendment,
Mr. President, because it does have
some real effect. If we put this into ef-
fect, if we carry out the sense of the
Senate and we make this policy of the
Senate, that will mean that if there are
defense cuts, those defense cuts would
go to reduce the deficit. They would
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not be shifted to other programs. If we
want to shift defense money to other
programs, and that has already been
done in the Clinton budget—there is no
doubt about that—if we want to do
that further, the time to do it is on
this budget resolution when the whole
Senate can speak to it.

What I do not intend to happen, at
least without protest, is for that to be
done by one committee without the
Senate speaking to it, shifting money
from one account to the other. If we
want to speak to it, if we want to re-
visit it later in the budget process,
then we can amend the budget resolu-
tion. But I say to my colleagues, this is
a very important wall because it really
says that defense budget cuts will go to
the deficit and will not go to other do-
mestic programs.

Last year, for instance, Mr. Presi-
dent, if this amendment had not been
in effect, it is my view the deficit
would have been $5 to $7 billion higher.
We cut in 1993 37 billion below Presi-
dent Bush's numbers which were con-
sistent with the budget resolution. So
we cut $7 billion out of defense last
year that did not have to be cut out of
defense based on the caps. All of that
went to deficit reduction because we
had walls. If we had not had those
walls, then it is my view at least—and
this is conjecture, I will concede that—
that we would have spent that money
on something else.

So I consider this a very important
amendment. I hope that if it is adopted
that we will abide by this amendment.
Of course, anyone who wants to come
to the floor and make cuts in defense
and shift it to education or health,
that is what this debate is all about.
But if we are going to do it, let us do
it now. Let us know what we are doing,
and let us do it in the whole Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
SASSER is recognized.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I will be
brief. During the 1990 budget summit
agreement, walls were put between de-
fense, domestic discretionary, and
international spending. Those walls
came down at the expiration of fiscal
vear 1993. If we are going to reimpose
walls between defense and discre-
tionary, why not reimpose walls be-
tween defense, discretionary, and inter-
national? If we are going to follow this
rationale, why not fence off the money
in this budget assumption for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, the Department of Commerce,
the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services?
Why not fence all of the discretionary
funding?

We have reached a point where de-
fense has to take its chances and com-
pete for priorities just like other dis-
cretionary funding. I well recall last
year when we got into the business of
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trying to reduce defense spending we
were told it could not be reduced that
far. Yet, in the final analysis, it was re-
duced as far as we advocated earlier in
the year.

So the point is this, Mr. President,
and I do not want to take all the time
because the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas is here to speak, but there is
no need to hold defense spending sac-
rosanct over other discretionary spend-
ing of the Congress.

How much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes 20 seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I yield 2 minutes and 20
seconds to the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas,

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
would like to say, first of all, I hope
the intentions of the Senator from
Georgia come true. Bear in mind that
we do not even have a defense budget
from the executive branch yet. We do
not know what is going to be in it. But
what the Senator from Georgia is say-
ing is no matter what is in it, if we cut
anything below what is in it, you can-
not use that for anything except deficit
reduction.

We do not yet know whether we are
going to meet our targets for deficit re-
duction or not. We do not know how
critical the needs for childhood immu-
nization, maternal and child health
care, student loans, and crime preven-
tion are going to be. But what the Sen-
ator from Georgia is saying is that no
matter how critical they are, we want
to discourage you from cutting defense
to take care of any of those needs and,
if you do, you cannot use it for those
purposes.

As I say, I hope we cut a lot more
than that, and I hope it goes on deficit
reduction. But before we even get the
President’s budget, I am going to vote
to cut the MX, I may want to vote to
cut the C-17, I certainly am going to
vote against the solid rocket motor,
which is NASA program. I am also
going to vote to cut SDI some, and I
hope we have enough money to make a
dent on the deficit.

But all I am doing is pleading with
my colleagues: Do not, months in ad-
vance, prejudge this matter. Wait until
we get there. You may decide that a
program in your home State is a lot
more critical to you than transferring
this money to deficit reduction. I yield
to nobody in my zeal to get this deficit
ander control. But we simply do not
have to make that judgment today. It
would be, frankly, irresponsible to
make that judgment today. I supported
the Senator's first amendment, with
some trepidation and reservation, but I
cannot in good conscience support him
on this one because it is premature,
and I think it would be irresponsible
for us to make a decision this far in ad-
vance on what we want to do with any
savings in defense.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I yield
such time as I have remaining to the
Senator from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time is
that, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes and five seconds are remain-

ing.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Georgia.

Let me suggest perhaps there are two
versions of responsibility. The Senator
from New Mexico thinks it is irrespon-
sible not to tell the Defense Depart-
ment of the United States in this budg-
et resolution what they have to spend.
After all, they have to plan. They have
procurement contracts to change and
alter and amend. Do we want them to
sit around and wait until the appropri-
ators meet in the back room ard allo-
cate the funds under this budget and
say, “Well, we have decided we are
even going to cut below the President
because Senators on this committee
want to spend money on domestic pro-
grams’'? Is that the way to manage the
defense of the United States?

Mr. President, we are not asking
much of the domestic programs of this
country by doing this. Why? Because
the President of the United States has
already asked for and he now has in the
domestic budget that is before us $124
billion in new programs, in new add-
ons. Immunization is provided for; WIC
is provided for—all the programs that
anybody could ever want are provided
for.

Why in the world would we take de-
fense and say we are never going to tell
the Chiefs of Staff where they stand
until we get in the back room and de-
cide how to divide up the total moneys
for appropriations? From the Senator’s
standpoint, that is what costs us
money. They cannot plan, they do not
know where they are going until the
last minute, and Senator NUNN has a
very responsible amendment.

If you want to cut defense more, then
do not do it under the super incentive
of spending it on some domestic pro-
gram that you might want. That is an
incentive to cut defense beyond which
the President wants. Take that incen-
tive away. Let it be treated neutral
and say to the American people: If we
are going to cut defense some more,
and there are some people saying they
want to cut defense some more, the
only way to cut defense some more and
save the taxpayers money is to take it
out of defense now, add some more cuts
or take cuts away from the domestic
program. You cannot do it by wishing
on both sides of the equation.

Am I out of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has
expired.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ar-
kansas.
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
say that, first of all, the Defense De-
partment is going to send a budget
over here and it may be precisely the
figure that is in this budget. I do not
know. But if it is, there is not any cer-
tainty that we will not make further
cuts. We may torpedo the C-17, V-22
Osprey, whatever, and want to put it
toward deficit reduction. But this
amendment presumes that no matter
how critical a need may be, you may
have an epidemic, you may have all
kinds of things, but this amendment
assumes that no matter how critical
any domestic need in this country is, it
is not as important as defense, and,
therefore, do not try to take a nickel of
defense and put it toward something
else because defense money is either
going to be spent for defense or it is
going on deficit reduction, no matter
how critical any other need may be.

I promise you that is the height of ir-
responsibility for us to make that deci-
sion today, months in advance, of any
necessity for such a decision.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to amendment No. 192, offered by
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN].
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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 47 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Akaka Durenberger Mack
Bennett Exon McCain
Bingaman Faircloth McConnell
Bond Glenn Murkowski
Brown Gorton Nickles
Bryan Graham Nunn
Burns Gramm Packwood
Campbell Grassley Pressler
Chafee Gregg Robb
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Heflin Shelby
Cohen Helms Simpson
Coverdell Jeffords Smith
Craig Kassebaum Specter
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens
Danforth Krueger Thurmond
DeConcini Lieberman Wallop
Dole Lott Warner
Domenici Lugar
NAYS—43
Baucus Harkin Moseley-Braun
Biden Hatfleld Moynihan
Boren Hollings Murray
Boxer Johnston Pell
Bradley Kennedy Pryor
Breaux Kerray Reid
Bumpers Kerry Riegle
Byrd Kohl Rockefeller
Conrad Lautenberg Sarbanes
Daschle Leahy Sasser
Dodd Levin Simon
Dorgan Mathews Wellstone
Feingold Metzenbaum Wofford
Feinstein Mikulski
Ford Mitchell
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye
So the amendment (No. 192) was

agreed to.
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 184

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, No. 194, of the Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. WALLOP]. There are 10 min-
utes of debate.

Mr. WALLOP addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2%2 minutes of my time.

Mr. President, the arguments for my
amendment have been made already by
the chairman of the committee, by the
Senator from New Mexico, by the Sen-
ator from Montana, all of whom said
that the committee will not do what it
is being ordered to do. If the election
was about anything it appeared to be
that Americans were telling us that
they wanted to understand and they
wanted to believe. This is a process
that can be called truth in budgeting
but for the process that we are under-
taking here this afternoon.

Senators know the arguments. Sen-
ator JOHNSTON wrote a letter to the
committee chairman, and he said he
cannot and will not report back a rec-
onciliation package that contains
these requirements.

What are we doing here? Why are we
trying to deceive the American people?
What is this process? Where is the in-
tegrity of the budget process if we can
say by a letter to the chairman of the
Budget Committee that reconciliation
does not mean anything?

So either the vote did not mean any-
thing, or the process does not mean
anything. The chairman said that we
had to have reasonableness. I would
tell the Senators in case they do not
know that the process of the budget
and reconciliation does not account for
reasonableness.

Mr. President, the sixties are here.
We are wrapped in situational ethics.
The truth is whatever anybody happens
to wish it to be said at the moment in
time.

The Bingaman amendment was noth-
ing but a cover for your reputation,
glossy covered fabrication and every-
body here knows it. Everybody here
knows that that thing did not require
the Senate to do anything. But it gave
the people a chance at home to say I
did not vote to be a part of the Clinton
assault on the West.

Mr. President, an issue like Ameri-
ca's mining policy that is the life blood
of States like Nevada, Arkansas, New
Mexico, Colorado, Montana, and other
Western States ought not be decided in
the reduced timeframe and the reduced
structures of the reconciliation process
where there are artificial deadlines, no
hearings, and supermajority.

Mr. President, I give myself 30 more
seconds.
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The same goes with grazing. The
same goes with park visitors who do
not expect to pay park fees to raise
food stamps, and the same goes to rec-
lamation where the committee cannot
do anything but break the law or usurp
the territory and turf of the Finance
Committee.

Mr. President, this was not an honest
gesture that the Senate just went
through. The Wallop amendment is. I
reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, controls the time, the manager
of the bill. Would the Senator yield to
me time?

Mr. SASSER. Yes. I am pleased to.
How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes.

Mr. SASSER. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the budget,
the money spent by this Government,
this year was $1.5 trillion.

We are talking about a score here of
$750 million. There comes a time in a
person’s life where you have to rely on
the good faith of those people you are
dealing with. In this instance, as to the
Bingaman sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion that has passed, I have been told
and the western Democratic Senators
have been told by a number of people
that they will work with us on this
amount that is set forth in the pro-
posed budget, some $750 million.

We have spoken to the President. He
has told us he will work with us. We
have talked to his chief of staff
McLarty. He recognized that this num-
ber is unrealistic as it relates to min-
ing and grazing. We have talked to his
chief legislative liaison with this body,
Mr. Pasture. He recognized we have to
work with this.

I do not want to start the unraveling
of this budget as some do in this Cham-
ber, even though I think that this 12%-
percent royalty that is suggested is not
in keeping with good sense, that it is
something that is unrealistic. The ad-
ministration has indicated a willing-
ness to work with us.

For anyone to think that this would
be the first time that one of the au-
thorizing committees did not follow
something in the budget resolution,
they are mistaken. It happens every
time we have a budget. This does not
mean that we here in Congress do not
follow the law and the rules the best
we can. We do that all the time.

We are talking about spending each
year $134 trillion. We are talking about
a very small amount. Even though the
$750 million as compared to $1% trillion
does not seem like a lot, to us in the
West it is a lot.

We have conveyed that to the Presi-
dent and those that work with him.

Also, I think importantly, the chair-
man of the authorizing committee,
BENNETT JOHNSTON of Louisiana, has
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said that he will work with us on this.
He has written a letter to the chairman
of the Budget Committee, JIM SASSER,
saying the requirements of the budget
resolution as they relate to these mat-
ters are not realistic. Those are my
words, not Senator JOHNSTON's, but it
is a pretty good paraphrase.

I am opposing the Wallop amendment
because I believe we can give the Presi-
dent the flexibility he needs while pro-
tecting industries in this budget that
are vital to the West. I think we need
to look as we talk about with the
President net proceeds. We need to
look as much as possible as it is relat-
ing to the windfall profit tax.

These have been conveyed to the ad-
ministration. We have been holding
meetings with various groups of people,
miners, environmentalists, and recog-
nize them and educate them as to the
realism of some of the things they are
trying to do and the unrealistic meth-
ods that they are trying to accomplish
in that area.

So, reluctantly, I am opposing this
Wallop amendment recognizing that I
have to rely on the good faith of the
people in the White House who dealt
with me in this regard, including the
Budget Committee chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President,
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute and five seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I yield the remainder
of my time to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, every-
one in this body has heard me on this
issue for 4 years now.

First of all, the Wallop amendment
takes $750 million out of $1.2 billion in
cuts assigned to the energy and natural
resources committee.

It may be that we cannot meet the
$1.2 billion target, but the Wallop
amendment unravels the entire budget.
Make no mistake about that. If the
Wallop amendment prevails, you can
forget this whole effort. It is being un-
raveled. Forget talking about hard
rock mining and grazing fees and other
Government subsidies.

In 1990, I stood right here and missed
imposing a moratorium on the Bureau
of Land Management giving away land
for $2.50 and $5 a acre by just two votes.
Four days later, the Stillwater Mining
Co. in Montana applied for what they
call a first half final certificate toward
a patent on 2,000 acres of land for
which they will pay the princely sum
of $10,000. Do you know what lies under
that 2,000 acres of land, Mr. President,
for which, Stillwater will pay $10,0007
Thirty-eight billion dollars’ worth of
palladium and platinum. Do you know
what the taxpayers are going to get in
exchange for the 38 billion dollars’
worth of minerals? Not one red cent.

In addition, just before George Bush
was defeated in November, the Bureau
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of Land Management in Nevada gave a
first half certificate to a Canadian
company, the American Barrick Min-
ing Co., for almost 2,000 acres for which
$10,000. Do you know Barrick will pay
what lies under that 2,000 acres? Ten
billion dollars’ worth of gold. We are
scrounging trying to balance the budg-
et and the last 2 years we may have
given away $48 billion, 48 billion dol-
lars’ worth of the people’s resources. I
ask that the Wallop amendment be de-
feated.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
to voice my strong support the amend-
ment offered by my line colleague, the
senior Senator from Wyoming, MAL-
COLM WALLOP.

I trust my colleagues in the Senate
hear him clearly. If we are to enact a
budget resolution, and tell the Amer-
ican people that we are going to try to
balance the budget, we must be truth-
ful. We must be realistic, and we must
use real numbers, not imagined as-
sumptions, as my colleague has so elo-
quently stated.

Also, Mr. President, it is patently un-
fair to try to balance the budget on the
backs of the West and Western States’
agriculture.

A 33-percent increase in the grazing
fee on public lands will put a great
many small ranchers in my State out
of business. So to adopt such an in-
crease and carry it over 5 years will be
even more devastating. The Govern-
ment’'s own figures—as explained by
the senior Senator from Wyoming—
prove that to be true. We risk putting
as many as half of the ranchers in the
West “‘out of business.”

We should consider the people who
will be affected by the administration’s
$1.1 billion target. Small ranchers and
small farmers will be forced to get out
of agriculture. Only the large—and
largely foreign owned—agribusinesses
will be able to survive such a drastic
increase in their operating costs. The
33-percent increase in grazing fees will
not raise a significant amount of reve-
nue, it will force stockmen out of busi-
ness and off the land. The original
goal? The final result will be that the
Federal Government will receive less
income than at present.

The Federal Government currently
receives $33 million; representing fees
from 3,100 permittees, or $1,064 per per-
son.

Under the Clinton plan, the adminis-
tration is asking western stockmen to
pay $3,516 per person—a net increase of
$2,452 per person.

That, Mr. President, is a tax bite
that most small western ranchers can
not afford. Most, if not all, small
ranchers are making less profit than
that per year as it is now.

If such a drastic increase is enacted,
82,000 jobs will be lost directly, and
there will be even greater negative
consequences for local economies
which depend on ranching and agri-
culture.

5993

Then there are the other proposed
revenue raising provisions. A 12%-per-
cent royalty on hard rock mining could
devastate the mining industry—which
is already in dire straights.

An irrigation surcharge—a tax—will
have the most devastating impact on
those small farmers who are even now
just barely getting by financially.

This surcharge is unspecified: We are
not told how much it will be, only that
it will be deposited into a fund to miti-
gate for wildlife habitat damage. We
are told only that there will be $60 mil-
lion raised and it will most certainly
be felt in a most negative way by those
who can least afford it.

The Senate must proceed cau-
tiously—and realistically. We should
pay great heed to what the distin-
guished ranking member of the Energy
Committee is telling us today.

The Western States are willing to do
what is fair to share in the burden of
balancing the Federal debt. The
amendment offered by my colleague
from Wyoming will ensure that the
West shoulders its fair share of the bur-
den, but is not burdened by what
amounts to a most unfair tax on the
West.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, sup-
porters of this amendment characterize
the Energy Committee's instructions
as an assault on the West. I am not
sure I agree. It is more a waning wind-
fall than an assault.

The author of the amendment said,
“I cannot stand by and watch my west-
ern constituency taxed through user
fees to support new urban spending
programs which will not help them in
the least.’ He has it exactly backward.

Between fiscal years 1982 and 1991,
Western State’s share of allocable Fed-
eral spending exceeded their share of
tax burden by $246 billion. That is a
quarter trillion dollar stimulus.

Who paid the tab? Well, it came at
the expense of States in the Northeast
and Midwest. During those same 10
years, our share of tax burden exceeded
our share of spending by $531 billion.
We exported over half a trillion dollars.
About half of that amount went to the
West, and half of it went to the South.
Frankly, we are getting a little tired of
the arrangement.

There was a good bit of debate yes-
terday about mining, so I will speak on
grazing. Legislative authority for the
grazing fee formula expired in 1985. The
authorizing committee has had 7 years
to change the formula. It did not hold
a hearing until last year. Now, we hear
complaints about being forced to do
something.

The fee was $2.31 per animal unit
month in 1981. This year, it is $1.87 per
AUM—a decline of 19 percent just in
nominal terms. According to the Bu-
reau of Land Management and the For-
est Service, grazing fees, on average,
amount to just 3 percent of the cash
costs of raising cattle. An increase will
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not bankrupt ranchers, but it will pay
the cost of the program.

The fee can be increased in a way
that does not harm the small rancher.
This is so because just a few ranchers
control most of the grass. BLM, for in-
stance, has 18,000 permittees. The top
20 individuals control 9.3 percent of the
forage; the top 500 control over 37 per-
cent of the forage.

Who are these large permittees?
Some are publicly traded corporations
such as Sierra Pacific Resources and
Metropolitan Life Insurance. Both list
over §1 billion in assets.

Dan Russell is another. He has 21
ranches that include over 5 million
acres of Federal land. He has the 16th
largest cow-calf operation in the coun-
try, according to the National Cattle-
men's Association. Perhaps you have
heard of J.R. Simplot? He sells pota-
toes to McDonald's and has family
holdings in excess of $500 million, ac-
cording to Forbes. These fellows can
pay more.

I offered an amendment last year to
establish two fees: a lower fee for
ranchers with fewer than 500 head of
cattle or 2,500 head of sheep, and a
higher fee for ranchers with herds or
flocks above those thresholds. That
reasonable amendment was tabled by a
50-44 vote. The bottom line is that the
authorizing committee—if it has the
will—can restructure grazing fees to
generate revenue for deficit reduction
without harming small ranches and the
rural communities dependent upon
them. I urge my colleagues to reject
this amendment. Send a message: It is
time for a change.

Mr, HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Wallop amend-
ment to reduce the amounts assumed
to be generated in the fiscal year 1994
budget resolution through increases in
grazing fees, changes to the Mining
Law of 1872, increases in recreation
fees, and the imposition of an irriga-
tion surcharge. Some of my colleagues
may believe that these changes will be
an easy way to generate money for the
Federal Government. Well, Mr. Presi-
dent, I can assure them that it is not.
Unless these proposed fee increases—
actually a targeted tax on western
miners and ranchers—are eliminated
from the budget, there will be serious
repercussions throughout the whole
country. It won't take long for shop-
pers everywhere to know the West has
been hit again by another hike in Fed-
eral fees.

Let me speak specifically to the issue
of increasing grazing fees. Over 100
years ago, this body adopted policies
encouraging our pioneer forefathers to
go out West and settle the land. The in-
centives were in place to entice people
to leave established cities in the East
and head into the unexplored West.
There were no assurances as to what
these people would find. But, they were
promised by their Government that if
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they ventured out and endured the
countless risks and hardships that
awaited them, then they could use the
land they settled for their welfare and
benefit. This is what has been occur-
ring on western lands for the past 100
years. Now, all of a sudden, the Federal
Government and this body are chang-
ing their minds. We no longer are going
to allow the children and grandchildren
of these first pioneers access to the
public land.

There is no doubt in my mind that
the President’s budget, as now crafted,
will increase grazing fees to a level
that will force many Utah ranchers out
of the grazing business. I would predict
that within 5 years, these ranchers
would either go bankrupt or volun-
tarily relinquish their permits. Once
that happens, there will be no addi-
tional revenue achieved from this pro-
posal, and everyone will lose—there
will be no ranchers raising livestock
and there will be no revenues coming
into the Treasury to help pay for exces-
sive spending by Congress. That is why
the idea of increasing grazing fees to
the level proposed by the administra-
tion is disturbing to me. It is fair to
say that no one will be using the land
in the future, at least not for grazing
purposes, which is the intent behind in-
creasing grazing fees.

The grazing formula functioning
under the Public Rangelands Improve-
ment Act [PRIA] is working, despite
the arguments made by the opponents
of this amendment. This is true be-
cause ranchers grazing on public lands
are not allowed to own their grazing
lands. Yet, it is their responsibility to
manage and maintain such lands. That
means, they must finance the costs of
installing and maintaining stock water
ponds, fences, roads, and other im-
provements. These costs, referred to as
nonfee costs, are not included in the
calculation of the grazing fee formula,
but they are essential to proper man-
agement of livestock grazing and pres-
ervation of the natural resources of
this country. If they were included in
the grazing fee formula, the cost to
graze on public land with the cost to
graze on private land would be com-
parable. When a rancher uses private
land, he pays a higher fee to gain ac-
cess to the land. But he is not required
to pay the additional nonfee costs be-
cause they are covered by the private
landowner; that is, the individual who
is in the business of leasing his own
land for grazing purposes. For this im-
portant reason, the fee to graze on pub-
lic land is low relative to the fee to
graze on private land.

PRIA is working because PRIA deter-
mines a grazing fee that takes into ac-
count these nonfee costs. They are not
actually submitted into the fee's deter-
mination, but those structuring the
formula knew that nonfee costs existed
and, therefore, designed a fee formula
that compensates for these expenses. I
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urge my colleagues to review a sum-
mary of these nonfee costs by Dr. Dar-
win Nielsen, a professor in the econom-
ics department at Utah State Univer-
sity. He has done considerable research
on the subject matter of fee and nonfee
costs associated with grazing on public
lands. I intend to include a comparison
of these costs put forward by Dr.
Nielsen at the end of my remarks. It is
worth a careful examination by my col-
leagues prior to their voting on this
amendment.

A large portion of Utah is currently
owned by the Federal Government. To
be specific, 69.2 percent of Utah's total
acreage is owned and managed by var-
ious Federal agencies and departments.
In order to sustain a viable ranching
operation in Utah, access to these pub-
lic lands is necessary. In fact, it is crit-
ical to the economic maintenance of
this industry. Agriculture is an impor-
tant industry to Utah's total economy,
and livestock production forms an inte-
gral part of that industry. The Utah
State Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that livestock production re-
sults in over $1 billion of economic ac-
tivity every year in Utah, most of it
occurring in the rural or remote areas
of the State. I hope that my colleagues
can see that a capricious increase in
grazing fees will have a dramatic ripple
impact on Utah’s economy if access to
over two-thirds of Utah's land mass be-
comes off limits.

And this ripple goes far beyond the
specific numbers, which are important,
but are not representative of all the
casualties from this proposal. I am
talking about the lifestyle in our
ranching areas, primarily in the rural
areas, which will see the basis of their
culture destroyed. These are real peo-
ple that make their living off the land.
They take care of the land because
they know it is in their direct interests
to be good stewards of the land. Some-
one mentioned to me several weeks ago
that they considered many of the budg-
et's proposals affecting natural re-
source management as cultural geno-
cide for the West. I hope this individual
is wrong. I do not totally subscribe to
this description but I believe there is a
message in that assessment. I do hope
that the proposed increase of grazing
fees is not merely a veiled attempt to
eliminate grazing. If we do that, then
we will eliminate the culture that typi-
fies the West. Are we going to ask
America's small rural communities to
give up the intrinsic beauty of this
livelihood and lifestyle just because
Congress refuses to make the hard
choice on spending cuts? I'm just glad
the pioneers I mentioned did not wimp
out like this. I believe defeat of this
amendment is shortsighted, and I im-
plore my colleagues to be sensitive to
the cultural traditions that the pro-
posed increase in grazing fees will cer-
tainly threaten, if not totally destroy.

In closing, livestock grazing is an es-
sential economic activity in Utah and
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in many other States. Utah's ranchers
pay taxes, they support their local gov-
ernments, and they are solid citizens.
They can take better care of the land
than any Government agency.

I ask unanimous consent to include
at the end of my remarks a recent reso-
lution passed by the Utah State Legis-
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lature in support of the continuance of
the PRIA grazing fee formula. This res-
olution expresses the importance of
livestock grazing in Utah’s economy,
as well as Utah's culture.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Wallop amendment and end the current
assault being thrown at the West.

FEE AND NONFEE COSTS OF GRAZING PRIVATE LANDS
[Updated with January 1990 index numbers]
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There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SUMMARY OF PRIVATE LAND FEE AND NONFEE
CosTs

(By Darwin B. Nielsen, Economics Depart-
ment, Utah State University, Logan, UT)

Item 1966 1977 (index) 1990 (index) Nonfee cost Amount

Lost animals $0.37 $0.62 (1.68) I{1.80) Meat animals/prices received ... $L12
Association fees 0 (2.00) AN LA [ T R P T R Ao e G IO ot D R 00T 0

Veterinari 13 .29 (2.26) (1.79)  Wage rates 53

25 58 (2.30) (2.02) Autos and trucks plus wage rates 116

13 43 (2.26) (L79) Wage rates a1

83 1.74 (2.10) (1.97)  Auto and truck plus feed 309

25 55 (2.18) (2.13) Auto and truck plus fuel and energy 119

...... 06 A2 (2.00) (1.69) Production items ............. 20

25 57 (2.28) (1.61)  Wages plus building and fencing .... 2

A0 19 (1.85) (1.68) Feed 31

15 34 (228) (161) Wages plus building and fencing 55

0 06 (2.00) (1.69)  Production items 0

A4 28 (2.00) (169 Prod items A7

Total

275

!indices taken from USDA, “Agricultural Prices,” Washington, OC, Economic and Statistics, and Cooperatives Service, Jan. 31, 1990,
Note —1990 fee costs: Private fee equals $4 35/AUM (excluding nonfee cost). Tatal 1990 costs: Private lease $10.41 plus $4.35 equals $14.76.

A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF THE LEGISLA-
TURE AND THE GOVERNOR ENCOURAGING CON-
TINUATION OF A FAIR GRAZING FEE FORMULA
FOR CONTINUED LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON FED-
ERAL LANDS
Be it resolved by the Legislature of the State

of Utah, the Governor concurring therein:

Whereas agriculture is one of Utah's most
important industries;

Whereas livestock production is the cata-
lyst for over $1 billion of economic activity
annually which is critical to the health of
our economically stressed rural commu-
nities;

Whereas the federal land resource which
represents nearly two-thirds of the land area
of Utah plays an important part in combin-
ing enough private and public land to create
economically viable ranching operations;

Whereas the fee collected from grazing the
federal lands pays an inordinately high por-
tion of the multiple use costs of administer-
ing the public lands;

Whereas there is consistency between the
economic activity on the public land as well
as its multiple use and the material well
being of the range and the animal and plant
species on it;

Whereas contrary to popular theory if pub-
lic land is left to run wild it would deterio-
rate over time, create fire hazards, and bring
an end to species diversity;

Whereas over several generations public
lands ranchers have developed the confidence
to invest in fencing, water development,
roads, and forage quality which provides an
outdoor experience for public use and in-
creased wildlife populations;

Whereas the cost of purchasing the permit
and its associated non-fee costs such as
lower productivity, larger land area needs,
predatory animal losses, and more herders
need to be taken into account when compar-
ing public land grazing fees and private land
leases; and

Whereas there is a movement among radi-
cal environmental groups and some members
of the United States Congress to increase the
grazing fee to levels that would seriously
threaten the stability of Utah's livestock in-
dustry:

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Leg-
islature of the State of Utah, the Governor
concurring therein, support the continuation
of an equitable fee structure as is embodied

in the Public Rangeland Improvement Act
fee formula that preserves confidence and in-
tegrity over time and provides benefits to all
Americans through multiple use of the fed-
eral lands including livestock grazing.

Be it further resolved that copies of this
resolution be sent to the President of the
United States, the United States Secretary
of Agriculture, the United States Secretary
of the Interior, the President of the United
States Senate, the Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives and the
members of Utah’s congressional delegation.

Mr. WALLOP. Regular order, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I take
exception with the Senator. There is a
reconciliation initiative. The earlier
vote was a gimmick and fabrication.
And the Senate should know it and
does know it no matter what they say.
They are saying no matter how much
is required, they will take care of our
concerns and we should vote “‘no.”

Whatever they told you, the instruc-
tions are required as you voted for
them. You are required to match them,
and there are only so many critters out
of whose hide this can be taken and
these hides have been spoken for.

This is an assault by the President on
the West. When he completes the mug-
ging of it and the ranchers are off the
land and miners are collecting food
stamps, you can look at this as the be-
ginning.

No matter what promises are given,
we either abandon the whole process of
reconciliation and the budget, or we
have to report back exactly what the
people here will have voted us to report
back.

That is the truth of it, Mr. President.
It is truth in budgeting. The 60’s situa-
tional ethics may or may not be valid.
But the American public should know
what took place in this Chamber this
afternoon was a charade, that it was

not honest, and it did not fit the pat-
tern of what people have said it would
fit.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of the time and urge my
amendment be adopted.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Sen-
ator from Wyoming. On this question,
the yeas and nays were ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. Mi-
KULSKI). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 48 Leg.]

YEAS—59
Akaka Feingold Metzenbaum
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Ford Mitchell
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun
Boren Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Bradley Heflin Nunn
Breaux Hollings Pell
Bryan Jeffords Pryor
Bumpers Jok Reid
Byrd Kennedy Riegle
Campbell Kerrey Robb
Chafes Kerry Rockefeller
Cohen Kohl Roth
Conrad Krueger Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
Dodd Leahy Simon
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durenberger Lieberman Woiford
Exon Mathews
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NAYS—40

Bennett Gorton Murkowski
Bond Gramm Nickles
Brown Grassley Packwood
Burns Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Shelby
Cochran Hatfield Simpson
Coverdell Helms Smith
Cralg Kassehaum Sp
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens
Danforth Lott Thurmond
DeConcini Lugar Wallop
Dole Mack Warner
Domenici McCain
Faircloth McConnell

NOT VOTING—1

Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 194) was agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 196

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is now
on amendment No. 196, offered by the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
with 10 minutes equally divided.

Who yields time?

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado may proceed.

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
FAIRCLOTH and NICKLES be added as co-
sponsors to the amendment.

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

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, the
President challenged this Chamber and
Members of the other Chamber to come
forth with ideas on how we could save
money in the Federal budget.
Unspoken yet I think felt by the Presi-
dent and by every Member of this
Chamber was to look for ways we can
save money in the Federal budget, re-
duce the deficit but not cut out the
muscle, the sinew, and the bone that
makes this budget and this Nation of
ours function from a Federal level.

The challenge literally is to find the
fat, to cut out areas where we can trim
and reduce the deficit without endan-
gering the solid, good programs that
help people of the country.

This amendment, I believe, meets
that standard. It is an amendment that
is offered in a bipartisan spirit. It is an
amendment that I believe deserves the
bipartisan support of this Chamber.

What does the amendment do? It at-
tempts to look at the area of adminis-
trative overhead. There was a rec-
ommendation by the Heritage group
that suggested you could save $350 bil-
lion in this area, or in that neighbor-
hood.

In reviewing it, we found, one, the
recommendations, while they spotted
an important area, were not specific.
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We spent sometime in this area. Work-
ing with the Office of Management and
Budget, we identified the specific budg-
et categories and classes that overhead
comes under; that is object class 20 and
those in the 20's, and object class 30
and those in the 30’s. What we are talk-
ing about are the expenditures of the
Federal Government for travel, sup-
plies, rent, utilities, phone, printing,
production, materials, and so on.

In short, what we are talking about
is overhead, simple overhead in the
Federal budget. It is related to the spe-
cific category within the budget.
Madam President, last year in the pre-
vious administration, overhead went
up over 11 percent in 1 year.

Our new President has challenged the
country to reduce the deficit, and he
has committed himself to reducing
Federal employment by 100,000 employ-
ees. Let me make it clear, this amend-
ment does not relate to salaries. The
savings of salaries are to be achieved in
the President’s plan that is already be-
fore us, and those salary savings flow
through to the taxpayer. This relates
to the offices in which those 100,000
serve, the supplies that they use, the
travel vouchers that they use; in short,
the overhead that supports them.

This amendment simply suggests
that you are going to go 2 years with-
out increasing overhead expenditures
and forego cost-of-living for the bal-
ance of 3 years. When the Office of
Management and Budget estimated, we
specifically excluded defense expendi-
tures because defense expenditures are
handled elsewhere within the Presi-
dent’s budget. We also excluded the De-
partment of Agriculture loans because
they are handled in a different area.

The estimate was roughly $46 billion
of savings can be achieved in 2 years
without an increase. We are not talk-
ing about cuts. We are simply talking
about not increasing for 2 years; $46
billion. But when we asked the Con-
gressional Budget Office to evaluate
this same amendment, they said, no,
we think there are some other factors
here and said this amendment would
save $26.6 billion over 5 years. Again,
not cutting, simply holding the spend-
ing for overhead steady for 2 years.

The committee used that smaller fig-
ure, $26.6 billion, for savings, but some
of the staff on the committee said,
“Wait a minute, we think there could
be a conflict between this and other
savings that are contemplated in the
budget. We think there is maybe $10
billion in that area that may duplicate
other savings.”

So the amendment that is before the
body is simply to save $16.6 billion;
that is roughly a third of what the Of-
fice of Management and Budget says is
available simply by holding spending
steady.

So this is not draconian. It does not
cut. It simply says you are going to go
2 years without an increase for admin-

March 23, 1993

istrative overhead, and it takes a third
of the amount that the Office of Man-
agement and Budget claims is in that
category.

Madam President, if we cannot save
on overhead, we cannot save anywhere.
These are the easy ones. This is an
amendment I hope will have strong bi-
partisan support because by saving
here, we eliminate the need to cut else-
where.

The simple fact is, every business in
this Nation, when they come upon dif-
ficult times, the first place they look
to is overhead. They ask themselves: Is
there not some way we can save in that
area?

I might suggest, this very clearly
does not conflict with any other single
area. It is only a third of what is avail-
able. My hope is that my colleagues
will join in this effort. We face tough
times. That does not come as a surprise
to anyone in this Chamber. Our delib-
erations have been far too partisan, but
the problems the American people face
are bipartisan and the solution they
want is bipartisan. This is an idea so-
licited by the President that I hope
will be well received because without
taking a look at overhead, we will be
diverting the effort to cut spending in
other areas with far less priority.

Madam President, I ask for the sup-
port of this effort to reduce the deficit
by $16.6 billion, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Colo-
rado that he has consumed all of his
time.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I speak
in opposition to the amendment offered
by Senator BROWN. While we may all
agree about the goal of reducing unnec-
essary and excessive administrative
costs in the Federal Government, I be-
lieve the approach offered here is
flawed.

Freezing the allowable administra-
tive costs of all Federal departments
and agencies across the board fails to
penalize those bureaucratic agencies
most prone to administrative excesses
or reward those that are most efficient.
It fails to set priorities.

The economic plan presented by
President Clinton embodies the admin-
istration’s priorities regarding the var-
ious Federal Government agencies. It
deserves fair consideration before
across-the-board measures are adopted.
The reconciliation process, not the
budget resolution, is where Congress
should set its priorities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, the
amendment is being portrayed as a 2-
year freeze on overhead expenses. In
my judgment, this clearly falls under
false advertising. The Brown amend-
ment relies on grossly exaggerated and
a flawed definition of overhead. Let me
give my colleagues a couple of exam-
ples.
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First, let us take the NASA budget.
If you add up what NASA spends on the
categories that the Senator from Colo-
rado spoke about yesterday as over-
head, it comes out to about 4 percent of
NASA’s obligations; 4 percent. That is
a proportion that NASA spends on
travel, transportation, rent, supplies,
and printing. These are the expenses
the Senator talked about, but if you
look at how much of the NASA budget
is included as overhead under the
Brown amendment, it is not 4 percent,
he includes 89 percent of the NASA
budget.

Some may think you should cancel
the space station, but I do not think it
could be classified as an overhead ex-
pense. There are many such examples.
For instance, take the Department of
Energy. The Energy Department also
spends about 4 percent of its budget for
rent, travel, transportation, supplies,
printing costs. But under the Brown
amendment, it is not 4 percent; the
Brown amendment counts 91 percent of
the Energy Department's budget as
overhead; 91 percent of the Energy De-
partment’'s budget as overhead when
actually only 4 percent is.

Madam President, these examples
show that the amendment is flawed,
and I think inadvertently misleading.
The amendment is also unnecessary. It
is unnecessary because President Clin-
ton’s plan before us includes an ambi-
tious attack on overhead expenses. The
President’s proposal requires that all
agencies cut administrative costs by 14
percent by 1997. Indeed, he has placed
the Vice President in charge of a very
ambitions program to streamline Gov-
ernment across the board, to cut over-
head across the board, to reduce dupli-
cation and waste and inefficiency
across the board. And the President
has set an example by his cuts in the
White House staff.

He has stated by action and implica-
tion that we should emulate his cut in
the Senate and Congress. We are doing
that by reducing staff here, reducing
overhead in the Congress.

So I submit, Madam President, that
this amendment is not a freeze of over-
head. It is a freeze of discretionary ac-
counts to the tune of about $16 billion.
That is gong to do really, I think, ir-
reparable damage to a number of the
programs that are funded under the
discretionary accounts. NASA is one
example. The Department of Energy is
another example. These are the most
glaring examples, but it permeates the
domestic discretionary accounts.

Madam President, I yield back all my
time. I move to table the amendment
and ask for the yeas and nays on the
motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
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to table the Brown amendment (No.
196). The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 49 Leg.]

YEAS51
Akaka Ford Mikulski
Baucus Glenn Mitchell
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boren Heflin Murray
Boxer Hollings Nunn
Bradley Johnston Pell
Breaux Kennedy Pryor
Bryan Kerrey Reid
Bumpers Kerry Riegle
Byrd Krueger Rockefeller
Daschle Lautenberg Sarbanes
DeConcini Leahy Basser
Dodd Levin Shelby
Exon Lieberman Simon
Feingold Mathews Wellstone
Feinstein Metzenbaum Wofford
NAYS—48
Bennett Dorgan Mack
Bond Durenberger McCain
Brown Faircloth McConnell
Burns Gorton Murkowski
Campbell Gramm Nickles
Chafee Grassley Packwood
Coats Gregg Pressler
Cochran Hatch Robb
Cohen Hatfield Roth
Conrad Helms Simpson
Coverdell Jeffords Smith
Craig Kassebaum Specter
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens
Danforth Kohl Thurmond
Dole Lott Wallop
Domenici Lugar Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 196) was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 188

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the Domenici
amendment No, 198.

Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, is the
Domenici amendment the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes on
each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
vield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, essentially this

amendment is very simple and forth-
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right. President Clinton, when he was a
candidate, said the following: “‘Our de-
fense plan cuts $60 billion more over 5
years than the cold war budget that
the Bush administration advocates."

This amendment, as closely as I

could draft it, says let us cut defense
exactly the amount that President
Clinton advocated when he was run-
ning.
I want to emphasize this is a path,
because we do not have a budget, we do
not know precisely what is being cut
and what is not.

I choose in these difficult times to
take the President at his words in his
plan that he held up to the American
people, and I say let us cut defense as
much as the President told us he was
going to cut it when he was running.

That means that instead of $127 bil-
lion in cuts on budget authority and
$112 billion on outlays, essentially we
are going to get to $60 billion in out-
lays in 5 years and $67 billion in budget
authority. We are going to put that
back in and we are going to reduce the
new spending on new programs by an
equivalent amount. The theory and the
thesis is very simple. With $124 billion
in new programs and defense coming
down twice as much as was contended
when he was running for President, let
us just reduce the amount of the cuts
in defense and increase and not have so
much growth on the domestic side.

I do this for two reasons. I am fearful
we are cutting too fast and, second, I
believe it is now almost without ques-
tion that this defense cut in this bill is
going to cost between 1.2 and 1.8 mil-
lion jobs. That is the Congressional
Budget Office evaluation.

So I think we run at cross currents.
While we are trying to create jobs, we
are going to be running a hundred yard
dash to get rid of jobs and perhaps we
are going to be running a mile race to
try to get new jobs.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 1 additional
minute.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
going to make the Congressional Budg-
et Office letter part of the RECORD. I
am not dreaming this up. They say be-
tween 1.2 and 1.8 million. I ask unani-
mous consent that that letter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, March 5, 1993.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the
Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: This letter responds to
your staff’s request for preliminary results
on the effects of defense budget cuts on the
national economy and defense employment.
The Congressional Budget Office [CBO] will
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soon issue a paper, which is being prepared
at your request, dealing more broadly with
the economic effects of reduced defense
spending.

In the long run, if cuts in defense spending
are used to either reduce the federal deficit
or fund carefully chosen federal investments,
those cuts could lead to permanently higher
levels of income than would otherwise occur.
The short-run effects of these two choices
differ, however. In the short run, cuts in de-
fense spending—indeed, cuts in any type of
federal spending—reduce the demand for
goods and services if they are used to reduce
the deficit. Coupling defense cuts with equal
increases in public-sector investments or in
other nondefense spending could reduce
those adverse short-run effects.

The purpose of CBO's analysis is not to
forecast the path of the U.S. economy but
rather to isolate the short-run effects of cut-
ting defense spending. The analysis therefore
assumes that reductions in defense spending
are not offset by increases in nondefense
spending. Without such increases, the de-
fense cuts would reduce the federal deficit.

THE ALTERNATIVES CBO EXAMINED

CBO examined the effects of the defense
budget plan submitted by the Bush Adminis-
tration in January 1992 (hereafter called
‘the Bush plan'') and of three alternative
plans that make larger cuts. As you re-
quested, those alternatives assume that by
1998 annual defense budget authority is re-
duced below the Bush plan by $25 billion, $50
billion, and $100 billion, respectively. Under
each of the alternatives, dollar reductions
would be phased in gradually between 1994
and 1998, and investment and operating ac-
counts would be reduced by identical propor-
tions. Numbers of military personnel are as-
sumed to be reduced by the same proportions
as are operating accounts, with equal annual
reductions in 1994 through 1998 (see Table 1
for the effects of the alternatives on budget
authority and outlays).

Under those assumptions, the real decline
in defense outlays from 1992 to 1998 would
amount to 17 percent under the Bush plan.
Reductions under the alternatives would
range from 24 percent under Alternative A to
as much as 42 percent under Alternative C
(see Table 2).

The three alternatives are not designed to
match any particular budget plan. Moreover,
because the alternatives were derived by ad-
justing the Bush plan, they reflect last
year's assumptions for inflation, which were
considerably higher than current projec-
tions. If adjusted for the difference in infla-
tion, the defense outlays recently proposed
by the Clinton Administration would gen-
erally fall between those in Alternatives A
and B.

EFFECTS ON THE NATIONAL ECONOMY

How would these three alternative budget
plans affect the U.S. economy? The effects of
the Bush 1992 plan are already reflected in
CBO's current forecast for the U.S. economy,
which was issued in January 1993. That fore-
cast envisions some growth in real gross do-
mestic product (GDP) in 1993 and 1994,
though at rates that are lower than normal
for a period of cyclical recovery. The fore-
cast also anticipates declines in the civilian
unemployment rate. Beyond 1994, CBO
projects that the rate of growth of real GDP
will average 2.5 percent a year.

To assess how the alternatives might af-
fect these base-case estimates, CBO used the
INFORUM model developed at the University
of Maryland. This model was selected be-
cause of its ability to assess the effects of de-
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fense cuts at the level of individual indus-
tries and states. Other econometric models
would generate different numbers. The re-
sults presented here should therefore illus-
trate the pattern and size of the economic ef-
fects associated with alternative defense
budgets, but should not be treated as precise
forecasts.

The defense budget cuts contemplated in
Alternative A, if used to reduce the deficit,
would alter the base-case economic forecast
only slightly. The level of GDP in 1998 would
be about 0.2 percent (two-tenths of a percent)
lower than under CBO’'s forecast (see Table
3). Because the reduction in the level of GDP
is so small, the growth rate of GDP over the
1993-1998 period would be nearly the same.

The larger spending cuts under Alternative
B—in which real outlays fall by 30 percent
from 1992 to 1998 compared with 24 percent
under Alternative A—would imply cor-
respondingly larger temporary reductions in
GDP. According to the INFORUM model, Al-
ternative B might reduce GDP by 0.6 percent
in 1998. Alternative C—which envisions a real
reduction in outlays of 42 percent between
1992 and 1998—would reduce GDP by 1 per-
cent, according to the INFORUM model. The
comparison, in each case, is with a policy
that keeps defense spending at the levels of
the Bush plan and does not vary any other
spending or tax policy.

EFFECTS ON DEFENSE EMPLOYMENT

As of 1992, almost 5.5 million people were
employed in defense-related jobs (see Table
4), Of those, about 2.7 million were private-
sector workers, which include both direct
workers (employees of defense contractors)
and indirect workers (employees of their
suppliers and subcontractors). The total of
5.5 million also includes 1.9 million military
personal on active duty and 1.9 million eivil-
ian employees of the Department of Defense
[DoD].

Under the Bush plan, about 870,000 of those
defense-related jobs (or 16 percent) would be
eliminated between 1992 and 1998 (see Table
4). Some 610,000 jobs in private industry
would be lost, according to estimate from
the INFORUM model. In addition, the jobs of
some 190,000 active-duty military personnel
and 70,000 DoD civilians would be eliminated
by 1998.

Job losses would be larger under the alter-
natives. Between 1992 and 1998, Alternative A
would lead to a decline of 1.3 million jobs.
{see Table 4). This figure represents an addi-
tional loss of more than 400,000 jobs beyond
the number predicted for the Bush 1992 plan.
Alternative B results in a reduction of about
1.75 million positions by 1998, an increase of
about 890,000 over that of the Bush 1992 plan.
Under the budget cuts assumed in Alter-
native C, nearly 2.5 million defense-related
jobs would be eliminated over the 1992-1998
period, or 1.6 million more than under the
Bush plan.

Not all who lose their jobs under these sce-
narios will experience extended unemploy-
ment. Some former defense workers will
switch to nondefense jobs within firms that
produce both defense and commercial prod-
ucts, Others may be retained by firms that
convert from defense to commercial busi-
ness. Many will move to nondefense firms
whose business is growing. Indeed, the em-
ployment prospects for displaced defense
workers will depend more on the overall
growth in the U.S. economy than on what
happens within the defense sector. So far,
the pace of job creation during the current
recovery has been anemic. It appears, how-
ever, that the economy has now entered a pe-
riod of growth that could lead to great job
creation in 1993 and 1994.
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I hope this information is useful. Please let
me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER,
Director.

TABLE 1.—ALTERNATIVE NATIONAL DEFENSE BUDGETS
By fiscal year. in billions of dollars]

Total

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 !9;;-
Bush Administration's 1992
Plan!
1273 282 284 286 291 7296 1438
293 282 283 286 290 293 1431
23 2 a1 4 3 a1 13N
293 219 2 1 w5 Mmoo 138
273 274 269 261 255 245 1304
293 277 272 %7 0 43 134
Alternative C: Cut
$100,000,000,000 From
Busgmm 2713 267 253 235 219 195 1169
et i .
Outlays? e 293 2714 261 247 230 205 1216

1 Adjusted for Congressional action in 1993

Projected by the Congressional Budget Office assuming the same real
decline in budget authority as in 1997

3 Qutlays estimated after enactment to the fiscal year 1993 budget using
economic and spendout assumptions consistent with the Bush administra-
tion's plan.

Note.—MNumbers may not add to totals because of rounding.

Source: Congressional Budget Office

TABLE 2.—CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE

DEFENSE BUDGET
1998 outlays  Real reduction in  Defense
——————————  utlays (percent)  outlays
Billigns Billions ————— a5 3 per-
G g - 1w O
s dollars % 9 1998
Bush 1992 plan .......... 29 253 17 2% 37
Alternative A
mn 234 4 k)| 34
49 215 30 7 32
205 m 2 4 26

I Nominal outlay estimates reflect last year's economic assumptions.
Maote —GDP=gross domestic product.
Source: Congressional Budget Office.

TABLE 3. —ESTIMATED IMPACT ON GROSS DOMESTIC
PRODUCT OF ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE BUDGETS
[By calendar year]

1994 1995 199 1997 1998

Percentage change from base
case:

-0l
-1
-4

~01 -02
= =4

-6 =10

Note:—These effects assume no changes in elements of the federal
budget other than defense. Thus, the altematives imply very different paths
to reducing the deficit

Source: Congressional Budget Office using the INFORUM model.

TABLE 4.—DEFENSE-RELATED JOB LOSSES BETWEEN
1992 AND 1998

[in thousands of dollars]

1992 Losses  Losses under alter-
level of under native
e
empi

ment plan A 8 L

1650 415 510 620 805
1,020 195 270 335 455

2670 610 780 955 1,260
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TABLE 4.—DEFENSE-RELATED JOB LOSSES BETWEEN
1992 AND 1998—Continued
[n thousands of dollars]

1992 losses  Losses under alter-
LA
o MR T a0
m'ﬁs?““ NA 23 ol 3% 47
Public sector:
D00 cwiams Va5 ' 1% 2 3is
Subtotal ... 2,785 255 495 795 1,225
|, TR 5455 865 1275 1750 2485

Note.—NA=not applicable; DOD=Department of Defense.
Source: Congressional Budget Office using the Inforum model.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If no time is yielded, the time will be
charged equally.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, before
yielding to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, I want to say that this
amendment offered by my friend and
colleague from New Mexico is a com-
plete anachronism. It does the opposite
of everything we have heard from the
American people over the last 3 years.

The cry from the heart of the Amer-
ican people in recent years has been
what about us? What about us here at
home? What about the needs of the
American people in education, in
health, in criminal justice to do some-
thing about this criminality that
makes us afraid to walk the streets at
night? That is in all these areas that
have been neglected over the past 12
years.

And here we are, Mr. President, with
an amendment that incredibly adds $60
billion to military spending at the ex-
pense of all of these long-neglected do-
mestic needs. Only here in Washington
is there any sentiment for taking funds
out of Head Start for education, out of
childhood immunization, out of neigh-
borhood policing, and out of job train-
ing. Only in Washington would we be
talking about taking $60 billion away
from what the American people want
and putting it in what they do not
want—more military hardware.

Are we talking about buying more
aircraft carriers, more MIRV missiles
with hydrogen warheads on them? Are
we talking about buying more B-2
bombers?

Mr. President, this amendment is a
relic of the past, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote against it.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, I am
convinced that if the American people
want this President to succeed, they
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want to see him and see us apply our
Nation's energy and resources to meet-
ing the human challenges here at home
with the same commitment we have
shown in meeting challenges abroad.

Americans want to give change a
chance. They want a government that
invests wisely instead of spending
wastefully.

The American people know the na-
tional security begins at home, in our
schools, on our streets, in our commu-
nities. That is why I am voting against
this amendment offered by my col-
league from New Mexico.

This amendment would transfer al-
most $60 billion from the President’s
domestic investment program to mili-
tary spending.

Under the Clinton plan, we will meet
our security needs. We will still be
spending $277 billion on defense in fis-
cal year 1994, Throwing unneeded funds
into the defense budget would cripple
our ability to invest in our economic
security here at home for their domes-
tic needs that have been sorely ne-
glected.

We are already paying the price in
lost productivity and economic com-
petitiveness. Federal investments in
needed job training and in infrastruc-
ture development have declined almost
a third in fiscal years from 1981 and
1992, from 13.8 to 9.4 percent. This de-
clining investment has had a real im-
pact on our education, health, trans-
portation systems, and living stand-
ards.

We will never tame this deficit with-
out rebuilding our economic productiv-
ity and investing in a better future and
growth. That is the promise of the
American life, a better life for our chil-
dren, and that is the project we must
keep by enacting the President’s eco-
nomic plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, how
much do the opponents have remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-
five seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Did I use 4 minutes?
I thought I used 3.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr.
yield myself 1% minutes.

Mr. President, so nobody will mis-
understand the proposal that I make to
the Senate will reduce defense spend-
ing for the 5 years ahead of us the sum
total of $75 billion which was planned
by President Bush and $60 billion
planned by the President when he was
campaigning, so we are talking about
$135 billion.

I believe the American people accept-
ed the President when he was running
at his word, that it was going to be a
balanced deficit-reduction package.

President, I
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It is not balanced. All of the cuts are
out of defense, and domestic spending
is increasing, and we are led to believe
that is a job-producing economic re-
vival budget.

The other part of it is $295 billion in
taxes as simple as that.

I believe we ought to go slow on de-
fense, use the President’s promise and
his plan, cut that much, and then slow
up on the new domestic spending. I do
not think that an anachronism. I think
the American people, if they knew
what we were doing to defense, would
be saying, ‘““Why aren’'t you cutting
anything else?"

That is the issue. We are cutting
nothing else except defense and raising
taxes. I believe we are going to put peo-
ple out on the street faster than we are
going to produce jobs for them under
this economic plan by a long shot.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has one-half minute remaining.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Tennessee. ;

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, in con-
stant dollars, in 1994 the Clinton budg-
et spends $277 billion. That is $38 bil-
lion more than we were spending in
constant dollars in 1979 in the Carter
administration at $249 billion, and that
is $45 billion more in constant dollars,
dollars corrected for inflation, than the
Nixon-Ford administration spent in
1975. And bear in mind the evil empire
was alive and well then. Mr. Brezhnev
was sitting in the Kremlin.

There is no more Soviet Union, and
even under this Clinton plan we will be
spending more than we spent in 1879
and 1975.

Mr. President, there is no need to
take this money away from long-ne-
glected domestic programs to plow
more of it back into military spending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, you
can go back to any time in history and
make a case for almost anything. The
truth of the matter is the year he is
using the number for is the exact year
we lost the Vietnam war.

About 2 years later we had a hollow
Navy. We could not fly the airplanes.
We did not have enough fuel, and ev-
erybody was concerned.

Now we have come ahead with an All-
Voluntary Army that is highly paid,
and we expect to get our money’s
worth compared to those days.

I just do not believe that is what the
American people expect us to do for the
men and women in the military and for
our defense.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a vote for
this amendment is the equivalent to
saying that the President has under-
estimated our defense needs by some
$60 billion over the next 5 years. This is
the view that the national security
state, as bloated as it is, without any
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major visible adversary threatening
our survival, must be kept big, bloated,
and beefed up—we took decades build-
ing this apparatus, and now we cannot
face reality in the face and start the
necessary downsizing in order to rein-
vigorate our economy and its skills, in-
frastructure, productivity and competi-
tion. We are too timid to make the nec-
essary changes to accommodate the
changes that have occurred in the
world.

This is a vote for the past, not the fu-
ture. The $60 billion that the Senator
wants to plow back into our giant na-
tional security state is $60 billion we
will shortchange the economic future
of our Nation, $60 billion which might
well be multiplied several times over
when it is plowed into the right chan-
nels of investment in our economy. We
are not going to be a superpower long
by puffing up unnecessarily our mili-
tary system, and shortchanging and
neglecting the real basis of our super-
power status. What a waste of re-
sources.

What this amendment says is: Do not
give the new President a chance to re-
invigorate the Nation, to take us into
new channels of productivity. It says
stand pat, and slowly drift downward,
with the dragging weight of an increas-
ingly irrelevant military structure
slung around our national neck.

I encourage my colleagues to ratify
the opportunity the American people
voted for last November. That is what
this amendment is all about.

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

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 50 Leg.]

YEAS—58
Akaka Daschle Hatfield
Baucus DeConcini Hollings
Biden Dodd Jeffords
Bingaman Dorgan Johnston
Boren Durenberger Kennedy
Boxer Exon Kerrey
Bradley Feingold Kerry
Breaux Feinstein Kohl
Bryan Ford Krueger
Bumpers Glenn Lautenberg
Byrd Graham Leahy
Campbell Grassley Levin
Conrad Harkin Mathews
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Metzenbaum Pell Sarbanes
Mikulski Pryor Sasser
Mitchell Reid Simon
Moseley-Braun Riegle Wellstone
Moynthan Robb Wofford
Murray Rockefeller
Packwood Roth
NAYS—41
Bennett Faircloth McConnell
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Brown Gramm Nickles
Burns Gregg Nunn
Chafes Hatch Pressler
Coats Heflin Shelby
Cochran Helms Simpson
Cohen Kassebaum Smith
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter
Craig Lieberman Stevens
D'Amato Lott Thurmond
Danforth Lugar Wallop
Dole Mack Warner
Domenici MecCain
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 198) was agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the wvote by which the
motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 202

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending
question is the Leahy amendment No.
202. There will be 10 minutes of debate
equally divided. The Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the
amendment is a very simple sense of
the Senate. What it says is the Con-
gress assumes the Women, Infants, and
Children Program will be funded at the
level requested by the President for fis-
cal year 1998.

Over 3.5 million pregnant women, in-
fants, and children are eligible for ben-
efits under WIC today, but they are not
served due to the funding limitations
in the program.

WIC has gotten as far as it has
through broad bipartisan support. I see
the distinguished Republican leader,
Senator DOLE, on the floor. I think of
the years I have been on the Senate
Agriculture Committee and there has
not been a single WIC bill that I have
not been able to join in with the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas. In fact,
in the last 10 years, there have been a
number of Dole-Leahy or Leahy-Dole
WIC bills.

I say this because the guestion of
feeding poor pregnant women or feed-
ing their children once born is not a
political question. In a greater sense of
words, it is not even an economic ques-
tion, even though- it makes great eco-
nomic sense because a healthy child is
a child that learns, a healthy child,
from the time of their infancy on, is
one who has far less illnesses, and far
less cost for that. but in this country,
it is truly a moral issue.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FEINGOLD). Who yields time?
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The minority has 5 minutes in oppo-
sition.

If no Senator yields time, the time
will be deducted equally from both
sides.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as to the
numbers I used earlier, I should note
that for every WIC dollar spent on
pregnant women we save on Medicaid
costs for illnesses beginning the first 60
days after birth anywhere from nearly
$2 to $4.21 for newborns and mothers.
As to the cost of low birthweight ba-
bies, for $30 a month we save almost
$40,000 in just the cost of that child
alone.

The whole point is, Mr. President, as
the wealthiest, most powerful nation
on Earth, the only nation on Earth
that cannot only feed all its people but
have food remaining to feed millions of
others, we should not have hungry,
malnourished, pregnant women or hun-
gry, malnourished, newborn infants.
This is one way to make sure that does
not happen.

Mr. President, if the other side is
willing to yield back its time, I would
be willing to yield back the time on
this side.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. I compliment the
Senator from Vermont for this amend-
ment. He has certainly led this body
for years. I am glad to have joined him
in moving to add funds continuously
and fully fund eventually the WIC Pro-
gram. It is a program that pays off. For
every dollar we put in, it saves us more
than $3. It is an investment in people,
exactly what the President has called
for.

I am pleased that the Senator from
Vermont as chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee and the appropria-
tions subcommittee is doing what he
is, and I am glad to join him. I hope ev-
erybody will look at this as a non-
partisan issue. It has no partisanship
whatsoever. It is merely investing in
people, in Americans, who need some
assistance to eat and to be healthy.
You cannot miss on this vote.

I thank the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator, my good friend from
Arizona.

Mr. President, I would like to clarify
one aspect of my amendment—No. 202
to the concurrent resolution. The
amendment assumes full funding for
WIC by fiscal year 1996 because it in-
corporates the President's budget pro-
posals.

The only reason that the amendment
language focuses on fiscal year 1998 is
that 1998 is the fifth year of the current
budget cycle.
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But the President’'s budget and the
resolution will achieve full funding for
WIC sooner than 1998.

I want to again urge support for this
important amendment.

As I said yesterday, WIC serves chil-
dren at some of the most critical times
of their lives. It feeds their mothers
when they are pregnant or
breastfeeding.

And it feeds children during their im-
portant, early development years.

Yet, over 3.6 million pregnant
women, infants and children that are
eligible for benefits are not served due
to funding limitations.

This is a disgrace—investing in WIC
is one of America’s best investments.
President Clinton's proposal to fully
fund WIC in 1996 should be supported
by every Member of this Chamber.

It is time for America to get its pri-
orities straight. President Clinton, and
the American people, have made the
right choices.

The President promised to fully fund
WIC in “"Putting People First,” and in
the campaign. The American public ex-
pects him to carry out his promise.

His proposed budget, ‘A Vision for
Change for America,’” does just that.

This amendment makes clear that
full funding for WIC will become a re-
ality. This should not be a partisan
issue, WIC has enjoyed bipartisan sup-
port over the years in the Senate.

I ask all my colleagues to join with
me in supporting this amendment.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise
today to cosponsor the amendment of
my dear friend and colleague, Senator
LEAHY, which provide full funding
budget authority for the Special Sup-
plemental Food Program for Women,
Infants, and Children [WIC].

Mr. President, for the last several
Congresses my friend from Rhode Is-
land, Senator CHAFEE, and I, together
with the distinguished chairman and
ranking member of the Agriculture
Committee, Senator LEAHY and Sen-
ator LUGAR, and Senators BUMPERS,
JOHNSTON, and SASSER, have led the ef-
forts in the Senate to increase appro-
priations for the Special Supplemental
Food Program for Women, Infants, and
Children [WIC]. As my colleagues will
recall, our effort last year sought to in-
crease WIC funding by $400 million over
the prior year's current services level
in order to maintain the schedule for
full funding of WIC by 1996.

Despite the fact that 82 of the 96 pos-
sible Senators cosigned the DeConcini-
Chafee annual WIC appropriations re-
quest, WIC's enacted level was $2.86 bil-
lion, a full $140 million short of the fis-
cal year 1992 target of $3 billion. While
it is very hard to imagine that 82 Sen-
ators can agree on anything these
days, it is even harder to imagine that
such a consensus could be formed and
fail to achieve its goal. But that is ex-
actly what occurred last year and has
occurred for many years now.
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Mr. President, I do not find fault in
any way with any of the Senate or
House conferees on last year's Agri-
culture appropriations bill. Their task
was nearly impossible given an insuffi-
cient subcommittee allocation to meet,
all the demands placed upon them.
Continuing crop disaster insurance
problems and other problems made
their decisions all the more difficult.

I sincerely applaud the efforts of Sen-
ate Agriculture Subcommittee chair-
man and ranking member. The late
Senator Burdick and Senator COCHRAN
always did as much as they could for
WIC and their efforts last year were no
less exceptional.

However, the fact remains we were
unable to enact an appropriations level
of $3 billion for fiscal 1993, has made
this year’s and the next 2 year's effort
all the more difficult if the members of
both the House and Senate sincerely
intend to keep our repeated pledges for
full funding of WIC by the end of fiscal
year 1996. For myself, I remain com-
mitted despite recent setbacks. WIC is
too important and whatever the cost,
we are going to have to find the money.
President Clinton agrees and that is
why he has called for the same funding
levels for WIC requested by this amend-
ment. Under this amendment, WIC
would be funded at $4.1 billion by fiscal
year 1997.

Mr. President, WIC is a Federal do-
mestic program that simply works.
That is why I have been advocate for
WIC since its inception because it is
the right thing to do. WIC not only pre-
vents infant mortality and low
birthweight, study after study has also
shown that WIC is the most cost-effec-
tive method to do so. WIC reduces Med-
icaid costs: at a minimum, each dollar
invested in WIC's prenatal component
saved between $1.92 and $4.21 for
newborns and mothers beginning the
first 60 days after birth, and from $2.98
to $4.75 for newborns only. In addition,
other studies show that future special
education costs are greatly reduced
through WIC's early nutrition inter-
vention.

Despite this remarkable record, WIC
has yet to achieve its full potential.
Current funding levels only support 60
percent of the eligible women, infants,
and children nationwide, and just 50
percent of all eligible pregnant women.
My home State of Arizona currently
receives funding that enables the WIC
Program to assist about 60 percent of
eligible women, infants, and children
statewide, but barely serves 40 percent
of those eligible in the urban areas.

Yes, Mr. President, the Federal tax-
payer does indeed pay quite a bit al-
ready for WIC. WIC currently provides
critical nutrition and health benefits
to an estimated 5.3 million low-income
pregnant women and young children at
risk of diet-related health problems,
but almost as many other needy
women and children are unserved.
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Tragically, America ranks 20th in in-
fant mortality among the 25 most in-
dustrialized nations in the world.
Every year 40,000 infants die in the
United States and another 11,000 babies
are born with long-term disabilities
that result from their weakened condi-
tion. In testimony before the Senate
Budget Committee, Dr. Buford Nichols,
of the department of pediatrics, Baylor
College of Medicine, stated that ‘*20,000
infant deaths can be prevented each
year by improving prenatal nutrition
and care.”

Mr. President, the sad truth is, un-
less we act—and act soon—to provide
full funding for WIC, we will lose more
American infants in the next 13 years
than we have lost soldiers in all the
wars fought by this country in this
century. Let me say that again, with-
out full funding for WIC, America will
lose more infants in the next 13 years
than we have lost soldiers in all the
wars fought by this country since the
turn of the century.

The magnitude of this loss of life is
certainly compelling. It should be rea-
son enough to act. However, the failure
to promptly fully fund WIC is also irra-
tional from a purely fiscal perspective.
WIC has been shown over and over to
be among the best, if not the best,
means to prevent infant mortality and
low birthweight. Today, the lifetime
costs of caring for just one low-
birthweight infant can total as much
as $400,000. The Surgeon General esti-
mates that the average cost of a low-
birthweight baby can exceed $39,000.
The cost of prenatal care—care that
might prevent the low birthweight con-
dition in the first place—averages less
than $32 per month. As a Nation we
have a clear choice. We can pay more
now, or we will pay far more later.

Mr. President, I know that sounds
like full funding will be an impossible
task and it may well prove impossible
should the economy get worse than it
is today. However, Senator LEAHY and
I have gone to far to turn back now.
The House and the Senate are now on
record in support of full funding of WIC
by fiscal year 1996. But, we have a long
way to go. For myself, I am committed
to press the issue as hard as I can and
as often as it is required to achieve
that goal. That is why I am supporting
this amendment today.

The bottom line is: WIC is a Federal
initiative that works and we should
work to make it a reality for the mil-
lions of women and children whose
health will continue to suffer without
it. I haven't given up all hope that we
can achieve full funding by fiscal year
1996. However, we can't get there with-
out making a few tough choices. I urge
my colleagues to make the right choice
at this time and support the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal for WIC and
vote in support of the Leahy amend-

ment.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senate
is about to vote on a sense-of-the-Sen-
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ate resolution relating to funding for
the Special Supplement Food Program
for Women, Infants, and Children
[WIC]. I want to make clear that my
vote on this nonbinding amendment
should not be interpreted as a vote
against WIC. As the senior Senator
from Vermont so graciously indicated,
I am a longtime supporter of WIC,
which is one of our most effective and
well-targeted social programs. I believe
that we should continue to move to-
ward full funding of WIC, although
given our budget crisis we might need
to go at a somewhat slower pace than
has been recommended.

Before we complete action on this
resolution, I will be offering a leader-
ship amendment which will contain ad-
ditional funding for WIC—not a sense
of the Senate, but real money for this
most worthwhile program.

Again, I thank the senior Senator
from Vermont for his kind words. I
highly value the partnership that we
have developed on nutrition issues,
which has led to some of the most per-
sonally rewarding work I have done in
the Senate.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, again, I
do not see the Republican manager of
the bill, but we are ready to yield back
our time.

Mr. DOLE. We yield back our time.

Mr. LEAHY. We yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 202 offered by the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]. 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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] and the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH] is necessarily absent.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

MOSELEY-BRAUN). Are there any other
Senators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 82,
nays 15, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 51 Leg.]

YEAS—82
Akaka Conrad Hollings
Baucus Coverdell Jeffords
Bennpett Craig Johnston
Biden D'Amato Kempthorne
Bingaman Daschle Kennedy
Bond DeConcini Kerrey
Boren Dodd Kerry
Boxer Dorgan Kohl
Bradley Durenberger Krueger
Breaux Exon Lautenberg
Brown Feingold Leahy
Bryan Feinstein Levin
Bumpers Ford Lieberman
Burns Glenn Lugar
Byrd Gorton Mathews
Campbell Graham McCain
Chafee Grassley McConnell
Coats Harkin Metzenbaum
Cochran Hatfield Mikulski
Cohen Heflin Mitchell
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Moseley-Braun Reid Simpson
Moynihan Riegle Specter
Murkowski Robb Stevens
Murray Rockefeller Warner
Nunn Roth Wellstone
Pell Sarbanes Wofford
Pressler Sasser
Pryor Shelby
NAYS—15
Danforth Gregg Mack
Dole Hatch Nickles
Domenici Helms Packwood
Faircloth Kassebaum Thurmond
Gramm Lott Wallop
NOT VOTING—3

Inouye Simon Smith

So the amendment (No. 202) was
agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the motion to lay on the
table is agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 209

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the Gorton amend-
ment No. 209 with up to 20 minutes for
debate equally divided and controlled
in the usual form.

Who yields time?

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
PACKWOOD and Senator COATS be added
as original cosponsors.

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

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, the
waterway user fee was far the largest
tax increase included in the President’'s
budget. It is clearly the most destruc-
tive, the most iniquitous, and the least
justifiable of all of the tax increases
proposed by the President.

This proposition is self evidently the
case as the proposal has been aban-
doned by the majority party and by the
President himself.

It has been abandoned, however, only
through the vehicle of a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution which simply pro-
poses to impose on some other
unnamed group of Americans the num-
bers of dollars represented by the wa-
terway user fee.

In short, close to $1 billion must be
added to taxes on some other group of
people who do not know that they are
at risk because they have not been
identified in the sense-of-the-Senate
resolution which was passed by this
body last Thursday.

But because this tax has such a nega-
tive impact on such an important sec-
tor of our economy, those who use our
waterways, this Senator believes it im-
perative that we put the nail in the
coffin of this proposal.

Should it pass, and it is in the budget
as passed by the House of Representa-
tives, it will destroy the use of our wa-
terways. It will multiply by 525 percent
or from 19 cents to $1.19 a gallon taxes
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now imposed on fuels used by those
craft navigating our inland waterways.
It will penalize our agricultural sector
and will not produce the revenues de-
signed for it.

This amendment by taking revenues
expressly out from the budget resolu-
tion to this tax and by reducing pro-
posed taxes by precisely the amount of
the waterway user fee will guarantee
that it does not become a part of the
law and will guarantee that some unin-
tended and unknown victims will not
be subjected to any new tax.

Seriously to state that a budget in-
cluding $295 billion in new taxes over
the course of the next 5 years cannot
possibly be reduced by $1 billion, that
$124 billion in new domestic spending
cannot possibly be reduced by less than
$1 billion is to treat the budget resolu-
tion as less than a serious proposition.

In short, Madam President, this
amendment will guarantee this iniqui-
tous tax is not imposed and guarantee
that we get exactly the deficit reduc-
tion we would get if it were included.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
am pleased to cosponsor this amend-
ment to delete the proposed increase in
the inland waterway users tax from the
budget resolution. This 525-percent in-
crease in the tax on diesel fuel used on
the inland waterway system will have
a very serious effect on agriculture and
the towing industry.

An article which appeared in the
March 8 edition of the Memphis Com-
mercial Appeal describes the detrimen-
tal effects of this tax increase, and I
ask unanimous consent that it 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. COCHRAN. In addition to its di-
rect impact on the towing industry, a
$1 per gallon tax increase will hurt
farmers and others who ship their prod-
ucts to market on the inland waterway
system.

It is estimated that this tax increase
alone will cause a $431 million per year
decline in farm income.

When combined with the Btu and
other taxes proposed in the budget res-
olution, this economic plan will be dev-
astating to American agriculture, Not
only must farmers rely on oil-based
fuels to power their equipment, they
use other products, such as some pes-
ticides and fertilizers, which are petro-
leum based.

It is estimated that direct and indi-
rect agriculture production costs will
increase by as much as $1 billion per
year under the administration’s pro-
posed energy taxes. Unless the inland
waterway tax is deleted from this reso-
lution, there will be a much higher rate
of unemployment rather than a lower
rate which I had understood was the
goal of the President’'s economic plan
which he called, A Vision of Change for
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America. This is one change we will be
better off without.
EXHIBIT 1
BARGE OWNERS SAY FUEL TAX STINKS
(By Kevin McKenzie)

William Sory, owner of Memphis Barge
Line Inc., used short, pointed sentences to
describe his opinions of a Clinton adminis-
tration proposal that eventually would raise
the fuel tax he pays by 600 percent.

“It stinks," was Sory’s initial reaction. "It
could put me out, that kind of increase.”

His final word: ‘‘That's a pretty tough pill
to swallow."

Raising the diesel fuel tax paid by inland
waterway users from 17 cents a gallon now to
$1.19 in four years is part of the economic
plan announced by President Clinton Feb. 17.

However, during a television interview in
New Orleans last week President Clinton
gave towboat operators hope that the huge
increase is being reconsidered.

*“I think that should be re-examined,”
Clinton said. "‘I'm not sure that the way the
plan was originally designed, that it was sup-
posed to go up that much. . . . I don't think
there was a deliberate attempt to quintuple
it

The proposed fee increase shocked the in-
dustry. Those who run companies that tow
barges on the Mississippi and other inland
rivers say it was the worst news they've
heard from the White House since the last
time a Democrat was president.

President Jimmy Carter’s 15-month embar-
go on grain sales to the Soviet Union after
that nation's invasion of Afghanistan trans-
lated into lost business that the barge and
towing industry hasn't forgotten. President
Ronald Reagan lifted the embargo in April
1981,

“This is kind of like deja vu with the last
Democratic president,'” said Bill Stegbauer,
vice president of operations for Memphis-
based Southern Towing Co.

The fee increases would be in addition to
the Clinton plan to levy a broad-based en-
ergy tax, based on the energy content of fuel
measured by British Thermal Units (Btus).
That energy tax alone would add an addi-
tional 8-10 cents a gallon for diesel fuel used
by towboats, said Jeffrey Smith, vice presi-
dent of The American Waterways Operators,
an Arlington, Va-based trade group rep-
resenting the industry.

The current 17-cent-a-gallon tax collects
only enough to cover half the $430 million
spent in 1993 by the Army Corps of Engineers
for construction and major rehabilitation of
waterways, the Clinton plan said. The fee
will rise to 19 cents when the new federal fis-
cal year begins in October under a previously
scheduled increase.

Under the Clinton proposal, the tax hike
would collect $820 million in four years. The
fee increases would be phased in, beginning
with an additional 10 cents this year. Next
year, 15 cents would be added, followed by
another 20 cents in fiscal 1996. An additional
55 cents, for a total of $1.19, would be added
in fiscal 1997, the industry trade group said.

The administration views the increased
fees as a replacement for other tax dollars
supporting the Corps of Engineers. And, to
justify the increase in user fees, the Clinton
plan calls the towing and barge industry the
nation’s most heavily subsidized form of
commercial freight transportation.

However, those in the industry contend
that others who benefit from waterways
don't pay the tax, including farmers who
profit from flood control projects and those
who use rivers for sport and recreation.
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“I wouldn't mind paying my fair share, but
the Corps of Engineers maintains the water-
ways and the locks and dams for three inter-
ests—people who use it for commercial inter-
ests, flood control and recreation,”
Stegbauer said,

“Now if we want to put a tax on everybody
that goes water skiing in Pickwick Lake,
and everybody that goes fishing in the Mis-
sissippi River and all the farmers that get
flood control protection, then OK," he said.

“If they want us to pay for all of it, then
let me have the waterway system. Let my
industry take it private and run it and
charge all those people,” Stegbauer said.

A diesel fuel tax of $1.19 a gallon will put
some companies in the industry out of busi-
ness, owners and industry representatives
said. That will accelerate a trend that has
seen a loss of small firms and a growing
dominance of larger corporations.

The increased cost of shipping by river also
would shift traffic to other modes of trans-
portation, particularly railroads. Currently,
15 percent of the nation's freight—including
more than half of grain exports, a quarter of
the coal and nearly a third of the petroleum
products—is transported on inland water-
ways, the industry’'s trade group said.

*This is an astronomical tax. Right now
the leaders of this industry are getting to-
gether to try to see how we can fight for our
survival,” Smith said. ‘‘This makes us an en-
dangered species, no doubt about it.”

Sory said his towboat, the Sebring, uses
30,000 to 40,000 gallons of fuel a month push-
ing barges loaded with petroleum products
on the lower Mississippi, Ohio and Cum-
berland rivers.

He said that with a $1 increase in the user
fee, he would be forced to raise his prices to
keep his 10-employee company afloat. How-
ever, he said he couldn't be sure how much of
the cost he could pass along.

“I may try it all, but I don't know how far
I'd get," Sory said.

For Southern Towing's fleet of 22 boats,
Stegbauer said the company paid $160,000 to
$190,000 a quarter for the user fee when it was
15 cents a gallon. The company, which has
280 employees aboard board and another 20 in
Memphis, can’t afford to pay several times
that amount, he said.

“We don't have that kind of money,”
Stegbauer said.

“If we can bump half of it to our cus-
tomers, that will be a major battle," he said.

“The other half will mean that we don't
look forward to profits anymore. It's going
to wipe us out because, without profits, no
one is going to lend you any money. Without
money to replace and upgrade equipment,
you're not going to continue in business."

TOWBOATS, BARGES WAIT FOR CUTS

President Clinton’s economic plan, A Vi-
sion of Change for America, views the na-
tion's towboat and barge companies as re-
cipients of government giveaways.

Increasing fees for companies that use in-
land waterways is one of 41 actions called for
in Clinton's plan to eliminate subsidies and
charge fees for government services.

“The nation can no longer afford subsidies
and giveaways to those who don't need them,
and we must assure that the taxpayer is fair-
ly compensated for services or resources pro-
vided by the government,' the report said.

Here is the text of the paragraph, on page
76, affecting use of the nation's rivers:

*Phase-in increased Inland Waterway user
fees. The nation's inland waterways are the
most heavily subsidized form of commercial
freight transportation. Since the system was
constructed for commercial navigation bene-
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ficiaries, they should pay for all operation
and maintenance costs.

“Existing inland waterway fuel taxes col-
lected on application segments of the system
only offset half of the Corp of Engineers's
cost of construction and major rehabilita-
tion (estimated at $430 million in 1993).

“This proposal would increase the 1994
Federal inland waterway fuel tax from 19
cents to $1.19 per gallon in a series of in-
creasing steps .. . Estimated savings are
. . . $820 million over four years."

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I thank
my colleague from Washington, and I
rise in strong support of this measure
which I cosponsor.

As Senator GORTON has pointed out, I
think it was vitally important that we
not just talk about doing something
about this burdensome and ill-con-
ceived tax. We need to take it out of
the budget resolution. If there is any
sense to this budget resolution, and too
many people have worked too long and
too hard to deny that it does have
some force and effect, then I think we
have to take real action and not just
say, "By the way, we do not mean it.”

As we look at the impact on agri-
culture of this proposed tax, it is dra-
conian. The immediate implication of
such a tax is not speculation. The cost
of a typical 14-day trip carrying grain,
corn, or soybeans from Minneapolis to
New Orleans by inland waterways
would increase by $70,000. Under the ad-
ministration’s plan, the fuel cost per
ton for grain shipped from Saint Paul,
from Quincy, and Pekin, IL, and Du-
buque, IA, to the gulf would increase
by 130 percent, 126 percent, and 125 per-
cent, respectively.

Over half of all grain destined for
overseas markets is shipped by barge.
There is no way that our farmers could
get back the extra charges by going to
other countries and saying, ‘‘Please
pay us more to handle our fuel tax
costs.” They are in a competitive mar-
ket and they cannot set the price. They
cannot raise the price.

Agricultural products comprise near-
ly 35 percent of all products moved on
inland waterways. Agriculture has
been hit hard in this tax package. It is
being hit hard by the barge tax, the
grazing fees, as well as in the other
huge tax increase, the Btu tax.

A 525 percent increase in an inland
waterways fuel tax on top of the other
sacrifices U.S. agriculture has been
asked to make goes well beyond a fair
contribution. It goes to the point
where the total of the new taxes to be
imposed exceed the profits of the in-
land waterways industry. If this actu-
ally happens, the barge industry, well,
it is not going to be around. All the
people who work for the barge indus-
try, all the people who service the in-
land waterway system would be thrown
out of jobs.
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So I say to my colleagues if you want
to be serious, if you want to do some-
thing significant and not just go home
and say, well, we passed a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution, then let us get real
and do something that will take out
this tax, save the jobs of barge work-
ers, save agriculture, and save our
farmers.

I urge support of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the distin-
guished senior Senator from Minnesota
be added as cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GORTON. I yield that Senator 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise to endorse and urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment by
my colleague from the State of Wash-
ington. I congratulate him on his
amendment.

As has been pointed out, the Btu tax
proposed by the President, and implied
in this resolution, is an especially
heavy tax on rural America. States
like Illinois, Minnesota, Iowa, Wiscon-
sin, and across the western part of this
country will suffer tremendously as a
result of the President's Btu tax. The
Btu tax hits Minnesota just as hard as
the carbon tax would hit Kentucky or
Wyoming or a gasoline tax solely
would hit fuel transportation.

It is a tax that people in rural Amer-
ica pay three times. They pay it on the
growing of crops through increased
costs of fertilizer inputs as well as in-
creased costs of electricity and fuel to
run their machinery. They pay it on
the production of the corps through in-
creased costs of propane to dry their
grain and increased costs of processing
raw foods into prepared foods. And
they pay it on the transportation—
through the $1 increase in the barge
fee. Farmers are paying the Btu tax
three times. It is a very unfair tax.

The notion that we were going to
begin exempting people from this tax
seemed to be a fairly popular one
which, of course, is traditional when
you propose one of these across-the-
board Btu taxes.

So I want to be clear with my col-
leagues. I do not favor the Btu tax to
begin with, because of its unfair and re-
gressive impact on rural America.

But the exemption being carved out,
as my colleague from Washington has
already pointed out, merely raises
taxes. If you exempt the increase in the
barge user fees without also cutting
spending, then the expected billion dol-
lars of revenue will pop up as a new tax
somewhere else in the system.

I ask unanimous consent that I
might continue for 1 more minute.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Earlier today
this body defeated an amendment by
my colleague from Minnesota that
would have exempted ethanol fuels. I
voted for that amendment, but a ma-
jority of people in this body said we are
not going to exempt one tax and in-
crease another tax.

Tomorrow I am going to introduce an
amendment that eliminates the threat
of an ethanol tax and make sure that
we do not even think about it again.
My amendment, cosponsored by Sen-
ator DOLE and Senator GRASLEY, cut
spending by $82 million—the projected
revenues by the Joint Tax Committee
for the Btu tax on ethanol. This is a
very similar approach to the one that
my colleague from Washington takes
with regard to the barge user fee. If
you want to be sure there is an exemp-
tion from a tax, then make sure that
there is a real spending cut rather than
merely an exemption from taxation.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support Senator GORTON'S
amendment because it will guarantee
America’s farmers that they will not
be taxed on the cost of using our inland
waterways.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Washington has
expired.

The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
will vote against the amendment of-
fered by our distinguished Republican
colleague from Washington. I will do so
because we debated at length on this
floor last week the reservations that I
think the majority of the Senate has
about the steep increase in the barge
tax. In fact, the sense-of-the-Senate
amendment expressing these concerns,
which I supported and which was of-
fered by our distingunished colleague
from Iowa, Senator HARKIN, passed by
an overwhelming margin.

During the debate, I stated that I
shared the concerns regarding the un-
desirable impact the barge tax would
have on the inland waterway industry.
I feel that we have done all we can do
now in the context of a budget resolu-
tion to make clear the majority Senate
position on this particular matter.

Frankly, I wish our friend from
Washington would withdraw this
amendment, because I think it muddies
the water with regard to the clear
sense of the Senate with regard to
what is to be done about a waterways
tax. The Harkin amendment passed
overwhelmingly.

Should the Gorton amendment not
pass, then I think that muddies the
water, and I am going to be compelled
to oppose it.

I feel that we have already crossed
this bridge. We have done all we can do
to make the position of the Senate
clear in a budget resolution. I must re-
mind my colleagues once more that the
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budget resolution simply cannot dic-
tate to the Finance Committee what
revenues to raise to meet a particular
revenue target.

This amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington
would reduce the Finance Committee’s
revenue target without being able to
guarantee that the Finance Committee
might not go ahead and implement the
tax anyway because, just as I stated,
we do not have the authority to specify
to the Finance Committee what reve-
nues to raise and what revenues not to
raise, and indeed the Budget Commit-
tee should not have that authority.

But the Senate has already spoken
overwhelmingly in a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution as to its views on the
imposition of a waterways tax to the
extent that was supported by the ad-
ministration.

The administration has indicated
that it now has reservations about this
waterways tax. This amendment fol-
lows what has become a trend with our
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, and that is to offset this reduc-
tion in revenues from wherever they
might come by reducing the revenue
allocation as an unspecified reduction
in the allowances function of the budg-
et. This means one of two things. Ei-
ther there is going to have to be a re-
duction of domestic discretionary
spending to pay for this or we are sim-
ply going to have to raise the deficit.

What sort of consequences the reduc-
tion in discretionary spending would
have it is hard to say, since we do not
know where the reductions would come
from. But I would conclude by advising
my colleagues to reject this amend-
ment since it will not achieve the goals
sought by the Senator from Washing-
ton, while it could reduce funding in
many vital areas, which our colleagues
support.

I could enumerate those areas. We
have gone over them before. They are
important areas that the Senate has
gone on record supporting such as in-
creases in the Women, Infants, and
Children Feeding Program, increases in
Head Start, increases in community
police efforts. All of these could be re-
duced if this amendment were to be
adopted here by the Senate this
evening. It is surplusage, because we
have already stated emphatically in a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that the
Senate as a whole will look very unfa-
vorably on a waterways tax, should it
be imposed to the extent that it was
advocated in the original Clinton
budget.

So, Madam President, may I ask how
much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 46 seconds.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, we
wanted to yield back some of the time
but I am advised—may I ask how much
time the Senator from Washington has
remaining?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Washington has
expired.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I am
advised that the distinguished Senator
from Iowa is rushing to the floor to
speak on this amendment. Here he is
now. I advise him we probably have 3
minutes left on this amendment if he
wishes to speak in opposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has 3 minutes 50 sec-
onds.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
yielding. I wanted to be here to speak
on this amendment.

First of all, I do thank my friend and
colleague from Washington for his in-
terest in this area and for his strong
support of the barge industry in Amer-
ica. I know of his interest in this, and
I know this amendment is well inten-
tioned, and I know the Senator from
Washington means to do well by this
amendment.

But, frankly, as I am sure the chair-
man of the committee has pointed out,
we have already spoken on this issue.
The Senate is on record, 88 to 12, say-
ing this tax should not be imposed on
the barge industry. That vote just hap-
pened last week. So this amendment
really does not add to that in any way.
In fact, if anything, all this amend-
ment really does say, as I read the
amendment, is that we are going to
have to make some cuts, some discre-
tionary cuts that are not lined out. We
do not know what they are. They are
just some unknown cuts someplace.

Where will we take those cuts? Will
we take them in education? Health
care? Immunizations? All the programs
we support around here? Will we take
them out of the transportation budget?
Where are we going to get to that be-
cause the Senate last week, in a 88 to
12 vote, said to the Finance Committee
that when you report out for reconcili-
ation, do not put this in there. Because
if you put it in we are going to take it
out. So we have already spoken on that
and now we do not need to say let us
take some cuts out of something else.
We do not have to do that.

So I hope we will resist this attempt,
again, to make further cuts in the dis-
cretionary budget that we have. We do
not have to do that.

As I said, I know my colleague, my
friend from Washington, means well. I
know of his interest in supporting the
barge industry. I do not question that
one bit. I know he is foursquare on that
issue.

But I really do not see why we have
to at this time now say we are going to
take some money out of the programs
that are already hurting, for which we
are going to need every ounce of sup-
port we can get—for education, health
care, the Head Start programs, and ev-
erything else. We do not need that to
pay for. All we need to do is tell the Fi-
nance Committee when they report it
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out for reconciliation they better not
have it in there. Frankly, a 88 to 12
vote, I think, indicates they will not.

The Senate has already spoken on it.
There is no need for this amendment.
and I hope it will be defeated, not in
the sense of taking out the taxes on
the fuel for barges—we have already
spoken on that—but defeated in the
context of not being forced to take
more cuts in discretionary programs.

Madam President, I yield the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. SASSER. Do we have time re-
maining, Madam President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ator has 20 seconds.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
yield the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields the remainder of his time.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
move to lay on the table the amend-
ment of the Senator from Washington.
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.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment (No.
209) offered by the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. GORTON].

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 52 Leg.]

YEAS—55
Akaka Feinstein Mitchell
Baucus Ford Moseley-Braun
Biden Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boren Harkin Nunn
Boxer Hollings Pell
Bradley Jeffords Pryor
Breaux Johnston Reid
Bryan Kennedy Riegle
Bumpers Kerrey Robb
Byrd Kerry Rockefeller
Campbell Kohl Roth
Conrad Lautenberg Sarbanes
Daschle Leahy Sasser
DeConcini Levin Simon
Dodd Lieberman Wellstone
Dorgan Mathews Wofford
Exon Metzenbaum
Feingold Mikulski

NAYS—#4
Bennett Domenici Krueger
Bond Durenberger Lott
Brown Faircloth Lugar
Burns Gorton Mack
Chafee Gramm McCain
Coats Grassley McConnell
Cochran Gregg
Cohen Hatch i ot
Coverdell Hatfleld P:
Craig Heflin GRG0
D'Amato Helms Pressler
Danforth Kassebaum Shelby
Dole Kempthorne Simpson
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Smith
Specter

Stevens
Thurmond

NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 209) was agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

(Later the following occurred.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, due to a
clerical omission, the vote of Senator
BOXER was not recorded on the motion
to table amendment No. 209. I ask con-
sent that her ‘‘aye’ vote be properly
recorded.

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

(The RECORD has been changed to re-
flect the above order.)

AMENDMENT NO. 203

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the Murkowski
amendment, No. 203, with up to 10 min-
utes for debate equally divided and
controlled in the usual form.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, my amendment
would exempt the airlines from the Btu
tax. The Senator from Alaska had also
intended to bring up an amendment to
exempt heating oil. It is amendment
No. 204. Unfortunately, because of the
time limitations, the Senator from
Alaska will be bringing that up after
time expires tomorrow. That would
waive the mandatory surtax which
adds 34 cents per million Btu to oil
alone, and is clearly an inequitable tax
proposal and focuses in on those who
have no other alternative but oil.

Madam President, last year the air-
line industry lost $4.7 billion. In the
last 3 years, the industry has lost $8
billion. The chart on my right indi-
cates the reality as a consequence of
1988 and 1989, then in 1990, 1991, and
1992, and the forecast for 1993 is equally
as disastrous. The bottom line is it is
bad now, and it is going to get worse. It
is going to get worse because we are
proposing a tax on an already sick in-
dustry of $4.5 billion over the next 5
years. My amendment would relieve
the industry of that tax as proposed by
the administration.

It is a myth to think that the indus-
try can absorb these costs. Many of
them are in bankruptcy or chapter 11
now. Every major airline in this coun-
try is losing money. Last year, Alaska
Airlines lost $19 million. American Air-
lines lost $1.5 billion in the last 2 years.
USAIir has lost over $1 billion.

We are looking at jobs, Madam Presi-
dent: 117,000 jobs were lost in the aero-
space industry last year; 38,000 jobs
were lost in civilian aircraft produc-
tion, and 47,000 more are in danger this
year. United will furlough 2,800 work-
ers. An additional 1,900 will not be

Wallop
Warner
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hired. Northwest has laid off 1,000
workers in January, 1,600 since last
June. Boeing announced 23,000 and an-
other 500 by mid-1994.

From the standpoint of competitive-
ness, Airbus will be cheaper in its pro-
duction because it will not have to pay
a tax on new energy to build airplanes.

Madam President, this affects every
area of this country: Alaska Air, Se-
attle; America West, Phoenix; Amer-
ican Airlines, Dallas; Continental Air-
lines, Houston; Delta, Atlanta; Federal
Express, Memphis; Northwest, St.
Paul; Trans World Airlines, St. Louis;
United Chicago, Denver, San Fran-
cisco; and USAir, Arlington and Pitts-
burgh.

Madam President, fuel counts for 15
percent of the carriers’ operating costs,
and we are proposing to put a tax on
this industry of $4.5 billion over the
next 5 years. My amendment cuts new
spending in order to throw our vital
airlines—a part of our economy, a part
of our economic recovery—a lifeline, if
you will, a lifeline instead of proposed
additional congressional study to find
out what is wrong with our domestic
airlines.

What is wrong with them Madam
President, is we are taxing them to
death, and there is absolutely no juris-
diction for it. My proposal cuts $4.5 bil-
lion in new taxes that the airlines sim-
ply cannot afford by eliminating new
spending that the country cannot af-
ford.

Madam President, I reserve the re-
mainder of my time and ask the Chair
how much time is remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
1 minute and 20 seconds remaining.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
will vote against the amendment of-
fered by our Republican colleague from
Alaska. This amendment attempts to
tinker with a proposed tax in a manner
that clearly should be subject to the
confines of the Finance Committee
markup.

Let me remind my colleagues once
again that the budget resolution can-
not dictate to the Finance Committee
what revenues to raise or not raise in
order to meet their revenue target. In
fact, while this amendment would re-
duce the Finance Committee’s revenue
target by some $4.6 billion, it offers no
guarantees that the Finance Commit-
tee would not go ahead anyway and ex-
empt aviation fuel from the Btu tax. It
offers no guarantees that the Finance
Committee would go ahead and make
aviation fuel subject to the Btu tax.
That is because, as I stated earlier, we
do not have the authority in a budget
resolution to specify to the Finance
Committee what revenues it should
raise and what revenues it should not
raise, and we should not have that au-
thority. That falls under the jurisdic-
tion of the Finance Committee. It is
within their purview, and they have
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the expertise to develop these initia-
tives as to where revenues should be
raised and where they should not.

Now, I ask my colleagues, where do
you guess the offset comes to make up
the almost $5 billion of revenues that
will be lost under this amendment?
Well, would you guess it comes from
the same place it has come in every
other amendment that has been offered
almost over the past 3 days? Out of the
good old allowances account, function
920.

The truth is there is not any money
to amount to anything in function 920,
so it is going to come directly out of
domestic discretionary spending, un-
specified cuts in domestic discre-
tionary spending.

I say we ought to let the Finance
Committee work its will on this mat-
ter. Give them the revenue number, as
we should do under the law, and let
them do their work and leave them
alone.

Madam President, I presume my time
has just about expired, so I will yield
back whatever time I have.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, do I
have any additional time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee has 2 minutes 17
seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from New York, the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, I
rise to endorse emphatically the state-
ment of the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee. These are not
going to be easy decisions in the Fi-
nance Committee, but surely they are
the decisions that only the Finance
Committee—in the first instance—can
make, and we will do. We ought not to
be directed in this manner.

It serves no purpose. It skews the
whole process and sets it back in the
direction we ought not to go.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has 1 minute, 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I appreciate the assurance of the chair-
man of the Finance Committee. How-
ever, I think it is fair that we recognize
that this is a representative body and
we have every right, to decide this
matter. It is quite appropriate to ex-
press our views prior to consideration
by the Finance Committee. I think, if
we use the prevailing argument which
has been used by the floor manager, my
good friend from Tennessee, this whole
process becomes academic. It is a bit of
a charade, if you will, and we are really
going through an extended timeframe
for the purpose of seeing the majority
dictate its will through tabling mo-
tions.
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Madam President, it seems to me
that, if we are looking for places to cut
in order to keep our airline industry
strong and keep people’'s jobs, we could
consider a number of low-priority
items in the President’s proposal. One
example is computer crosscutting tech-
nology. I am sure it may seem impor-
tant to some, but it is not as important
as keeping our airline industry strong.
I urge my colleagues to give consider-
ation to this amendment.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute, forty-two seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished chairman of the Rules
Committee.

Mr. FORD. I thank the distinguished
chairman and the Chair.

One thing we are trying to do here is
help the airline industry. We passed a
commission that is going to look at the
industry and try to make it whole
again. Leave it alone and let the Fi-
nance Committee work its will. We are
already on that right track.

One thing we need to know. The dis-
tinguished Senator from  Alaska
brought this up. We leave them in
chapter 11 too long. They do not have
to pay their debts. They lower their
rates and hurt those that are in good
financial shape.

So I say to my colleagues, please
table this one so we can help the air-
line industry and not do it piecemeal.

Mr. GORTON. I am pleased to co-
sponsor the Murkowski amendment
which exempts the commercial avia-
tion industry from the Btu tax which
may well be entitled to the big-time
unemployment tax.

The imposition of the Btu tax on en-
ergy will have a detrimental effect on
many American industries in general,
and a very specific negative impact on
the aviation industry. This comes at a
time when the aviation industry has
experienced record losses totaling ap-
proximately $10 billion over the last 3
years—more than the total profit gen-
erated in its first 50 years. The indus-
try can ill-afford to have further bur-
dens by Government imposed upon it.

Aviation fuel costs are the second
highest expenses of our airlines, after
labor costs. The American Petroleum
Institute estimates that the proposed
Btu tax would increase jet fuel costs by
10-15 cents per gallon and would raise
airline fuel costs between $1.2 and $1.8
billion.

It seems foolhardy to me to place
such a tremendous burden on an al-
ready ailing industry. The result can
only be increased layoffs and further
cost-cutting measures that will be
harmful to the entire aerospace indus-
try. I urge the Senate to adopt the
Murkowski amendment and exclude jet
fuel from the Btu tax.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
yield the remainder of my time. I move
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to table the amendment. I ask for the
yeas and nays on the motion to table.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Tennessee to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Alaska. On this question,
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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 53 Leg.]

YEAS—55
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Ford Mitchell
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boren Harkin Murray
Boxer Heflin Nunn
Bradley Hollings Pell
Breaux Johnston Pryor
Bryan Kennedy Reid
Bumpers Kerrey Riegle
Byrd Kerry Robb
Campbell Kohl Rockefeller
Conrad Krueger Sarbanes
Daschle Lautenberg Sasser
DeConcini Leahy Simon
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Lieberman Wolford
Exon Mathews
Feingold Metzenbanum
NAYS—44
Bennett Faircloth McConnell
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Brown Gramm Nickles
Burns Grassley Packwood
Chafee Gregg Pressler
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Hatfield Shelby
Cohen Helms Simpson
Coverdell Jeffords Smith
Craig Kasseb Sp
D'Amato Kempthorne Stevens
Danforth Lott Thurmond
Daole Lugar Wallop
Domenici Mack Warner
Durenberger McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 203) was agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 215

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the Bingaman
amendment numbered 215, with up to
10 minutes for debate, equally divided
and controlled in the usual form.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I
rise today in opposition to the amend-
ment of Senator BINGAMAN regarding
full funding for defense conversion. I
believe that virtually every past expe-
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rience has shown that the Government
cannot effectively or efficiently assist
defense contractors in converting their
plants toward nondefense production.
It did not work after World War II. It
did not work after the Korean or Viet-
nam wars. And I do not believe it will
work now that the cold war is effec-
tively over.

The cold war, and the reasons for
spending huge sums of money on our
national defense, has subsided. The pri-
vate sector could not be relied to have
the Government pay for our national
security through tax dollars. Now that
the threat of communism has receded,
the Government should not continue to
drain these resources away from the
private sector in the name of defense
conversion.

Madam President, if this were a time
of plenty, if the Government was awash
with extra money, funds to assist de-
fense contractors in shifting towards
nondefense production would make
sense. The reality of this situation
however, is far different. This country
is running maultibillion-dollar budget
deficits as far as anyone dares to pre-
dict. The money will have to come
through higher taxes or Government
borrowing. In either case, the money
will be taken from the private sector
and given to Government bureaucrats
to decide which industries should be fa-
vored with money. Invariably, these
choices are political, not economic.

I believe that the most important
thing the Government can do with re-
spect to assisting defense industry
workers is to get the Federal budget
deficit in order. Lower Government
borrowing will free capital for private
investment. The Federal Government
balancing its budget would be the
equivalent of a $300 billion infusion of
capital into the private sector of the
economy every year. This huge infu-
sion is nothing that the Federal Gov-
ernment can ever hope to match with
Federal programs. It is that kind of in-
fusion which will allow the private sec-
tor to create the high paying jobs
America's workers need and deserve.

The entire economy will benefit from
a reduced budget deficit. Unless and
until the Federal Government gets its
own fiscal house in order, the Federal
Government should not be creating
new obligations for the taxpayer’s

money.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President,
in order to set a good example for my
colleagues, this amendment is well un-
derstood by all of us. It merely puts
the Senate on record as endorsing the
President’s proposed expenditures for
defense conversion and related pro-
grams over the next 5 years.

Unless there are questions someone
has about it, I would be prepared to
yield back my time, as long as the op-
ponents would plan to do the same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROCKEFELLER). Is the time in opposi-
tion yielded back?
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Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have order,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate will be in
order. Conversations will cease.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask my colleague,
Senator BINGAMAN, does he want to
yield back all of his time if we yield
ours back?

Mr. BINGAMAN. That is exactly my
position.

Mr. DOMENICI. We yield back our
time, also.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield back the
time of the proponents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question then occurs on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN].

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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. ’

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

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 29, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 54 Leg.]

YEAS—T0
Akaka Durenberger Mikulski
Baucus Exon Mitchell
Biden Feingold Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Feinstein Moynihan
Bond Ford Murray
Boren Glenn Nunn
Boxer Graham Pell
Bradley Harkin Pressler
Breaux Hatfield Pryor
Bryan Hollings Reid
Bumpers Jeffords Riegle
Burns Johnston Robb
Byrd Kassebaum Rockefeller
Campbell Kennedy Sarbanes
Chafee Kerrey Sasser
Cochran Kerry Shelby
Cohen Kohl Simon
Conrad Krueger Specter
D'Amato Lautenberg Thurmond
Daschle Leahy Warner
DeConcini Levin Wellstone
Dodd Lieberman Wofford
Domenici Mathews
Dorgan Metzenbaum
NAYS—29
Bennett Grassley McConnell
Brown Gregeg Murkowski
Coats Hatch Nickles
Coverdell Heflin Packwood
Craig Helms Roth
Danforth Kempthorne Simpson
Dole Lott Smith
Faircloth Lugar Stevens
Gorton Mack Wallop
Gramm McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Inouye
So the amendment (No. 215) was
agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.
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AMENDMENT NO. 210

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is amendment No.
210, offered by the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
shall be brief in restating my amend-
ment. My amendment points out that
small business in this country will be
taxed at a higher rate than corpora-
tions. My amendment would place
small businesses on an equal basis with
corporations.

Under the Clinton economic plan,
small businesses will be asked to pay a
marginal tax rate reaching 42.5 per-
cent, plus they will also have to pay
the energy tax. Small businesses can-
not raise prices to pass on the energy
tax to their customers. Therefore, the
energy tax represents an effective rate
of about 6 to B percent in additional
taxes which will fall directly on the
backs of America’s entrepreneurs.

This means that small businesses
could be taxed at the incredible rate of
50 percent, simply unbelievable. The
largest corporations in this country
will pay a rate of 36 percent. So my
amendment merely states that small
businesses should not be taxed at a
higher rate than corporations.

For some reason, small businesses
are being beaten up in the administra-
tion’s tax plan. Small businesses are
creating all the new jobs. Large cor-
porations have actually lost jobs.
Small businesses have continued to
create jobs through the recession and
through the recovery.

Now in this package that is before us,
we are creating public service jobs that
will cost, some estimate, between
$50,000 and $80,000 per job, but we are
beating up on the creator of jobs: small
business.

Mr. President, I have many statistics
here, but the hour is late and I want to
be brief. The truth of the matter is
that the Clinton economic proposal
reaches a top marginal rate of 42.5 per-
cent for small businesses. However, it
reaches only the top rate of 36 percent
for corporations. Thus, America’'s
small business women and men will be
paying higher rates than corporations.

In addition, the energy tax will fall
the hardest on small business and fam-
ily farms, I might add, because most
farms are taxed the same way.

Mr. President, 80 percent of Ameri-
ca's small businesses pay taxes at the
individual rate rather than the cor-
porate rate. There are proprietorships,
S corporations and partnerships. With-
out repeating everything I said this
morning, this group is creating the
jobs, and the wealth will be taxed at
the highest rate, 42.5 percent marginal.

Mr. President, I am joined in this
amendment by Senators BURNS, BEN-
NETT, COATS, KEMPTHORNE, D'AMATO,
LUGAR, SPECTER, and others.

After the debate this morning, I re-
ceived a call from a constituent in
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South Dakota who had seen it on C-
SPAN, urging me to respond to the ar-
gument that all business costs are de-
ductible. Mr. President, this was not a
wealthy individual. He was probably
one of the privileged few the other side
is so fond of saying we are trying to
protect. He was a farmer who is al-
ready finding it difficult to keep his
small business going faced with the top
income tax bracket of 31 percent.

Let me make clear, I do not even ap-
prove raising the tax rate on small
businesses 36 percent. I think 31 per-
cent has been a rate at which small
business has produced a lot of new jobs.
But the Clinton administration and the
other side of the aisle insist on raising
taxes and punishing small business
men and women and their employees.
This gentleman from my home State
wanted me to note the administra-
tion's plan would have a devastating
impact on farming and small business
operations such as his. Mr. President,
that is why I have offered this amend-
ment.

Let me say a final word about small
business cash flow. Increasing the mar-
ginal tax rate from 31 percent to more
than 40 percent will reduce the after-
tax dollars available to many small
businesses as much as 17 percent. The
after-tax profits of a business are criti-
cal in supporting its ability to borrow
and expand. The administration's plan
could have a disastrous impact on eco-
nomic growth and put the brakes on
job creation.

Finally, I want to reiterate my rea-
son for offering this amendment. It is a
simple point: It would be unfair to tax
small businesses at a rate proportion-
ally higher than America's major cor-
porations, period. My amendment
seeks to prevent that from happening.

I hope my colleagues understand the
real argument behind this amendment.
If they do, I am sure it will be adopted
overwhelmingly. It should and I hope it
does.

I yield the floor. I know my colleague
from New York would like time, if I
may yield to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota has 30 seconds
remaining.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, it only
takes 30 seconds to say if you want to
create jobs, you are going to about it
the wrong way when you raise the
taxes and make it higher for corpora-
tions and small business than you do
for General Electric. You have to be a
damn fool. That is a 25-percent in-
crease at the marginal rate. Those are
the people who create jobs. So now you
are going to have a poor guy who cre-
ates jobs, the engine of economic
growth, and you tax them higher than
General Electric. It does not make
sense. It is a good amendment. We
should adopt it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee controls 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, this
amendment is not about small business
at all. It is not about protecting small
business. The proponents of this
amendment are trying to equate tax
increases for persons at the very top of
the income scale in the top one-half of
1 percent of the population as an at-
tack on small business. That just sim-
ply is not accurate.

If the limits in this sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment are adopted, we would
be creating a special class of taxpayers
whose income would be taxed different
from everyone else, a return to privi-
lege for some.

I think it is important that everyone
know just how you get in to this privi-
leged class of people. The criteria is
very simple. You have to own a small
business and have an income, a net in-
come, after all taxes, after all deduc-
tions, net income to put in your pocket
of $250,000, a quarter of a million dol-
lars.

If after all deductions, after all busi-
ness expenses are paid, if you have
$250,000 under this amendment, you are
going to get special tax treatment.

Just in case $250,000 seems too low,
let me point out that this figure is tax-
able income, income after all the de-
ductions and all exemptions have been
removed. Gross income, according to
the proponents of this amendment,
would be considerably higher, at least
$315,000 in gross income before you
would reach the $250,000 net income
level.

So what this is about, Mr. President,
is not protecting small business or the
family farmer or the family rancher.
This is about extending privilege to
those who are already privileged. It is
extending a special tax break to those
who have a net income—not a gross in-
come—that you put in your back pock-
et at the end of the year of $250,000. We
are going to say they ought to have
some kind of special tax treatment.

Now, if they object to being taxed at
the same rate as everybody else, let us
take an insurance salesman who goes
out and works hard and this insurance
salesman nets out of his work $250,000 a
year. Then he is going to be treated dif-
ferently under the Tax Code, if this
amendment passes, then somebody who
owns a metal fabrication shop, which is
a small business, simply because one is
a small business and one works for
somebody else.

Now, if the small business people
want to be taxed like corporations, let
them incorporate. There is nothing to
keep them from incorporating. Let
them go ahead and incorporate. All we
are saying is with this amendment we
are going to create another privileged
group of taxpayers who will be taxed
less on net income simply because they
happen to be engaged in a small busi-
ness or own a farm or own a ranch.

I do not think that is fair and equi-
table, and that is what this Clinton
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program is partially about, trying to
restore some of the equity and fairness
to the Tax Code that has been lost over
the past 12 years. So I urge my col-
leagues to defeat this Pressler amend-
ment.

How much time is remaining, Mr.
President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty
more seconds.

Mr. SASSER. I reserve the remainder
of my time. _

Has all time expired on the other
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. SASSER. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. Presisent, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to
table.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the amendment (No. 210) of-
fered by the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. PRESSLER]. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 55 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Akaka Feinstein Mitchell
Baucus Ford Moseley-Braun
Biden Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boren Harkin Nunn
Boxer Hollings Pell
Bradley Johnston Pryor
Breaux Kennedy Reid
Bryan Kerrey Riegle
Bumpers Kerry Robb
Byrd Kohl Rockefeller
Camphbell Lautenberg Sarbanes
Conrad Leahy Sasser
Daschle Levin Simon
Dodd Lieberman Wellstone
Dorgan Mathews Woflord
Exon Metzenbaum
Feingold Mikulski

NAYS5—47
Bennett Faircloth McCain
Bond Gorton McConnell
Brown Gramm Murkowski
Burns Grassley Nickles
Chafee Gregg Packwood
Coats Hatch Pressler
Cochran Hatfield Roth
Cohen Heflin Shelby
Coverdell Helms Simpson
Craig Jeffords Smith
D'Amato Kassebaum Specter
Danforth Kempthorne Stevens
DeConcini Krueger Thurmond
Dole Lott Wallop
Domenici Lugar Warner
Durenberger Mack
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NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the motion to table the amend-

ment (No. 210) was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 217

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on the Simon amend-
ment No. 217 with 10 minutes equally
divided and controlled in the usual
form,

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will try
to get by with just 2 of my 5 minutes.
What this amendment calls for is sup-
port of the education funding at the
level requested by the President.

What we have been doing is slipping
in education, whether measured at the
local level or by federal effort. At the
local level it has slipped from 11 per-
cent of funding down to 6 percent of
the total funding. At the Federal level,
fiscal year 1949 we spent 9 percent of
our Federal budget on education.
Today we spend 3 percent of our Fed-
eral budget on education.

Look at the nations that are moving
ahead competitively against us, and
you will see they are investing in their
human resources.

That is what we have to do. That is
what this amendment says we have to
do. No one spoke against it on the floor
earlier today. I hope it can pass with a
resounding vote, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
just to comment briefly, one of the rea-
sons I cannot support the Simon
amendment is that the President's edu-
cation proposals have not yet been sent
forth. We have not seen them. They
have not yet been sent to Congress.

I may end up supporting those pro-
posals, but I feel that it is like buying
a pig in the poke for us to say we would
support full funding for them tonight.

For that reason, I object and will be
voting against the Simon amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes and 20 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I un-
fortunately must agree with my col-
league from Kansas. Although I believe
that we must do more for education, at
this point in time, when we do not
know what is being requested, to agree
to whatever spending levels would be
requested by the President I do not be-
lieve would be responsible at this par-
ticular moment.

I look forward to working with my
good friend from Illinois to improve
our educational systems and to do
what we can to try to make our Nation
more competitive.

At this particular time, without any
idea of what the total amount of
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money is being requested, I do not feel
would be responsible to support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me re-
spond just briefly to my friends from
Kansas and Vermont.

This is a budget. That is the nature
of a budget. It does not spell out the
details.

But if you look at the 18 Western in-
dustrialized countries in terms of what
they are spending per capita in elemen-
tary and secondary education, we are
14th among the 18 nations.

We have to do better. We have to de-
vote resources. We may differ on the
plans, but there is no question we have
to do more in the way of resources.

So I hope we will support the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, some
time back when these kind of amend-
ments started coming, I said to the
Senate we are going to be in a real bind
permitting these amendments to be in
order.

Before this year they would not be in
order. We are going to call this the
equivalent of a sense of the Senate.

What we are doing now is after we
finish four or five, I assume it would be
fair for us to say on this side those who
support the President’s budget, on that
side of the aisle only support the four
or five programs that they brought to
our attention, and they do not support
the other ones. They do not support
them fully. They support them par-
tially. But these three or four that we
are going to redundantly say fund
them as prescribed in the budget are
presumably going to get some super
fair treatment.

The truth of the matter is they are
not. The Appropriations Committee is
going to decide which ones they fund
and which they do not. There is no
doubt about it. The fact is we are going
to come down and take a Presidential
budget that on that side of the aisle
they support but try to put this side of
the aisle behind the eight ball by say-
ing you are not agreeing with us, to re-
peat once again. They are extra. We
want to really put emphasis on them.

What about the 25 other programs
the President asked to be increased?
Are we to believe and are the people to
believe they are not to get high prior-
ity and just these that we are being
asked to vote on?

I think the Senate is doing itself an
injustice with budget resolutions by
imposing this kind of let us look again
at it and reemphasize it and make ev-
erybody vote on the single items.

I hope we never do it again. We start
new precedents all the time. We may be
at it. Every year we try another way to
make votes that do not make sense
that people try to make sense.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, will my
friend yield 30 seconds for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. The last time I was
out of time, as I recall, but I yield.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am
trying to finish before we are out of
time this time.

I would ask if the Senator from Illi-
nois would tell us of the out-migration
figures from the United States to those
14 other countries that are so blessed
by the way they handle themselves and
not ourselves.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute and twenty seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, how much
time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes and 50 seconds.

Mr. SIMON, Mr. President, respond-
ing briefly to my friend from Wyoming,
obviously there is no massive exodus,
but there are also some obvious re-
sults, and those are the test scores in
math and science. We are way down.

The only country on the face of the
Earth where you can go to elementary
school and never receive a year of for-
eign language education is the United
States of America. That was fine 50
yvears ago. That is no longer passable
today. We have to do better. This is a
budget that says we have to do better,
and the President has called on us to
do better. I commend him for it, and I
hope the Senate will.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it has
been a long day, with a lot of votes.
But I must say the most pleasant
words I have heard today, and for a
long time, were the words of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico that suggested
that we not have votes in the Senate
that were intended, as he put it, to put
other people behind the eight ball.

Mr. DOMENICI. I said a new kind of
vote.

Mr. MITCHELL. The old kind is OK?

Mr. DOMENICI. We already had
those.
Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my col-
league.
I wanted to be sure I heard him cor-
rectly.

Mr. DOMENICI. We had plenty of
those before. We entered a new series
here.

I want to close up my time very
quickly by making one last suggestion.

Anybody in this body that believes
the appropriators of the United States,
the Appropriations Committee, which
is going to have all of these given to
them, $286 billion in domestic programs
to fund, anybody that believes they are
really going to fully fund a program
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that we have not yet adopted, that no-
body knows anything about, just,
frankly, can adopt all of these kinds of
resolutions they would like, but they
are not going to be funded that way.

I submit, if you really think this is
an important amendment because you
do not want to be put behind the poke
or the pig or whichever, then vote for
it.

If you really like to make the point
that we are taxing Americans $295 bil-
lion in President's new budget and we
do not even know what we are adding,
what we are using it for, but just a new
program in education, it seems to me
we ought to vote “no.”

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise today to briefly comment on the
Simon amendment, expressing a sense
of the Senate in support of the Clinton
administration's education reform ini-
tiatives.

I will vote to oppose this amendment,
Mr. President, not because I oppose
education or education reform, but be-
cause I do not know what I am being
asked to support. I want to be honest
with my constituents, and I want to be
honest with the President. Members of
the majority may be willing to write a
blank check on yet unknown proposals.
I am not.

As a member of the Labor and
Human Resources Committee—and its
Education Subcommittee—I do expect
to be deeply involved in the debate this
year on Federal support for State and
local education reform initiatives, on
reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, on fun-
damental reform in our Federal stu-
dent loan programs, on service learning
and the President's national service
initiative, on apprenticeships and other
school-to-work transition proposals, on
co-location of health and other services
in and around schools, on Head Start
and other early childhood programs,
and on many other initiatives we will
be asked to consider.

Indeed, Mr. President, I will have a
number of initiatives of my own to add
to this debate—several of which are
highly consistent with proposals Presi-
dent Clinton is expected to offer.

For example, I have introduced with
Senator LIEBERMAN and others my
Public School Redefinition Act that
authorizes federal startup funding for
new charter public schools. I intend to
work closely with the administration
to ensure that funding authority for
charter schools and State public school
choice initiatives is included in the
President’s K-12 education reform bill
that will be introduced in the next sev-
eral weeks.

I also introduced today a bill to ex-
pand funding authority for the Mater-
nal and Child Health Block Grant Pro-
gram, and to offer more explicit au-
thority to use those funds for health
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and related services in school-based
settings. I intend to work on that issue
in the context of health system reform
and in the Labor Committee's work
this year on education reform and re-
authorization of Federal K-12 edu-
cation programs.

Within the next week, I intend to in-
troduce legislation with Senator
WOFFORD increasing Federal support
for service learning and creating a new
program designed to train teachers on
how to better integrate community
service into the elementary and sec-
ondary school curriculum.

This legislation is consistent with
the broad goals of the President's na-
tional service initiative. And, although
I have some reservations about the
scale and objectives of the stipended
service component of that proposal, I
intend to work closely with the admin-
istration and with colleagues like Sen-
ators SIMON, KENNEDY, and BRADLEY on
legislation implementing the Presi-
dent’s plan to allow college students to
repay loans based on post-college in-
come through the IRS. That proposal
appears to be highly consistent with
the IDEA proposal that Senator SIMON
and I authored in the last Congress.

I have taken the time to list all these
initiatives, Mr. President, to make it
clear that—like Senator SIMON—I
strongly support an active and con-
structive Federal role in support of
education reform.

In some cases, that will mean in-
creased Federal spending or new Fed-
eral programs.

But, I also want to make it clear that
I do not equate new Federal programs
or simply spending more money on ex-
isting Federal programs with real edu-
cation reform.

In some cases, I believe the best
thing the Federal Government could do
to promote reform would be to step
aside and let States and local commu-
nities design better and more efficient
ways of meeting distinctly local needs.
We can do that by removing—or allow-
ing waivers from—unnecessary Federal
regulations; by allowing funding from
different sources to be combined or by
more rationally distributing functions
of government among our different lev-
els of government.

I believe the new President and his
Secretary of Education, Bill Riley,
share many of these goals. And, I be-
lieve their perspectives as former Gov-
ernors will make them very construc-
tive partners in designing and imple-
menting the kind of real reform in edu-
cation that will produce results.

My vote today to oppose the Simon
amendment is not an indication of my
opposition to education or even my in-
tention to oppose education reform ini-
tiatives the President may offer. It is
an honest statement of my unwilling-
ness to support proposals I haven't yet
seen. And, I hope it's interpreted as an
indication of my readiness to join in a
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bipartisan education reform effort,
with the expectation that I—and the
State that I represent—will have much
to offer, as well.

Thank you, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. SIMON. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to amendment No. 217,
offered by the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. SIMON].

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 Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SIMON). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Leg.]

YEAS—56

Akaka Ford Mitchell
Baucus Glenn Moseley-Braun
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boren Heflin Nunn
Boxer Hollings Pell
Bradley Johnston Pryor
Breaux Kennedy Reid
Bryan Kerrey Riegle
Bumpers Kerry Robb
Byrd Kohl Rockefeller
Campbell Krueger Sarbanes
Conrad Lautenberg Sasser
Daschle Leahy Shelby
DeConcini Levin Simon
Dodd Lieberman Specter
Dorgan Mathews Wellstone
Feingold Metzenbaum Wofford
Feinstein Mikulski

NAYS—43

Bennett Exon McCain
Bond Faircloth McConnell
Brown Gorton Murkowski
Burns Gramm Nickles
Chafee Grassley Packwood
Coats Gregg Pressler
Cochran Hatch Roth
Cohen Hatfield Simpson
Coverdell Helms Smith
Craig Jeffords Stevens
D'Amato Kassebaum Thurmond
Danforth Kempthorne Wallop
Dole Lott Warner
Domenici Lugar

Durenberger Mack

NOT VOTING—1
Inouye

So the amendment (No. 217) was
agreed to.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. LoTT] is to be recog-
nized.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Mississippi is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 240
(Purpose: To strike the proposed tax increase
on social security income. The revenue re-
duction is offset by a reduction in proposed
new spending)

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT],
for himself, Mr. MACK, Mr. McCAIN, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
COVERDELL, Mr. SMITH, Mr. WALLOP, Mr.
NICKLES, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. THURMOND, and
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, proposes an amendment
numbered 240.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 2, line 18, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 2, line 19, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 3, line 2, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 3, line 4, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 3, line 23, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by
$7.683,000,000.

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page b5, line 22, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.
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On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 6,
$8,462,000,000.

On page 6,
$2,859,000,000.

On page 6,
$6,104,000,000.

On page 6,
$6,891,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the
$7,683,000,000.

On page 6, line 11, decrease the
$8,462,000,000.

On page 7,
$2,859,000,000.

On page 17,
$6,104,000,000.

On page 7,
$6,891,000,000.

On page 7,
$7.683,000,000.

On page T,
$8,462,000,000.

On page T,
$2,859,000,000.

On page 7,
$8,963,000,000.

On page 7, line 10, decrease the amount by
$15,854,000,000.

On page 7, line 11, decrease the amount by

On page T, line 12, decrease the amount by
$31,999,000,000.

On page 8, line 7, decrease the
$2,859,000,000.

On page 8, line 8, decrease the
$6,104,000,000.

On page 8, line 9, decrease the
$6,891,000,000.

On page 8, line 10, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 8, line 11, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 8, line 16, decrease the amount by

On page 8, line 17, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 8, line 18, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000,

On page 8, line 19, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 8, line 20, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 41, line 17, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 41, line 18, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000. <

On page 41, line 24, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 41, line 25, decrease the amount by
$6,104,000,000.

On page 42, line 6, decrease the amount by
$6.891,000,000.

On page 42, line 7, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page 42, line 13, decrease the amount by
$7.683,000,000.

On page 42, line 14, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page 42, line 20, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 42, line 21, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page 50, line 9, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

On page 50, line 10, decrease the amount by
$31,989,000,000.

On page 57, line 18, decrease the amount by
$2,859,000,000.

line 1, decrease the amount by
line 7, decrease the amount by
line 8, decrease the amount by
line 9, decrease the amount by
amount by
amount by
line 1, decrease the amount by
line 2, decrease the amount by
line 3, decrease the amount by
line 4, decrease the amount by
line 5, decrease the amount by
line 8, decrease the amount by

line 9, decrease the amount by

amount by
amount by

amount by
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On page 57, line 19, decrease the amount by
$31.999,000,000.

On page T1, line 13, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page T1, line 14, decrease the amount by
$6,891,000,000.

On page T1, line 16, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page T1, line 17, decrease the amount by
$7,683,000,000.

On page T1, line 20, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

On page T1, line 21, decrease the amount by
$8,462,000,000.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, at the be-
ginning, I think I should state that I
assume there is work going on to deter-
mine exactly what the procedure is
going to be for the rest of the night. I
know there are some discussions and
negotiations going on. I presume, when
they reach some conclusion, they will
let us know. In the meantime, we will
go ahead and get started with the
amendment we have to offer.

Mr. President, President Clinton's
budget calls for a tax increase on So-
cial Security recipients. I think we
need to make that point clear right at
the beginning. The Budget Commit-
tee's instructions, as I understand
them, include a tax increase on Social
Security recipients.

What is this tax increase used for?
Does it go into the Social Security
trust fund, as you would think would
be the case and has been the case in the
past with the bipartisan agreement
that was reached in the eighties? No,
that is not the case here. This in-
creased tax on Social Security retirees
will go for increased new spending. We
are setting a very bad principle here.
Once you start raiding this trust fund,
moving these funds in any way, wheth-
er it is changing the payments that are
received or increasing the tax on them,
when you start taking that money and
moving it into other programs, new
spending, you are starting a new prin-
ciple that is going to be very bad for
the integrity of the Social Security
trust fund.

I find it very hard to believe that this
is part of President Clinton's budget
proposal: I have to think maybe they
did not really mean to do this, but it is
in there, and I think we need to take it
out now.

Some people will say, “Oh, we will
take care of that later; this is just
broad numbers; we will do it in the Fi-
nance Committee.” In the Budget Com-
mittee when we had a vote, they said
we will do it on the floor. We are on the
floor. This is the kind of issue we need
to deal with at the earliest possible op-
portunity to make it clear that we are
opposed to raising taxes on Social Se-
curity beneficiaries.

Although I do not like a lot of the
budget proposal, in my opinion, noth-
ing in it is more unfair than this part
of the budget proposal: To tax the So-
cial Security benefits of these elderly
retirees.
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It has been said, even in some news
media, something to the effect that
this would be a tax increase on the
most affluent Social Security recipi-
ents. As a matter of fact, I do not know
what they mean by affluent. I do not
know how they define wealthy. We are
not talking about people with Social
Security benefits and outside income
of $200,000. No, not $200,000, not $100,000,
not $50,000. You are talking about tax-
ing the Social Security benefits of an
individual down to §25,000, a couple
with $32,000.

Mr. President, that is not even mid-
dle income; that is low income. When I
hear this, I envision a retired school-
teacher who worked all of her life, is
widowed, managed to save a little
money, and has a little income. In
total, it maybe goes up to $27,000 a
year. She is gong to have a significant
tax increase. So let us make this clear:
This is a raid, taking taxes, taking
money from Social Security retirees
down to $25,000 a year. Surely that is
not what was intended.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print a very fine article that
was done by the distinguished Senator
from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] in the
RECORD.

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

[From Tax Notes, Mar. 22, 1993]
DOUBLE TAXING SENIORS OF TODAY AND
TOMORROW
(By Senator William V. Roth, Jr.)

At basic tenet of the U.S. system of tax-
ation has held that taxpayers should be
taxed only once on their income, but a new
proposal from President Clinton wavers from
this policy and double taxes senior citizens.
This new proposal will result in millions of
people being taxed twice on the same income
and strays from the bipartisan agreement
reached in 1983 to save the Social Security
trust fund from bankruptey.

I am speaking of the Clinton proposal to
increase the portion of Social Security earn-
ings subject to income taxes to B85 percent
from 50 percent, which would apply to joint-
ly filing senior taxpayers. earning over
$32,000, and single taxpayers earning over
$25,000.

The rule taxing up to 50 percent of Social
Security benefits was part of the ‘‘Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1983."” This com-
promise included several key elements, in-
cluding a six-month delay in cost-of-living
increases and a one-year acceleration of the
1977 tax increase on contributions. Since
1983, that compromise has kept the Social
Security trust fund solvent, and no one has
convinced me that cuts in Social Security
are necessary in order to solve our budget
deficit. Yet, raising the portion of benefits
subject to taxation is considered desirable by
some because it is one way to allocate any
reduction in benefits to higher-income
households.

This idea is anything but fair and will re-
sult in the double taxation of seniors today
and especially the seniors of tomorrow. This
is because more and more seniors will be-
come subject to the tax on 85 percent of ben-
efits, since the income thresholds ($25,000
and $32,000) on this tax are not indexed for
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inflation. For example, from 1989 to 1997, the
percentage of families that will pay taxes on
their Social Security benefits is expected to
grow from 16 to 26 percent, according to the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO). In future
years, more and more seniors will be subject
to this unfair tax.

Under current law, employers pay one-half
of workers' combined payroll taxes from be-
fore-tax income, while employees pay the re-
mainder out of income that is taxes. The tax
rate for OASDI contributions is currently
6.20 percent of wages for both employers and
employees, while the self-employed pay 12.40
percent of their earnings half of which is de-
ductible. In 1983, the rationale for taxing 50
percent of the benefits was the need to sal-
vage the bankrupt Social Security trust
fund, and the theory that half of taxpayers’
contributions are pretax, and half are after-
tax.

Some hold that these benefits should be
taxed more like public and private employee
pensions. In general, that means taxing any
previously untaxed benefits paid to retirees.
President Clinton’s proposal purports to do
that. Essentially, this idea calls for an “‘ex-
clusion ratio” based on the amount of after-
tax contributions that current retirees made
during their working years, compared to the
total amount of benefits they can expect to
receive. Because the ratio of after-tax con-
tributions (the employee's share) to Social
Security benefits varies with each worker's
earnings history and marital status, no sin-
gle exclusion ratio is correct for all bene-
ficiaries. The administration’s plan thus cre-
ates a “‘fiction,”” by using a uniform exclu-
sion rate of 15 percent, so that up to 85 per-
cent of benefits over the threshold amounts
(832,000 joint; $25,000 single) is taxable. This
“fiction' assumes that today's retirees re-
ceive no more than 15 cents of their own
after-tax contributions of each dollar they
receive in benefits, while at least 85 cents is
a return of previously untaxed income. The
proposal will raise about $31.5 billion over
five years according to the CBO and affect 23
percent of today's Social Security bene-
ficiaries.

But there is absolutely nothing in this
plan to prevent double taxation. So far in
the history of Social Security, beneficiaries
have generally been able to count on receiv-
ing more in benefits than they contributed
in payroll taxes and interest earnings; so
theoretically, beneficiaries are not subject
to double tax under the 50-percent rule. How-
ever, this will not hold true forever, as
younger workers who have paid higher taxes
on more income begin to retire. In addition,
the Social Security system is highly progres-
sive, so that higher-income workers are less
likely to recoup their contributions and
earnings than lower-income workers, and so
be subject to double taxation.

Let me offer a likely but simplified exam-
ple of how this proposal stacks up against
the theory of taxing these benefits like pri-
vate and public pensions. Assume a single
worker, age 65, retires in 1993, having earned
the maximum taxable wage since 1949, and
thus has lifetime contributions to Social Se-
curity totaling $36,670.17, all of which he has
paid income tax on (known as the ‘“‘invest-
ment in the contract' under section 72 of the
Internal Revenue Code). The employer’'s con-
tribution for the retiree is equal to the same
$36,670.17, but this is a pretax contribution. If
you assume that this retiree will collect the
maximum monthly benefit of §1,128 and will
have an essential lifespan equal to the IRS
single life annuity of 15 years for a 65-year-
old male, then the expected return is
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$203,040. Under Treasury Regulations in sec-
tion 1.724, the “‘exclusion ratio,”” or the
amount of each payment that should be ex-
cluded from tax because tax was previously
paid on this money, for this taxpayer is 18.1
percent (36,670.17+3203,040). Thus, out of each
payment, 18.1 percent should not be taxed, or
$204.17 of each Social Security check.

But under the Clinton proposal, 85 percent
of the retiree's benefits will be taxed, while
15 percent will be excluded from tax. The dif-
ference, equal to 3.1 percent of each pay-
ment, represents excess taxes over and above
the amount that would be payable under a
private or public pension. You can easily
imagine worse scenarios, and as the baby-
boomers grow up, the differences between
the taxing of private/public pensions and the
new “Clinton rule' will grow more disparate.
I have requested a study to estimate the
likelihood of double taxation of these future
retirees.

Some argue that this formula fails to rec-
ognize the benefits of a retiree's cost-of-liv-
ing increases that are built into the Social
Security system. But the tax rules do not
consider COLAs. For example, federal em-
ployees also receive COLAs, and the formula
under section T2 that sets rules for taxing
distributions does not consider these COLAs,
nor other retirees’ COLAs. In addition, under
public and private pension plans, bene-
ficiaries are entitled to receive any undis-
tributed benefits when a retiree dies. In the
retiree's last return, any excess taxes are
taken into account and the beneficiaries re-
ceive a tax benefit, designed specifically so
that there is no double taxation. By con-
trast, the Clinton proposal neither taxes So-
cial Security beneficiaries fairly, nor in a
method similar to the public and private
pensions rules.

Finally, “smoke and mirrors’” are being
used to sell this idea, since the administra-
tion has classified this new tax increase as a
“spending cut' so it can make a few invalid
claims, One is that middle-class income
taxes are not going to go up. Another is that
spending cuts are equal to tax increases.
Clearly this is not a spending cut. These in-
come tax hikes hit middle-income seniors,
and the smoke is getting thicker at the
White House.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, one critical
point that is made in this article is
that ‘““This new proposal will result in
millions of people being taxed twice on
the same income and that it strays
from the bipartisan agreement reached
in the 1983 to save the Social Security
Trust Fund from bankruptcy.”’ This is
a very important point. We have
reached that time now in our Social
Security system where many, many
people would be taxed for a second time
on their Social Security benefits.

My amendment is very simple. It de-
letes the new tax increase on Social Se-
curity recipients proposed in the budg-
et resolution, and in order to meet the
same deficit targets, it eliminates $32
billion of new spending programs that
are proposed. There are no tricks here.
The amendment cuts new spending,
rather than raising new taxes on Social
Security retirees.

This proposed tax increase on Social
Security benefits would have a major
impact on the elderly of this country.
It would raise $31.999 billion over 5
years from the elderly. It has been said
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in various places, ‘“Well, it will just af-
fect a small percentage.” Years ago
maybe it was only 10 percent, but the
Congressional Research Service esti-
mates that approximately 8.1 million
beneficiaries, or 22 percent of the total
recipients, will pay more taxes next
year if this is adopted. For many senior
citizens, this will add 10 percent or
more to their annual tax bill. For
some, this change will mean an in-
crease of more than a thousand dollars
a year in their tax liability.

It has been said that, “Well, the el-
derly ought to pay more.” Under this
proposal, the elderly certainly will pay
more. But, so will many elderly people
who are not wealthy. This proposed in-
crease in the tax on Social Security
benefits, combined with the proposed
energy tax, will significantly reduce el-
derly Americans’ after-tax income.

I am still a bit confused by the mean-
ing of the term ‘‘wealthy,’ though, as
the definition seems to be quite fluid.
During the campaign, wealthy meant
taxpayers earning over $200,000 a year.
Then, in the State of the Union Ad-
dress, wealthy came to mean those
earning over $100,000. Now, with this
proposal, it has changed again. A
wealthy person is one making over
$25,000 a year.

Well, in my opinion, people who earn
$25,000 a year are not wealthy. And,
this tax applies to a lot of those people.
Again, we are not talking about people
earning $100,000—or even $50,000. We are
talking about people earning $25,000 a
year. Yesterday's Washington Post edi-
torial said that under this proposal
‘‘only the better-off would pay.' I wish
someone would explain to me when and
how someone earning $25,000 a year be-
came rich.

In his State of the Union Address,
President Clinton said, ‘‘This plan will
not affect the 80 percent of Social Se-
curity recipients who do not pay taxes
on Social Security now. Those who do
not pay tax on Social Security now
will not be affected by this plan.” How-
ever, the base levels used to determine
the applicability of the tax of $25,000
and $32,000 are not indexed. So, each
year more and more recipients pay
taxes.

These threshold amounts have not
changed since the law was enacted in
1983. At that time, 10 percent of Social
Security recipients paid taxes on their
benefits. Now, the percentage has risen
to 22 percent. The Joint Tax Commit-
tee estimates that by 1998 that percent-
age will have risen to 30 percent. This
is not because Social Security recipi-
ents are getting richer, it is because of
inflation—as low as it has been these
past 10 years—still moves the playing
field. Under this proposal, as the num-
ber of people paying taxes rises due to
inflation, the percentage on which they
pay will also increase by 70 percent.

I think we need to realize what we
are doing here. It has been suggested
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that all of the taxes in this proposal
would really go against people making
over $100,000 a year. As a matter of
fact, when you look at the $295 billion
tax bill, according to President Clin-
ton, 70 percent of the new taxes sup-
posedly will be paid by Americans
earning over $100,000; 70 percent with 30
percent being between §25,000 and
$100,000 a year.

But let me show you the difference
when you look at Social Security bene-
ficiaries. Who will pay the $32 billion in
the Social Security tax bill? Thirty
percent, only 30 percent of the new
taxes will be paid by Americans earn-
ing over $100,000 a year. Over T0 per-
cent, in fact the latest percentage we
have been told is 74 percent, of these
new taxes on the elderly will come
from Americans earning between
$25,000 and $100,000.

Mr. President, this is clearly just not
fair and it is not going only against the
better-off Americans.

Why are we thinking about this tax
in the first place? Why are we trying to
raise taxes from people on Social Secu-
rity? It is a trust fund. It has $52 bil-
lion surplus. It is not causing the prob-
lem. Why are we trying to use these
people and these taxes to deal with the
problem that we have with the deficit?
But, even worse, there is a fraud on our
senior citizens, a monstrous charade
because we are not even taking these
taxes and applying it to the deficit.
Many of them would probably say, “‘I'd
be willing to make the effort, I'd be
willing to make the sacrifice’ if they
thought it would really go to the defi-
cit. In this case, it clearly will not go
to the deficit. It is a grab of money out
of our senior citizens’ pockets which
will be spent.

Now, Mr. President, in view of the
hour, I have other remarks I would like
to make, but we have a limited amount
of time. I will save that time for later
on tonight or in the morning, if that be
the case.

At this point, I would like to yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Florida, who has some very im-
portant points he would like to make.

Mr. MACK. I thank Senator LOTT for
yielding me that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. MACK. Let me explain what the
President’s Social Security tax in-
crease is all about. Right now, if the
sum of a beneficiary’'s adjusted gross
income plus otherwise tax-exempt in-
come plus one-half of Social Security
income exceeds $25,000, or $32,000 for a
couple, then the beneficiary must pay
tax on 50 percent of those Social Secu-
rity benefits.

The President’s proposal would in-
crease the amount of Social Security
benefits subject to a tax from 50 per-
cent to 85 percent. This is a whopping
increase of 70 percent in the amount of
income subject to tax.
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Because the income thresholds are
not indexed for inflation, the number
of beneficiaries paying the tax rises
each year. The Congressional Research
Service estimates that the tax hike
would affect approximately 8.1 million
beneficiaries or approximately 22 per-
cent. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that this number will in-
crease to 10 percent by 1998.

I cite both the significant size of this
tax increase and the large number of
people affected because this proposal
really represents a major sacrifice for
many older Americans. The American
people are willing to make a sacrifice
to reduce the deficit, but they want to
see spending cuts first. In fact, my con-
stituents are calling my office with a
very consistent message: Cut spending
first. They want to see a meaningful,
significant plan for the Government to
tighten its belt.

The President has said he agrees, and
during his State of the Union Message,
he said that he ‘‘seeks to earn the trust
of the American people by paying for
these plans first with cuts in Govern-
ment waste and inefficiency, not gim-
micks.”

He reinforced his commitments in an
address to the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce: ‘‘If we don't cut spending, the
tax reduction package has no credibil-
ity, and besides that a lot of this
spending needs to be cut.”

He went on further to say, ““We have
to tighten our belts before we ask
Americans to tighten theirs.” And fur-
ther, ‘‘But there still will be net budget
cuts that are very deep, and I'm look-
ing for more."” And then he went on:
‘‘Before we get to any tax increase, I
want to know the spending cuts are
going to be there. I will not sign a tax
increase without the spending cuts.”

One additional quote from the Presi-
dent: *‘I want to say again I don't want
to raise one penny of this money unless
we have the spending cuts, not a
penny.”

After all this tough rhetoric in ask-
ing people to sacrifice with higher
taxes, let us examine the President’s
plan in the Senate budget resolution.
Are they meaningful and significant
plans for cutting spending? Let us take
a look at the chart.

The first bar graph shows what
spending would be if we did nothing dif-
ferent, that is, we followed present law.
Between now, 1993 and 1998, there
would be 9.373 billion dollars’ worth of
spending. You would think after all of
that tough rhetoric we would see some
massive reduction in overall spending
throughout this plan. Some people
would suggest that maybe it would be
as low as $4 trillion. That is not the
case.

Under President Clinton's plan, after
all that tough rhetoric, maybe we
would see some real reductions in Fed-
eral spending. Maybe we would get it
down to maybe $8 trillion over the next
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5 years. But that is not the case either.
What we actually get is a plan—after
all the tough talk about how much we
are going to cut Federal spending, here
is what it amounts to. It is 9.651 tril-
lion dollars’ worth of spending over the
next 5 years. I mean talk about major
sacrifice.

The interesting thing is I have not
had anybody come up to my office over
the last several weeks complaining
about these massive cuts. Do you know
why? Because they are not there.

Well, the Senate Budget Committee
said they were going to go a little bit
further. They were really going to find
some cuts. They were going to reduce
the amount of Federal spending that
was going to take place. They came up
with their own plan. Yes, that plan
really cut Federal spending. They cut
it down to $9.580 trillion in 1993 and
over the next 5 years.

Now, from where you are sitting, you
might have a tough time telling where
the difference is. But let me suggest to
you the reason that you are having dif-
ficulty is because under the President’s
plan there is six-tenths of 1 percent
that has been cut over 5 years. And
under the Senate Budget Committee’s
plan it looks to me that there is about
1.5 percent that has been cut out of
Federal spending over 5 years. And be-
cause of having made this commitment
to make this drastic cut in Federal
spending, now the President wants the
people who are receiving Social Secu-
rity to pay their fair share.

I do not think the President and the
Senate Budget Committee have made
the case that they have really done
something to cut Federal spending.
And as a result of that, I think it is un-
fair to ask the seniors to at this time
pay additional taxes.

I also reserve my further remarks
until we find out exactly how the re-
mainder of the evening is going to go.

I thank Senator LOTT for yielding me
that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LOTT. I believe we have an equal
amount of time.

Is the leader prepared to yield some
time on his side?

Mr. MITCHELL. We are prepared to
listen to the arguments of the Senator
such as he may wish to make, and we
are waiting to see whether or not we
can reach agreement on this.

Mr. LOTT. I see the Senator from
New York. Is he not prepared to make
any remarks at this time? I do not
want to dominate all the discussion.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I find myself
speechless. It is those visuals.

Mr. LOTT. Would the Senator like to
use this chart?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. They confuse me. I
only understand numbers.

Mr. LOTT. At this time then, Mr.
President, I will yield 5§ minutes to the
Senator from Arizona. I do think we
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need to go along and get some balance
in the debate. We will be prepared to
work toward that end. I yield 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Arizona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair.

Frankly, I am a little disappointed
not to be able to hear the Senator from
New York because I would like to have
responded to some of his statements.
Usually we engage in back and forth,
and keep the time equal so we can re-
spond to each other. I am sorry we are
deviating from that at this time.

Mr. President, I have not been a
Member of Congress for a long time,
not as many years as many Members
who are here, going into my 11th year,
and there are many things about my
experience in the Congress that I will
not remember—in fact, many of them I
choose to forget.

The one fact I will always remember
is in 1983 when the Social Security
trust fund, the entire system was bor-
dering on bankruptcy. The Social Secu-
rity trust fund was losing over $1 mil-
lion an hour. It needed to be fixed, and
thanks to the efforts of a bipartisan
National Commission on Social Secu-
rity Reform there was a compromise, a
very delicate and difficult one, crafted
that the American people, including
our seniors, could embrace for the pur-
pose of salvaging the Social Security
system and, indeed, fulfilling the obli-
gation and the contract we entered
into with our citizens when the Social
Security system was founded.

Part of that compromise was an in-
crease in taxes on certain Social Secu-
rity recipients.

Mr. President, senior citizens some-
what reluctantly agreed to that com-
promise for the purpose of salvaging
the system, but also because those
taxes went into the Social Security
trust fund in order to make the trust
fund whole.

Now we are telling the senior citizens
we are going to basically renege on
that agreement we made with them
about 10 years ago.

And we are going to increase taxes on
their Social Security. And that money
is not going into the Social Security
trust fund, which now has some signifi-
cant surpluses in it for good reason, as
we all know, because the present baby
boomers will need a great deal of that.
But we are now telling them that we
need to use their hard-earned income,
and tax it in order to spend more
money. What? Spend more money.

I do not think many of the seniors of
this country want to wake up one
morning, who have an income of $25,000
a year—or $32,000 a year, in the case of
a couple—and find out that they “are
rich""—they are rich, and they need to
have their income taxed.

Mr. President, the seniors in my
State are now experiencing a triple
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whammy. That triple whammy is one
increase in taxes which is something
they overwhelmingly—the majority of
them—reject, and I think for good rea-
son.

They are also facing the so-called
Btu tax. Seniors have to have heat in
some parts of the country. In my part
of the country, they have a lot of it,
and they need air conditioning. They
need it in the summertime very badly.
In my State, it is not a nice thing to
have; it is an absolute requirement.
Their expenditures are going to go up
dramatically. So they are being hit by
that.

And the third one is for those who,
unfortunately, work. Because of a need
to have to go out and earn a wage,
work, they are now still subjected to
the unfair and incredible earnings test
tax, which comes to about $1 out of $3
in taxes that they earn.

So by failure to repeal the Social Se-
curity earnings test, which was part of
President Clinton’s campaign pledges,
and laying on a Btu tax, it will in-
crease their costs and expenses enor-
mously; and then, of course, this one,
this means that our seniors are being
singled out, in some respects, in a very
unfair and unjust fashion, in my view.

Mr. President, the Social Security
trust fund today is used to obscure the
true size of the deficit. The Federal
Government's accounting procedure,
which includes all revenues and ex-
penses in calculating the size of the
deficit, uses the trust fund reserves, as
we know, to make the deficit appear
smaller. My hope had been that the
President would have joined those of us
who tried to eliminate this practice,
rather than perpetuate the charade.

Mr. President, I do not think this
amendment proposal is going to pass. 1
think there is going to be a second-de-
gree amendment that will put it at
$50,000 instead of $32,000 and $25,000 re-
spectively.

I will probably vote against that sec-
ond-degree amendment because I do
not think the seniors need to be taxed
at any level for their Social Security
benefits.

Mr. President, I look forward to more
debate on this. I am frankly surprised
that we would want to do this to Amer-
ica’'s seniors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, how much
time have we used on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 39 minutes 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
New Mexico?

Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield 1
minute.
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Mr. DOMENICI. 1 yield myself 1
minute off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
think my friend from Mississippi is a
little bit concerned because if he only
has 1 hour on this amendment, he is
using all of his time and there is no re-
sponse on the other side. What we are
really trying to do is get an agreement
and not, in the process, cut Senator
LOTT out of time.

So let me suggest if we cannot get an
agreement shortly, then I would sug-
gest to the Senator that he need not
worry, because I will yield him addi-
tional time off the budget resolution.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If no one yields time, the time is
charged equally to both sides.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 5 minutes to
Senator NICKLES off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise
as a cosponsor of the Lott amendment.
I wish to congratulate the Senator
from Mississippi for an outstanding
amendment. I encourage my colleagues
to take a look at this amendment. I
think it is one of the most important
amendments that we will be voting on
in this entire debate on the budget res-
olution.

The amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi is to save senior citizens
from a very unfair and a very punitive
tax. I might just mention at the out-
set, Mr. President, I think it is awfully
important that we remember what can-
didate Clinton said during the cam-
paign.

Mr. President, could we have order in
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point is well taken. The Senate will be
in order.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
the Presiding Officer.

Mr. President, if I remember when
candidate Clinton was making speeches
during the campaign and soliciting
support from people all across the
country, he made a couple of promises.
One, he said: I will not raise taxes on
middle-income Americans to pay for
my program.

He was asked that again. The re-
porter said: “Wait a minute. What if
there is not enough money to pay for
all the new spending you envisioned,
all the so-called investments?"’

He said: ‘I repeat. I will not raise
taxes on middle-income-tax Americans
to pay for new spending.”

He has broken that promise, because
now he is trying to increase taxes on
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retirees, people who have Social Secu-
rity income. He wants to raise that tax
from 50 percent to 85 percent. That is a
very heavy tax.

I have talked to some senior citizens
who have recently retired, and they
told me that is going to cost them over
$100 a month, and that was money that
they were expecting. That was money
that President Clinton told them or
candidate Clinton said he was not
going to touch.

As a matter of fact, if you look at it,
as a candidate Mr. Clinton said he was
going to try to eliminate the so-called
earnings test, and many of us in the
Senate, and I know the Senator from
Mississippi, the Senator from Florida,
myself, and others, have tried to elimi-
nate the earnings test so we do not
have a 33-percent surtax on senior citi-
zens between the ages of 656 and 70. Can-
didate Clinton said, yes, he wanted to
eliminate that so-called earnings pen-
alty on senior citizens. He said that, as
a candidate, it is not in his program.

As a matter of fact, this is just the
opposite. This is telling people, who
have Social Security income, we want
more taxes from you so we have more
money to spend. It is just that plain
and simple, because in the amendment
we have before us, we want to cut taxes
$32 billion, and we want to cut spend-
ing $32 billion; in other words, let us
not raise taxes on senior citizens so
Congress can have more money to
spend.

There is still going to be lots of
money for Congress to spend. We now
spend over $6,000 for every man,
woman, and child in the United States
every year. So Congress is still going
to have a multitude and abundance of
money to spend, but maybe we will not
have that $32 billion. We will not be in-
creasing taxes unfairly on senior citi-
zens and in violation of the commit-
ment that we made to them way back
in 1983. we said, no, that was enough.
That was all we were going to increase
the tax, which was the 5 percent.

But now here is Congress coming
again saying, seniors, we want you to
ante up, we want you to pony up, we
want more of your money so Congress
can have more money to spend for the
so-called stimulus investment.

I think that is not a fair deal. That is
not what Candidate Clinton cam-
paigned on. He said, "I will not raise
taxes on middle-income-tax Americans
to pay for new programs.'’

Let us hold him to that promise. I
think we need to make a statement. I
think when candidates say something
they should mean it, and we in the
Senate really should hold the President
accountable to the statements he made
during the campaign.

Mr. President, I am not sure this is
inserted in the RECORD. I will insert in
the RECORD, a study from the Congres-
sional Research Service that says, if a
couple has $40,000 of income their taxes
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will go up, because of President Clin-
ton's proposal, $1,944. Most of us would
describe a couple that has $40,000 of re-
tirement income as middle income, and
yvet taxes go up by almost $2,000 a year.
I do not think we should do it.

We need to pass the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi to make
sure we do not unfairly penalize senior
citizens. I hope my colleagues will
adopt this amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD the table to
which I have referred.

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

PAYING MORE TAXES ON SOCIAL SECURITY

Estimated additional Federal income taxes
in 1994 under President Clinton’s proposal to
make B5 percent of Social Security benefits
of the most affluent retirees subject to tax,
Currently, 50 percent of benefits are taxed
for the most affluent retirees.

ANNUAL SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Annual income (ex-

cluding Spciat Secu- $5000 $10000 $15000 $20,000 $25,000
ity
Filing jointly—additional income taxes

0 0 0 26

0 26 158 289

158 89 420 551

420 551 683 814

525 1,048 1537 1944

980 1,470 1,960 2,450

980 1470 1,960 2450

1,085 1628 2170 2113

ually—additional income taxes

20,000 ... 0 131
25,000 ... 263 519
30,000 . 980 1,225
35,000 . 980 1470
40,000 . 980 1,470
50,000 . 980 1,484
75,000 . 1,085 1,628
100,000 ... 543 1,085 1,628

Mote.—Few people who file individual returns receive $15,000 in annual
Social Security benefits and almost no one receives more than that amount.

Source: Congressional Research Service.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as part
of his economic plan, President Clinton
proposed an increase in the tax on So-
cial Security benefits for those with in-
comes over $25,000, or $32,000 for cou-
ples. I rise to join my distinguished
colleagues and good friends from Mis-
sissippi and Florida, Senators LOTT and
MACK, in proposing an amendment to
eliminate this proposed tax increase.

Mr. President, the administration’s
proposal is unfair, it is cynical, and it
is yet another broken campaign prom-
ise.

Let’s get one thing straight from the
outset, Mr. President, our Nation’s sen-
iors did not create this budget deficit—
Congress did. Now we are trying to
label tax increases on our Nation's sen-
iors as spending reductions. I will not
be party to balancing the budget on the
backs of our Nation’s seniors.

This plan, which the administration
claims was designed to promote fair-
ness and economic growth—hits a
group that is hardly rich with a triple-
whammy and undermines the purpose
and, perhaps future, of Social Security.
What's more, it is a disincentive to
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those seniors who could further con-
tribute to our economic growth by con-
tinuing to work.

Many have questioned whether the
President’s plan is fair?

The answer is ‘‘No."

While the President has called for
sacrifice—which is really code for more
taxes—on the part of all Americans, he
is, in fact, proposing that certain seg-
ments of our society make a dispropor-
tionately larger sacrifice.

During his campaign, President Clin-
ton assured the American people that
he would only tax those who made
more than $200,000 per year. When
President Bush pointed out that his
proposals could raise the tax burden on
families making as little as $36,000 per
year, candidate Clinton called Presi-
dent Bush shameless.

Now we know who was speaking the
truth.

Many senior citizens were under-
standably astounded to wake up the
morning after the President announced
his plan to find out that those elderly
in our society that make as little as
$25,000 and elderly couples making as
little as $32,000 are now classified as
rich and will have their taxes in-
creased. I do not think that is fair. I
think it is very important for us to rec-
ognize that the seniors in this country
are getting a triple whammy. With the
Btu tax, seniors and elderly citizens in
my State are very much dependent in
the summer time on air-conditioning
and other essential utility bills. The
fact is that they are going to face a tax
increase, and, Mr. President, I do not
believe that we are treating them
fairly.

Mr. President, when I was first elect-
ed to Congress, in 1983, the Social Secu-
rity trust funds were in terrible
shape—losing over a million dollars an
hour. That year we adopted the rec-
ommendations of the bipartisan Na-
tional Commission on Social Security
Reform.

We made a deal with our Nations sen-
iors in enacting the recommendations
of the Commission, and we did it for
the purpose of saving the Social Secu-
rity system from financial disaster. We
made a deal, and we increased their
taxes, in return for which the senior
citizens of this country were assured
that they would receive the benefits
from the Social Security system, a
contract that they entered into with
the Federal Government. This adminis-
tration is proposing that we break that
deal. If we accept President Clinton’s
proposal we are going to tax our Na-
tions seniors more and the taxes are
not going to go into the Social Secu-
rity trust funds. No, they are going to
go into general revenues so that Con-
gress and the administration can find
another way to spend them.

Mr. President, when the senior citi-
zens of this country find out what is
being done to them, I think they are
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going to be understandably disturbed—
to say the least.

I find this plan to tax 85 percent of
Social Security benefits as a way to
collect $32 billion in new taxes to help
fund the new spending programs Presi-
dent Clinton would like to bring on
line troubling for a number of reasons.

First, plans to balance the budget on
the backs of our Nation's seniors as-
sume that Social Security is mortgag-
ing our children’s future. But Social
Security is not the problem. The prob-
lem is Congress’' insatiable appetite for
new spending. Were it not for the
spending increases contained in the so-
called investment and stimulus pack-
age, these revenues would not be need-
ed in the first place.

Second, Social Security is being used
to obscure the true size of the deficit.
The Federal Government’s accounting
procedure, which includes all revenues
and expenses in calculating the size of
the deficit, uses the Social Security
trust funds reserves to make the deficit
appear smaller than it really is. My
hope had been that the President would
have joined those of us who have tried
to eliminate this practice, rather than
perpetuate the charade.

Third, the administration has found
a way to raid the trust funds to finance
new Federal spending, without tech-
nically touching the funds. They will
just confiscate benefits.

Fourth, the administration’s pro-
posal will, in effect, turn Social Secu-
rity into a means-tested program—a
severe breach of faith with the Amer-
ican people.

What most don't realize is that not
only Social Security, but interest, pen-
sion, dividend, tax-exempt bond, and
wage income as well, are included in
the calculation of this tax. Thus, many
seniors with incomes over $25,000, a fig-
ure that will have fallen to $15,000 in
today's dollars by 2010, when baby
boomers begin to retire, will find that
they effectively get no Social Security
benefits at all. In short, Government
will penalize instead of reward those
who have sacrificed during their work-
ing years to save money for their re-
tirement.

The most disturbing consequence of
the President’s proposal is that it con-
tinues to punish those seniors who still
need to work in order to make ends
meet. They would be hit with both the
tax on their benefits and the Social Se-
curity earnings test penalty, which
forces them to forfeit $1 in benefits for
every $3 in income they earn over
$10,560—a combined marginal tax rate
that approaches 100 percent for some.
During the campaign, he indicated he
intended to address this confiscatory
policy. I am sure few thought what he
really intended to do was increase the
taxes on elderly workers, as this pro-
posal would do.

It is certainly true that our Nation's
seniors—as a group—are better off
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today than they were when Social Se-
curity was created in 1935. It is also
true that many other groups in our so-
ciety are suffering from declining
standards of living. Deficit reduction
and economic growth are proper im-
peratives for the new administration.
But, despite their sales job to the con-
trary, the administration’s proposal to
increase the taxation of Social Secu-
rity benefits is neither an appropriate
nor effective way to achieve them.

At this point, I would like to ask
unanimous consent that two tables, de-
veloped by the Congressional Research
Service, detailing the effect of the ad-
ministration’s proposal, be inserted in
the RECORD.

In my opinion, we cannot and should
not go along with this charade. It is,
therefore, my hope that our colleagues
will support our amendment to elimi-
nate this provision of the administra-
tion’'s budget proposal.

A number of our Nation's prominent
seniors’ organizations are lining up in
favor of our amendment, and against
this provision in the Clinton adminis-
tration's budget proposal. Among the
groups opposed to this provision are
the Retired Officers Association and
the National Committee to Preserve
Social Security and Medicare.

I was recently speaking with my
good friend Martha McSteen, the presi-
dent of the National Committee to Pre-
serve Social Security and Medicare,
about the impact of the budget pro-
posal on our Nation's seniors. I would
like to recount what she said, because
I couldn’t agree more.

Ms. McSteen, who headed the Social
Security Administration from 1983 to
1986, agreed that deficit reduction is
not painless and is going to require
shared sacrifice. But, it was her opin-
ion that the budget proposal asks sen-
iors to share a disproportionate share
of the deficit reduction through propos-
als to increase taxes on Social Security
benefits, cuts in Medicare funding, and
the proposed energy tax.

I hope that my colleagues will con-
sider the words of my good and able
friend, who heads the second largest
seniors’ organization in America, be-
cause she is right. And, if we do, I am
confident that all of us will vote to re-
peal the provision that would increase
taxation on Social Security benefits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 7T minutes to the Senator from
Texas off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, there
seems to be some dispute as to whether
or not Senator LOTT will get a vote on
his amendment. I would like to remind
my colleagues of the fact that under
the rules of the Senate governing a
budget resolution we do have a limit on
the time that we have to debate, but
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we have no limit on the ability to offer
amendments at the end of that debate
time. I feel so strongly about this Lott
amendment that I want my colleagues
to know tonight that I am going to
offer this amendment in conjunction
with several of my colleagues as many
times as we have to offer it in order to
get an up-or-down vote.

Obviously, any Member of the Senate
can second degree that amendment,
but then we can come right back and
offer it again. I believe if we do that, if
we are resolute and determined in
doing it, at some point our colleagues
on the left are going to decide that we
are serious, that we want to have this
vote, and we will get an opportunity to
see who wants to raise Social Security
taxes in order to fund more spending.

Let me say, Mr. President, I do not
want to tax Social Security to fund
new spending. I intend to vote for this
amendment. I ask my colleagues here
tonight when President Clinton said re-
peatedly in the campaign that he was
only going to tax rich people who
earned $200,000 a year, how many peo-
ple thought he was talking about So-
cial Security recipients with W-2 form
income of $18,000 a year? I know we
talk about $25,000 a year. But we have
subsequently discovered in the fine
print that President Clinton’s proposal
counts imputed income for those who
own their own home as if they were
getting income from not having to pay
rent on their home.

I ask my colleagues when Bill Clin-
ton said in the debate only people mak-
ing $200,000 a year or more need to fear
tax increases, how many people
thought he was talking about Social
Security recipients earning $18,000 a
year?

I tell you something, Mr. President.
Every Social Security recipient that
voted for Bill Clinton thought he was
not talking about them. I can guaran-
tee you that.

This amendment is very simple. It
says: Do not raise Social Security
taxes to increase spending. What the
amendment says is simply this: Take
out the Social Security tax increase
and then take out a corresponding
amount of new spending add-ons in the
Clinton budget so that there is no in-
crease in the deficit.

S0, in essence, what Senator LOTT's
amendment does is simply this: It does
not raise Social Security taxes. It does
not spend the money. And it leaves the
deficit the same.

I want to share something with my
colleagues that I do not think many
people understand. If you are a senior
citizen and you earn $10,560 a year in
wages, if you have a private pension of
$6,332 a year, and if you get Social Se-
curity benefits of $9,500, you are under
the Clinton proposal in the 76.25 per-
cent tax bracket. You are in the 76.25
percent tax bracket, because you pay
FICA 15 percent, income tax 15 percent,
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the Social Security earnings test of 33
percent, and then you pay 85 percent of
the tax that you would pay on the So-
cial Security payment as if it were in-
come. When you add all that up, you
find that under this proposal senior
citizens earning $18,000 a year are in
the 7T6-percent tax bracket. Where is
the fairness in that, Mr. President? I do
not think there is any fairness in it.

So I want to urge my colleagues if
you think Social Security recipients
earning $18,000 a year are rich people
and they ought to be taxed to increase
spending, then you want to vote
against the Lott amendment. On the
other hand, if you think playing ‘‘tax
and spend" with Social Security bene-
fits is an absolutely outrageous pro-
posal and it ought to be defeated, if
you believe that we ought not to raise
the Social Security tax and we ought
not to spend the money, then you want
to vote for this amendment.

I believe this is probably the most
important amendment we are going to
vote on. I think it is a defining amend-
ment.

It really comes down to: How much
do you want to grow the Government?

I hear all this talk about growing the
economy. I do not see any growth in
the economy in the President’s plan.
What I see is raising taxes on income,
on energy, and on Social Security
taxes to fund more Government.

What this amendment says is this:
Do not raise Social Security taxes to
fund more Government spending.

I do not want to see Government
grow, in the first place. But, second, I
do not believe that any Member of the
Senate can justify taxing Social Secu-
rity recipients, making $18,000 a year
on their W-2 form income, to fund
more Government spending. I think
that is an outrageous proposal. It
ought to be defeated.

We have an opportunity on this
amendment to correct this wrong. I
urge my colleagues: Do not pass up this
opportunity.

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. SASSER. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from New York such
time as he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman.

I rise at an hour when we are trying
to negotiate. The leaders are trying to
put together an agreement for the final
disposition of amendments for a time
or a point certain at which we will con-
clude this measure.

But I cannot allow a mistake to be
left uncorrected which was just made,
a very understandable mistake by my
learned friend from Texas, who sug-
gested that, under this proposal, we
would be taxing imputed income of So-
cial Security recipients.
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Not at all. Absolutely not. No. Never.
In no possible way will that be done. It
has not been proposed. Had it been pro-
posed, there would not be a vote in this
Chamber for it, nor ought there to be.

What has been involved, as my
learned friend—who is, after all, an
economist, and a recognized one—will
recognize, is the economist’s broad-
based income concept of family eco-
nomic income. And that simply is a
composite of the revenues that can be
sent to a household, either has or
which can be imputed to have because
it has property that would have an in-
come equivalent, so that you say how
well off or how badly off a family is.

And in this composite index, which
economists use to estimate how well
off families are and what their ranking
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is, you impute the rental value of a
house that is owned. Say, if you had to
rent it, this is what it would cost you.
Therefore, you have.that imputed in-
come in your standard of living. That
is all it is, a measure of living stand-
ard. In no circumstances would we ever
dream of taxing such an imputed value.
it is a concept which economists use.
Mr. President, I know where this
came from. The administration pre-
pared, a month or so ago, an analysis
of the impact on family economic in-
come classes of the whole range of pro-
grams that are, in effect, the Presi-
dent’s economic proposals. Those are
expansion of the earned income tax
credit, increase in low-income heating
provision—LIHEAP, as the acronym
is—increase in food stamp programs,
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and the taxation of a larger portion of
Social Security benefits.

They produced this composite table
to see what the effects—up, down, side-
ways—of those four different measures
would be a number of family income
classes which begin with zero to $10,000
and make their way up to $200,000 and
over.

Mr. President, just so this would be
perfectly clear in the RECORD, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD at this time this one page
of the administration’s analysis of its
proposal.

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

ADMINISTRATION'S REVENUE PROPOSALS—OFFSETS: EXPANSION OF EITC AND INCREASES IN LIHEAP AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS !

[Includes taxation of Social Security benefits: 1994 income levels]

Federal taxes under current law?

Change in Federal taxes?

Total Federal taxes atter change

Family economic income class * (thousands) As a percent  As a percent As a percent of As a percent  As a percent
‘mﬂ"n’::s(h'l of pre-tax in-  of after-tax m?ﬂs{h"' ks ’t:ﬁ“"' o pr-tax in- am‘:%o'l' of pre-tax in-  of after-tax
come income Py cnma come income

DD o $6.7 18 B5 $02 =02 -02 $6.5 16 B3
10 to 20 269 98 109 0 0 0 %9 98 104
201030 ......... 55.7 140 16.3 A | 1 56.0 141 164
30 to 50 1521 173 2089 44 5 5 156.5 178 215
50 to 75 2031 19.0 235 76 d 3 2107 18.7 243
7510100 ....... 1743 204 256 59 i 9 1802 211 265
100 1o 200 . 2426 212 %3 80 rd 3 2506 218 a7
200 and over u15 209 265 3 29 3l 2818 238 302
Total 5 L1105 19.0 234 604 10 11709 20.0 7

' This table distributes the estimated change in tax liabilities due to
Food Stamps and the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program.

possible revenue options, including taxation of Social Security benefits. Included is a total of $10.2 billion of expansions in the EMTC and increases in transfers for

2The taxes included are individual and corporate income, payroll (Social Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and gift laxes and customs dulies are excluded. The individual income tax is assumed to be bome by payors, the
corporate income fax by :amtal income generally, payroll taxes (employer and employee shares) by labor (wages and self-employment income), excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in
to total ¢ Taxes due to that expire prior to the end of the Budget period (i.e., before 1999) are exciuded.
3The change in Federal taxes is “estimated at 1994 income levels but assuming fully phased in (1398) law and Jong-run (1996) behaviar. All excise and payroll tax effects on indexed transfers and tax brackets are accounted for. All in-
Iwnmpa;mll and excise tax changes are included, with the exception thal provisions which only affect the timing of tax collections are excluded The incidence assumptions for fax changes are the same as for current law faxes (see

4 Family Economic Income (FEI) is a broad-based income concept. FEI is constructed by adding to AGI unreported and underreported income; IRA and Keogh deductions: nontaxable transfer payments, such as Social Security and AFDC;
employer-provided fringe benefits: inside build-up on pensions, IRAs, Keoghs, and life insurance; tax-exempt interest: and imputed rent on owner-occupied housing. Capital gains are computed on an accrual basis, adjusted for inflation to
the extent

return basis. The economic incomes of all members of a family unit are added to arrive at the family’s economic income used in the distributions
SFamilies with negative incomes are included in the total line but not shown separately.

ASource: Department of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do thank you, Mr.
President, because, my goodness, if
ever there was something we would
never dream of doing is taxing people
who, through a lifetime, have paid a
mortgage and they finally own their
house. We would not dream of it.

There are two other things I would
like to say. The statement has been
made that this proposal will raise reve-
nue, some 331 billion over 5 years, for
new spending.

No, sir. No, sir.

This money, every penny of it, goes
into the Medicare hospital insurance
trust fund of the Social Security sys-
tem. That trust fund is not as robust as
we would like. It probably will run
down to zero by about the end of this
decade.

In the meantime, the old age, survi-
vors and disability insurance trust
funds will rise to a trillion dollars in
surplus. Well, I suppose the word “sur-
plus’ is not correct. The fund will have
§1 trillion in assets.

The funds, at the end of this year,
will be at $370 billion. That is more
than a year’'s disbursement. We are
well passed that year’s reserve. To get

a feeling, Mr. President, in 1993, you
are at $370 billion. In 2001, you are at
$1.091 trillion. That is how much this
reserve in the Social Security system
is accumulating. It rises very rapidly
now.

This is all the result of the arrange-
ments which were put in place in 1983,
very much the initiative of our, dare I
say, beloved—he probably would not
like that—but our beloved Republican
leader, who, in 1983, was a member of
the National Commission on Social Se-
curity Reform. The Senator from New
York was a member.

And on the day of January 3, 1983,
when the new Senate was sworn in, he
and I had a conversation about what to
do with that Commission, its time hav-
ing expired and its mission having
failed.

He said, ““We are not going to let it
fail.”” He asked me if I could meet him
the next day in his office, and I did.
The day after that, he had Robert J.
Myers in. The next day, we kept meet-
ing. He asked if we could go out to the
home of then Chief of Staff James A.
Baker III. And, in about 10 days' time,
we had the agreement, which included,

reliable data allow. Inflationary losses of lenders are subtracted and of borrowers are added. There 15 also an adjustment for accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEI is shown on a family, rather than on a tax

for the first time, a tax, the provision
that 50 percent of the Social Security
benefit be taxed.

That had been proposed, in effect, by
the Social Security Advisory Council
that reported in 1979.

In 1979, the Quadrennial Commission,
which looks at the condition of the So-
cial Security system, said: No, the
time has come to start having recipi-
ents of Social Security retirement ben-
efits pay tax on them as recipients of
private pensions do, or State govern-
ment pensions. It is normal.

The normal rate is 85 percent. I can
recall a brief discussion of whether we
should go to the 85 percent. Please do
not hold me to a record in that regard,
but I do remember the point being
made by the tax attorneys present that
the normal rate is 85 percent. Should
we go that far? And we said, well, what
do you say to 50 percent on this first
step?

We also provided that we would not
index the thresholds of $25,000 and
$32,500, so they would drift down a bit
so that the day would come that Social
Security benefits would be subject to
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the same tax rates that private retire-
ment benefits paid.

That day has come. This measure is
in the President's program and it will
be adopted. Why will it be adopted? Be-
cause we need the money. We des-
perately have to stop this growing,
mounting debt. Already the service of
the debt incurred in the 1980's is the
largest item in our budget, larger than
disbursements for Social Security re-
tirement benefits. We are borrowing
money to pay interest. It is the for-
mula for ruin. And the President has
said stop it.

If I may say it in anticipation, Mr.
President, tomorrow morning the Hon-
orable Alan Greenspan, Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board, will appear
before the Finance Committee. And,
mark you, Mr. President, he is going to
say: I am not going to tell you how to
do it, but you have to address the issue
of the deficit.

The Senator from New Mexico has
said it. The Senator from Kansas has
said it. Heaven knows the Senator from
Texas has said it. The Senator from
New York says it. I would like to say
this is part of what we are going to
have to do to do it.

We are not taxing anybody twice. We
are just giving equal exposure to tax-
ation of persons receiving this stream
of income as persons receiving other
retirement benefits. Nothing more,
nothing less. It is equitable and its
time has come.

A Republican President, President
Reagan; a Republican Senate, Howard
Baker as majority leader; a Finance
Committee with the present Repub-
lican leader as chairman—we put this
into place. We knew what we were
doing. We did the right thing. And we
are simply taking the logical conclud-
ing step.

I see the Senator from New Mexico
has risen. I would like to hear what he
has to say and I happily yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield
just for 2 minutes so I can respond
briefly?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to. I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
make my point again because I believe
I am correct on this point. When the
President talks about taxing Social Se-
curity benefits for people who are mak-
ing $25,000 and more, he is not by his
own tables counting W-2 form income.
In order to argue fairness, so he can in
fact tax people making $18,000 or more,
not $25,000 or more, here is what the
President’s own table says.

It says ‘‘family income is a broad-
based income concept.”

Now, listen to the things they count
to get you up to $25,000:

Employer-provided fringe benefits
like parking, inside buildup on pen-
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sions, IRA’'s, Keogh plans, life insur-
ance, tax-exempt interest, imputed
rent on owner-occupied homes.

Mr. President, here is the point. The
President did not want to say that he
was taxing people who had W-2 form of
$18,000 a year or more. So we have now
created a new concept called broad-
based family income, where we are
counting fringe benefits, pension build-
up, life insurance, tax-exempt interest,
imputed rent on a home you own.

Our colleague from New York says
never, ever would we tax these things.
We are just trying to prove how fair it
is to tax senior citizens making $18,000
a year or more.

My point is this. If we start this im-
puted income to argue fairness today,
what is to keep us from taxing it to-
morrow? I am worried we will tax it to-
morrow. And my point stands. We are
counting all of these things as income,
to try to say it is fair to tax a senior
citizen making $18,000 a year. It is not
fair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? The Senator from
New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
say to my friend from New York, when
I heard the Senator say: Never, never,
never—I do not know—did you say it as
many times as Winston or did you say
it one less?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. One more.

Mr. DOMENICI. One more. That is it,
when you said that you were talking
about imputed income and you said we
never tax imputed income. Let me tell
you what happened. I do not have the
verbatim but I will tell you what the
President said in his State of the Union
Address to the American people.

He said, 70 percent of the taxes in my
proposal are going to come from people
who earn $100,000 or more.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am sorry?

Mr. DOMENICI. My friend from New
York, let me repeat. The President of
the United States, in his State of the
Union Address, made the following
statement. It is not verbatim so I do
not quote it.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sure.

Mr. DOMENICI. Seventy percent of
the taxes imposed on the American
people will be on taxpayers who earn
more than $100,000. What he actually
did was he used those family income
distribution tables to get to the
$100,000.

He did not tax under the family in-
come distribution, which had imputed
it. He merely raised a taxpayer who
was actually earning and paying on
$85,000, he raised him to the $100,000
level for his distribution of taxes. So he
was telling the American people wrong.
He was saying you are only going to be
taxed—T70 percent of this tax—for
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$100,000 or more of earnings. He really
was saying $85,000, because he used this
fictitious, imputed income to put them
in a $100,000 bracket.

We now know from the Congressional
Budget Office it is 85, not 100.

Mr. GRAMM. He knew they were
rich.

Mr. DOMENICI. He knew they were
richer than $100,000 in earnings.

Second, may I say for the record so
we will get this imputed income
straight, the President also made a
statement in his State of the Union
that was in error. It said that $30,000—
people under $30,000 will not pay any
tax, an unequivocal statement. People
earning under $30,000 will not pay any
tax. The truth of the matter is he was
using $30,000 under the imputed income
of that table. They are really going to
pay—=$21,000 and under are not going to
pay. Instead of $30,000.

So we do not have as wealthy a group
of people—to use his idea of wealth—in
either bracket. Because 70 percent of
the taxes are going to be paid on
$85,000, and people who make more
than $21,000 are going to be paying
taxes.

So I think we are using, in a way, the
imputed—where it serves our purpose
to show distribution, even though we
are not taxing people on that. They do
not even understand the rental on a
house is going to be taxed. But the
President led us to believe that. That
is what he used to let us believe that
he was only taxing the very wealthy.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on behalf
of the manager of the bill, I yield 4
minutes to the Senator from New
York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I did
not yield the floor. I am certain I did
not yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has the floor.
The Chair misunderstood.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Could I have 2 min-
utes?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, I yield 2 min-
utes without losing my right to the
floor.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let us get
the consent to do this. Let us do it
right.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to yield 2 minutes
without losing my right.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
have had the high honor to serve for 17
years in this Chamber with the Senator
from New Mexico. I have not always
agreed with him, but I have never
found occasion to say he was misrepre-
senting anything and he did not mis-
represent anything.
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He said that for purposes of making a
case for distributional equity, or what
you like, the administration produced
a table based on family economic in-
come. But in no way, and the Senator
from New Mexico said it, we are not
going to tax that imputed income but
they are using it, in his view, to ade-
quately represent the distributional
impact.

But the Senator from New Mexico
and I do agree—I do not dispute his
statement whatever, and I agree with
his statement—in no sense would we
ever dream of taxing imputed income.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, so the
Senate will not think I will be here
long, I hope we can get a unanimous-
consent agreement. I only want to
speak on three or four issues.

I want to thank Senator MOYNIHAN
for his statement. Perhaps it is an in-
terpretation of whether you use dis-
tribution tables right or not, but I
think we all understand what the issue
is, and I thank the Senator for his de-
scription of my work in the Senate in
the past. I appreciate that very much.

Mr. President, I want to make a
statement about this Lott amendment
and not taxing Social Security because
there may be some people who would
say, ‘‘Senator Domenici, at some point
in time, if you are putting a budget to-
gether, would you not consider this?"

I want to be absolutely clear. I am
not going to support one single penny’s
worth of new taxes until I see a budget
that cuts domestic spending perma-
nently, because I think you are going
to collect taxes, be it from Social Secu-
rity recipients, or a new bracket, or
Btu tax on a $21,000 wage earner, not
$30,000, $21,000 and even lower if they
are not getting any earned income tax
back, if they do not have a family and
do not work. I am not going to vote for
one penny because we are not cutting
domestic programs in this budget and,
therefore, the seniors are going to put
taxes in the coffers for no reason other
than to increase domestic spending.

I say to my friend, the occupant of
the chair, you made an argument today
about education and we may need more
money for education, but I am suggest-
ing that the American people never
thought we were going to raise domes-
tic spending $124 billion in new pro-
grams so we could tax them. And I cer-
tainly urge that any organization rep-
resenting the seniors in America let it
be known that they are not going to
support a tax on seniors until they see
a budget that is real.

We have had a lot of talk about the
integrity of this budget. I am not sug-
gesting it is not truthful, but the truth
of the matter is, it does not get you
anyplace because you spend as much
money as you cut. And even worse,
there are no permanent entitlement
changes in this budget, or mandatory
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spending. No permanent changes. The
cuts in those programs are temporary.
Do not pay the doctors so much next
year, that is temporary. Do not pay the
hospital so much, we are counting that
as changing mandatory spending.

Why should the American people
gamble on Congress and Presidents
again that we are indeed going to get
the budget under control?

I almost invented a poem sitting
here, a rhyme: ‘‘No cuts here, wait till
next year. It'll all be clear, the end is
near.”

You see what is going to happen, the
end is going to be, you pay your taxes
and you may not get a budget under
control.

Frankly, that is bad enough on pure
fiscal policy, but I guarantee you, for
those who want to sit around and stand
around and gab about growing jobs,
growing jobs—how many times did we
hear that?—growing jobs, like the Gov-
ernment knew how to grow jobs. Now
how are you going to grow jobs with a
$295 billion tax increase, which is just
about the essence of the deficit reduc-
tion? You have defense and 295 billion
dollars’ worth of taxes.

I tell you, I have heard many times
“the people of the country support
this; they want change; they want a
new plan.” Frankly, we cannot get the
message out there, but I want to repeat
again that I do not think that 30 per-
cent of the American people, much less
40 or 50, I do not think 30 percent would
support a budget that does not restrain
and cut domestic spending perma-
nently.

I want to be totally honest. It cuts $7
billion, this budget, in domestic spend-
ing over the next 5 years. That is the
net effect when you add up the pluses
and minuses. I call that nothing; noth-
ing.

So that is why I will not support this,
and why I think nobody should, and
that is why I think the AARP and
other groups ought to tell their mem-
bers forthrightly, clearly: Do not sup-
port this because there are not enough
budget cuts in this, and you are going
to put your money in the Federal cof-
fers under some idea of equity of treat-
ment so it can all get spent, right? I
really do not think senior citizens de-
serve that.

1 want to also say to my friend there
are a couple inequities I did not, and
you did not, mention. Do you know
senior citizens cannot even shelter in-
come under municipal bonds but other
people can? If you are a senior citizen,
you cannot invest in tax-free bonds;
you have to pay taxes on what you gain
on tax-free bonds. That is all part of
this deal. That seems to me that ought
to be changed if you are raising the
threshold and give them at least the
same kind of breaks that you give ev-
erybody else. The income from the
bonds are counted toward the thresh-
old. That is what I meant. So others do
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not get it counted toward their thresh-
old. It is totally out of the tax. It is not
even listed. They get to take it right
out. We treat seniors different there
and then we turn around tonight—and
let me make another point.

This threshold started, Senator
GRAMM, at $25,000; no indexation and it
started 10 years ago. I wonder how
much in today’s dollars the $25,000 is? I
would bet it is $37,000, $35,000. So,
again, we are giving everybody else
Consumer Price Indexes, everybody
else gets to bring their dollars up to in-
dexation, even on the tax brackets we
index them, but not for seniors on this
threshold. If nothing else, we ought to
raise the threshold to where it belongs
in current dollars as compared with 10
years ago. Whoever is busy about put-
ting this tax on ought to at least do
that.

I am pleased to have had the oppor-
tunity to discuss this. I am prepared at
any time to proceed with a consent
agreement. I am willing to do that.

At this point, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If no one yields time, the time will be
charged equally to both sides.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. What is our
parliamentary position?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in session. Time is being allo-
cated to both sides. Time is tempo-
rarily in the charge of the Senator
from Kentucky and the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. FORD. Does the Senator desire
some time?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I would like, if
the Senator might yield, about 10 min-
utes.

Mr. FORD. I yield the Senator, on be-
half of the manager, 10 minutes off the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Presiding Officer.

I rise to urge the defeat of Senator
LOTT'S amendment.

Let us be honest about the point of
this amendment. It is designed to
knock one of the legs out from under a
balanced, serious, honest plan for
charting this country’s future. The
proponents of this amendment do not
want us to succeed in our drive for
changing business as usual. This is an
amendment aimed at weakening our
resolve; at convincing one part of the
population that they are being unfairly
asked to do their share; and at scoring
yet another victory for gridlock and di-
vision by trying to divide us right
down the middle.

Well, I say to my colleagues that we
should not walk into this trap. We
should remember what the American
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people said in the voting booth on No-
vember 3. We should have the con-
fidence to push forward, until we
achieve the results that are the whole
point of serving in public office.

How much louder do the American
people have to shout before we believe
that they understand our country and
our Government must change course;
that we have to end business as usual,
break gridlock, and make the tough
choices required to get our country
back on the right track.

Our President is leading the way
with his bold plan to cut the deficit,
and to restructure our priorities to in-
vest in key programs for our country’s
future education, health care, and eco-
nomic growth.

This budget resolution is the first
step toward charting a new course. I
know that every Member would like to
tinker with this part or that part of
the package—but we just cannot do it.

If each Senator does, our package
will unravel. This resolution is a solid,
responsible proposal that is fair and de-
serves support.

I want to share with my colleagues
two letters from West Virginia seniors.
They are honest, refreshing accounts.

From a 73-year-old retired Federal
employee from Jackson County, WV:

Here are some attitudes which I hope you
and the Congress will consider * * * the Fed-
eral Government is the head of a big fam-
ily—some 275 or so million people. As head of
a family of nine, I would not think of bor-
rowing money and obligating my grand-
children to debt.

The government cannot do all things for
all people. * * * [ could write several pages of
attitudes but I will summarize briefly. In
order to get things back on a sound basis,
one or all of the following must be brought
about:

(1) increase efficiency in government;

(2) increase taxes—proportionally for all,
and;

(3) do without some services, many of
which benefit only special interests.

A senior couple from Marshall Coun-
ty, WV, wrote me the following:

We are both retired with an income that
allows us to live well, travel, etc. It's up to
people like us to do our part before we bank-
rupt this country. Our children pay much
more in taxes than we do. It's not fair to our
young people. We disagree entirely * * *
about social security being untouchable. We
do however, feel that the suspension of the
Social Security cost-of-living-adjustment for
a year would be disastrous for those who rely
solely on Social Security. * * *

They conclude their letter saying:

Continue to focus on this country’'s prob-
lems as the President did during his cam-
paign and gear up to reduce the deficit.

These are extraordinary testimonies
from West Virginia seniors that should
convince each Member to do the right
thing, and vote to table the Lott
amendment and support the budget
resolution.

I have been reaching out to West Vir-
ginians in public forums cosponsored
by local Chambers of Commerce in my
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State—to talk about the President’s
economic plan and our country’s fu-
ture. After the first two in a series I
am holding, in Charleston and Blue-
field, my sense is that the people want
change. They expect us to face up to
the tough decisions and get our coun-
try back on track.

I do not relish increasing taxes of
any kind, including the one we are dis-
cussing now—no one does. But let us be
honest about what the President’s pro-
posal on Social Security does—and
what it does not do. First, it will only
ask those seniors whose incomes are
more than $25,000 to pay more taxes.

The vast majority of seniors—over 75
percent of seniors do not now pay taxes
on their Social Security benefits, and
will not be asked to pay under this pro-
posal. I repeat—the seniors who do not
pay taxes now, will not under the
President’s plan.

What the plan does is ask seniors
who are comfortable and who already
pay taxes on 50 percent of their Social
Security benefits to pay a little bit
more. Less than 3 out of every 10 sen-
iors would be affected by this change
and the average income of those af-
fected would be over $61,000.

Under this approach, older Ameri-
cans who are struggling on limited in-
comes are not going to be hurt or lose
a thing.

We are asking those seniors who are
comfortable in their retirement to give
a little more.

As the New York Times wrote in a re-
cent editorial:

Equity is on the side of Mr. Clinton and the
Senate Democratic Leadership * * * the 85%
figure is not arbitrary. By levying the tax in
this manner, retirees would pay tax on bene-
fits in excess of their contributions. That's
the same fair principle that applies to tax-
ation of private pensions, * * *

This is fair, and it recognizes that
every group in our country should con-
tribute something towards our future.

Each group must be asked to give
something, so every one will gain as we
cut our deficit and put our country
back on track.

Voting to table the Lott amendment
is a tough but necessary choice, and I
urge my colleagues to table this
amendment.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
thank the Senator from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FEINSTEIN). Who yields time?

Time will be deducted equally from
each side against the amendment.

The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. GRAMM. Are we running time
off the bill or off the amendment when
we are sitting here?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is being charged against the amend-
ment.
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Mr. GRAMM. How much time do we
have remaining on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Approxi-
mately 656 minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, if we
do not have a resolution here in 656 min-
utes, I am going to move to table this
amendment and we are going to vote
on it tonight.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, is lead-
er time reserved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Leader
time is reserved.

Mr. DOLE. That is not charged
against the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are no precedents on that.

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent for my leader's
time and it not be charged against the
bill.

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

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 202

Mr. MACK. Madam President, I must
oppose this amendment which would
double funding for the Women, Infants,
and Children’s Program by 1998.

I cannot support this amendment be-
cause it makes no sense to commit to
such arbitrary funding levels 5 years in
the future, no matter how worthy the
intended recipients. The amount of
budgetary funds potentially within our
control in 1998 cannot now be accu-
rately predicted. Because of this uncer-
tainty, I will not, 5 years prior to the
funds being distributed, vote to guar-
antee anyone’s appropriation.

Make no mistake, I fully expect to
advocate ample funding on a year-to-
year basis for WIC, as I have done
many times in the past. It has proven
successful in improving pregnancy out-
comes, reducing low-birth weight
births, and saving medical costs. But,
we should focus on funding 1994 levels
for WIC and deal with 1998 levels once
we get other Government spending
under control.

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION EXEMPTS RENEWABLE
ENERGY FROM BTU TAX

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
commend President Clinton’s an-
nouncement today that he will not
apply the Btu tax to renewable, envi-
ronmentally benign, and domestically
produced energy sources such as bio-
mass-derived ethanol. I have worked
with Treasury Secretary Bentsen for
weeks on this issue, and am pleased
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that the Clinton administration has
seen fit to recognize the critical role
ethanol must play in our Nation's en-
ergy policy.

After 12 years of a rudderless energy
policy, President Clinton is offering
America a fresh approach. Last month,
the President spelled out that approach
in plain language when he announced
that, ‘*the administration will launch
initiatives to develop new, clean, re-
newable energy sources that cost less
and preserve the environment."

The President’s promotion of domes-
tically produced ethanol is particularly
well-founded, because it contributes to
the achievement of three of the Presi-
dent's top goals—environmental pro-
tection, job creation, and deficit reduc-
tion.

First, ethanol is an environmentally
advantageous fuel. Ethanol blends re-
duce ozone-forming carbon monoxide
emissions by up to 25 percent and dis-
place up to 10 percent of the benzene,
lead, and other toxic and ozone-form-
ing elements of base gasoline. Ethanol
is also one of the few motor vehicle
fuels we use that actually reduces the
greenhouse gas CO,, according to the
highly respected Oak Ridge National
Laboratory.

Second, ethanol development creates
good jobs here in America. Nothing is
more central to this administration
than the interrelationship between job
creation and environmental protection,
and ethanol provides one of the most
dramatic success stories in this regard.
The American ethanol industry not
only has helped clean up the air, it has
used more than 350 million bushels of
corn every year, providing an addi-
tional 25 cents per bushel of corn sold
in rural America.

Pure and simple, ethanol is one of
the most effective ways we have found
to improve farm income, create jobs,
and stabilize rural economies. For
every 100 million new gallons in pro-
duction, 5,000 new jobs are created in
rural America. Moreover, substituting
over 900 million gallons of imported
oil, methanol, or MTBE with domesti-
cally produced ethanol creates jobs
here at home and improves our na-
tional trade balance and energy secu-
rity outlook.

Finally, the administration is cor-
rectly placing a high priority on deficit
reduction, and here, too, ethanol plays
a constructive role. According to the
General Accounting Office, the ethanol
program saves the Government as
much as $560 million every year in re-
duced farm program costs and in-
creased rural economic development.
And, speaking of subsidies, the last
time I checked ethanol did not require
a maultibillion-dollar military tanker
escort or a full scale war to ensure its
safe delivery to market from South Da-
kota.

So, any way you look at it, encourag-
ing the use of ethanol fits the Clinton-
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Gore vision for America. As one who
has long championed the development
of a viable and expanding domestic eth-
anol industry, and who authored the
law to extend the solar, geothermal,
and ocean thermal tax credits, I com-
pliment the President on today’s an-
nouncement that all renewable fuels
will be exempted from the application
of the Btu tax.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate resume consideration of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 18 on Wednes-
day, March 24, at 9 a.m.; that there
then be 30 minutes, equally divided in
the usual form, remaining on the Lott
amendment numbered 240, with a vote
on or in relation to the Lott amend-
ment occurring at the conclusion or
yielding back of time; that following
the disposition of the Lott amendment,
the following first degree amendments
be considered in the following order
under the following time limitation:

A sense-of-the-Senate amendment by
Senators LAUTENBERG and EXON on So-
cial Security, 1 hour; an amendment by
Senator GRAMM of Texas on spending
and taxes, 90 minutes; a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment by Senator KEN-
NEDY regarding Btu tax’home heating
fuels, 10 minutes; a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment by Senator KRUEGER re-
garding Government waste, 10 minutes;
a sense-of-the-Senate amendment by
Senator PRYOR regarding agriculture,
10 minutes; an amendment by Senator
DECONCINI regarding deficit reduction
trust fund, 10 minutes; an amendment
by Senators KENNEDY and KASSEBAUM
regarding direct student loans, 10 min-
utes; a substitute amendment by Sen-
ator DOLE, 2 hours, on which there will
be an up or down vote; a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment by Senator SASSER
regarding entitlement savings, 1 hour;
a sense-of-the-Senate amendment by
Senator NUNN regarding entitlement
cap, 1 hour.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is not a sense
of the Senate, Mr. Leader.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
stand corrected.

That is an amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. SASSER. Madam President,
there is some confusion about that. We
were told that the Nunn initiative is a
sense of the Senate.

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
amend my request to state that, with
respect to both the Sasser and the
Nunn provisions, it be a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment or an amendment
regarding entitlements; that the listed
amendments in this agreement not be
subject to second degree amendments;
that no other amendments on the sub-
ject of Social Security, other than
those listed in this agreement, be in
order; that the time for debate be
equally divided in the usual form; that
final passage of the House Concurrent
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Resolution 64, after the Senate lan-
guage, as amended, has been sub-
stituted in lieu thereof, be no later
than 12 noon on Thursday, March 25;
that upon disposition of the House
budget resolution, the Senate insist on
its amendment, request a conference
with the House on disagreeing votes of
the two Houses, that Chair be author-
ized to appoint conferees and the Sen-
ate companion be returned to the cal-
endar; that upon the disposition of the
budget resolution, the Senate, without
any intervention action or debate, pro-
ceed on the consideration of H.R. 1335,
the supplemental appropriations bill;
that at 12 noon on Thursday, March 25,
the Senate dispose of the pending
amendment to Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 18 and proceed to House Con-
current Resolution 64, with the above
occurring without any intervening ac-
tion or debate.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I
thank my colleagues.

Pursuant to this agreement, the Sen-
ate will complete action on the pend-
ing budget resolution no later than 12
noon on Thursday and, immediately
following disposition of the pending
budget resolution, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the supple-
mental appropriations bill.

There will be a vote tomorrow be-
tween 9 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. I anticipate
that the full 30 minutes will be utilized
on the Lott amendment. So the vote on
or in relation to the Lott amendment
should occur at approximately 9:30.
Senators should be alerted to that. And
then there will be a series of votes
throughout the day, with the possibil-
ity of a large number of votes later in
the evening.

Madam President, I thank my col-
leagues. I now suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FORD. I now ask unanimous con-
sent that we proceed to morning busi-
ness and that Senators be allowed to
speak therein.

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

AGNES GEELAN—NORTH DAKOTA'S
FIRST WOMAN EVERYTHING

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President,
today I rise to honor the recent pass-
ing, at age 95, of Agnes Geelan, a dedi-
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cated North Dakota author, teacher
and politician who is known in my
State as the ‘‘first woman everything.”

Agnes was born in Hatton, ND, in
1896 as the daughter of Norwegian
homesteaders. Her immigrant father
and uncle first arrived in Fargo, ND, by
train and then traveled by foot many
miles to the north to Traill County to
stake a homestead.

She graduated from Mayville State
College in 1915 and began teaching,
until she left that profession in 1918
and 1919 to work to give women the
right to vote.

She then taught for many years in
the North Dakota towns of Enderlin,
Lankin, Oberon, Mayville, and
Carrington. Her activism was forged in
the depression of the 1930’s when she
was president of the North Dakota
American Legion Auxiliary and later
when she held national offices in the
Ladies Auxiliary of the Brotherhood of
Railway Trainmen.

In 1946, she became the first woman
to be elected mayor in North Dakota,
when the people of Enderlin voted her
into that office. While serving as
mayor in 1950, she was the first woman
elected to the North Dakota State Sen-
ate.

After two runs for Congress in 1948
and 1956, she was a leader in the move-
ment to bring the two-party system to
North Dakota by helping to switch the
State’'s Non-Partisan League to the
Democratic Party in 1956.

As a devoted pacifist, Agnes rep-
resented the U.S. League of Women
Voters at the U.N. General Assembly’s
Third Session on Disarmament.

In 1976, at the age of 80, she became
an author when she published *“The Da-
kota Maverick,” chronicling the life of
former North Dakota Governor and
U.S. Senator Bill Langer, who ranks as
one of the State's most colorful politi-
cians. She later wrote two novels, ‘‘The
Minister's Daughters,” in 1982, and its
sequel, ‘‘Pine Cove Revisited,” in 1985.

In 1987, when North Dakota was pre-
paring to celebrate its Centennial,
Agnes gave a moving tribute to her im-
migrant father and uncle.

Agnes Geelan’s life represents the
best of the pioneer spirit and courage
that resides in North Dakota today and
she will be missed with her passing.
But her legacy of activism and dedica-
tion to helping people has made North
Dakota a better place.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, the
Federal debt—run up by the U.S. Con-
gress—stood at $4,216,608,206,081.47 as of
the close of business on Friday,
March 19.

Anybody remotely familiar with the
U.S. Constitution is bound to know
that no President can spend a dime of
the taxpayers’ money that has not first
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been authorized and appropriated by
the Congress of the United States.
Therefore, no Member of Congress,
House or Senate, can pass the buck as
to the responsibility for this long-term
and shameful display of irresponsibil-
ity. The dead cat lies on the doorstep
of the Congress of the United States.

During the past fiscal year, it cost
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000
merely to pay the interest on reckless
Federal spending, approved by Con-
gress—spending of the taxpayers’
money over and above what the Fed-
eral Government has collected in taxes
and other income. This has been what
is called deficit spending—but it’s real-
ly a form of thievery. Averaged out,
this astounding interest paid on the
Federal debt amounts to $5.56 billion
every week, or $785 million every day—
just to pay, I reiterate for the purpose
of emphasis, the interest on the exist-
ing Federal debt.

Looking at it on a per capita basis,
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica owes $16,416.04—thanks to the big-
spenders in Congress for the past half
century. The interest payments on this
massive debt, average out to be
$1,127.85 per year for each man, woman,
and child in America. Or, looking at it
still another way, for each family of
four, the tab—to pay the interest
alone, mind you—comes to $4,511.40 per
year.

Does this prompt you to wonder what
America’s economic stability would be
like today if, for the past five or six
decades, there had been a Congress
with the courage and the integrity to
maintain a balanced Federal budget?
The arithmetic speaks for itself.

THE DEATH OF EMMET O'NEILL

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Madam
President, Emmet O’'Neill, the head of
my Chicago office, died last Friday. His
untimely death was a great loss for the
people of my State, and I want to take
just a moment to tell the Senate about
the kind of person he was.

Emmet was an outstanding public
servant. He was a big help to me in rep-
resenting the people of the State of Il1-
linois in the U.S. Senate, as I know he
was a big help to Senator Alan Dixon
before me.

I first met Emmet when I was in the
State legislature. I spent many a Sat-
urday morning with him at Mayor Har-
old Washington’s home for breakfast,
where Emmet always provided a rare
combination of good humor, sound ad-
vice, and a genuine interest in the lives
of everyone there.

Emmet was also my friend, and a
trusted advisor. I really liked Emmet. I
think everyone liked Emmet, because
Emmet liked and cared about everyone
he came in contact with. Even more
than that, Emmet liked to help people.
Nothing gave him greater pleasure
than to be able to solve a problem for
someone.
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Emmet was a rare gem of a person.
He was always warm, and always won-
derful to be with. He was a truly splen-
did practitioner of the politics of joy.
He made a difference to virtually ev-
eryone whose lives he touched. He cer-
tainly made a major difference in my
life, Mr. President, and I will greatly
miss him.

ELIZABETH LAYTON

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Madam Presi-
dent, when Picasso observed that it
takes a long time to become young, he
might well have been describing Kan-
sas artist Grandma Layton. Elizabeth
Layton of Wellsville, K8, died last
week at the age of 83. The mother of
five, she edited the local paper for
many years. Then at 68, she enrolled in
an art class—and discovered her unique
talents and her true calling. With col-
ored pencils and blind-contour drawing,
she found in her art the cure for the de-
pression that years of drugs and elec-
troshock had not provided. Her creativ-
ity unleashed, she had, indeed, become
young.

Grandma Layton did not sell her
work—drawing was just something she
did to remain well. Nevertheless, she
received national recognition, and her
work was exhibited throughout the
United States. Her most recent exhibit
in Washington was last spring at the
National Museum of American Art. If
there was ever any doubt about her
ability to communicate, one had only
to look through the comment book.
For example, a viewer wrote, ‘‘You are
our conscience, the voice from within
our hearts that reminds us what is
right and good and true.”

Grandma Layton’s wit could be acer-
bic, yet she was not afraid of senti-
ment. Nor did she shy away from the
issues of today, and her work expressed
views on the ERA, racism, AIDS, and
aging. In fact, she drew herself—and
often her husband Glenn—complete
with wrinkles and liver spots. She
could move you to tears or laughter,
bring you to anger over injustice and
intolerance or evoke compassion for
the human condition.

Still the editor, Grandma Layton of-
fered the commentary to accompany
her work. If an epitaph is needed, she
provided her own in the description for
the drawing, “‘Pushing Up the Daisies."
She is lying before a tombstone, a rain-
bow across her face, surrounded by ani-
mals and birds. Her eyes are daisies
with one offering a friendly wink. Her
words:

This is my grave * * * it doesn't make any
difference after you're dead what color your
skin is * * * go [ drew my skin black * * *
people of other colored skin have the same
feelings. * * * This is my gravestone * * *
some child has pulled some daisies and laid
them there on the grave. See, she is winking
* * * she knows what’s after this world. It's
a hopeful picture.

To those who are searching to dis-
cover their muse, Grandma Layton re-
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mains an inspiration. She left a rich
legacy: she left hope and humor.

JUSTICE BYRON WHITE LEAVES
THE SUPREME COURT

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Justice
Byron Raymond White, one of the pre-
eminent jurists of our time who re-
cently announced he is stepping down
from the Supreme Court at the end of
this term. Justice White leaves the Su-
preme Court after more than 30 years
of exemplary service. The Court and
the Nation will sorely miss him.

Byron White was born in Fort Col-
lins, CO, on June 8, 1917, and was raised
in the nearby farming town of Welling-
ton. He attended the University of Col-
orado, where his exceptional ability in
baseball, basketball, and footbhall,
earned him the nickname ‘“‘Whizzer"
White. Football was his best sport,
however, and in 1937 White was cata-
pulted to national fame as an all-Amer-
ican halfback after leading Colorado to
an undefeated season where he led the
Nation in running and scoring. White
went on to graduate first in his class in
1938.

After college, Byron White attended
Oxford University as a Rhodes scholar
for 1 year, then enrolled in Yale Law
School. His unique blend of brains and
brawn enabled him to alternate be-
tween law school and playing profes-
sional football for Pittsburgh and De-
troit, which paid for his studies. His
athletic ability was so extraordinary
that White was elected to the National
Football Hall of Fame in 1954. Byron
White also served as a Navy intel-
ligence officer in the South Pacific
during World War II.

After graduating from Yale Law
School in 1946, White served as a clerk
to Chief Justice Fred Vinson and later
established a law practice in Denver. A
strong supporter and friend of Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy, White was ap-
pointed Deputy Attorney General in
1961, when he helped extinguish the fire
confronted by civil rights leaders in
Alabama. The following year, Presi-
dent Kennedy appointed White to the
Supreme Court, praising him for his
humane and understanding approach to
people and to problems. President Ken-
nedy said then, that Byron White has
excelled in everything he has at-
tempted.

I have been fortunate to have had the
opportunity to know Justice White
professionally and socially and I share
President Kennedy's assessment of
him. The breadth and scope of his in-
terests range from art to hiking, and
he devotes his full energies to every en-
deavor he undertakes. He is truly the
‘“‘Renaissance Man."

Despite his liberal background, Jus-
tice White is known for taking a prag-
matic approach to legal issues and is
widely respected for writing decisions
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from the influence of ideology or poli-
tics. Years ago, in fact, when asked
whether he was a liberal or conserv-
ative, Byron White said, ‘‘I guess we'll
just have to let the record speak for it-
self.” I am confident the record of
White's extraordinary accomplish-
ments will speak for itself. Our Nation
will genuinely miss Justice Byron
White for his devotion to the high
court and to the Constitution which is
the underpinning of all we hold dear.
His legacy, however, will endure
through his instructive opinions and
his pursuit of excellence.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate a mes-
sage from the President of the United
States submitting a nomination which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:35 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1335. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 64. A concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for the fiscal
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998.

The message further announced that
pursuant to section 8002 of the Internal
Revenue Code, the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means des-
ignates the following members of that
committee to serve on the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation during the 103d
Congress on the part of the House: Mr.
ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. PICK-
LE, Mr. ARCHER, and Mr. CRANE.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following measure, previously re-
ceived from the House of Representa-
tives for concurrence, was read, and re-
ferred as indicated:

H.R. 1335. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
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ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and placed on the calendar:

H. Con. Res. 64. A concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1994 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute:

H.R. 1335. A bill making emergency supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD the following statement in ex-
planation of the recommended amend-
ment of the Committee on Appropria-
tions to the bill H.R. 1335, making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1993, and for other purposes.

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

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SENATE
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS ON
THE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1993, AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES (H.R. 1335)

The Committee on Appropriations, to
which was referred the bill (H.R. 1335) mak-
ing emergency supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993,
and for other purposes, reports the same to
the Senate with an amendment, and with the
recommendation that the bill be passed.

ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND CREATING
JOBS

This bill provides for critical investments
in the transportation, water resources, and
veterans health care infrastructure; youth
employment and education; productivity-en-
hancing technology; rural and urban devel-
opment; and environment and energy to
strengthen America in the world commu-
nity.

The current economic recovery has been
conspicuous by the lack of job creation.
Compared to the average of post-World War
II recoveries this recovery has created the
smallest percentage rise in nonfarm employ-
ment of any recovery. It has also produced
the slowest rise in growth of gross domestic
product [GDP]. It is clear that the economy
is operating well below capacity. The rec-
ommendations contained in this bill will
provide needed near-term jobs and economic
stimulus helping to forestall just another
downturn in the economy and a possible tri-
ple-dip recession.

In addition, provisions providing for ready-
to-go infrastructure projects funded in this
bill, represent a down payment on the long-
term investment program in the Nation's in-
frastructure, both physical and human.
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MAJOR PROVISIONS
Ertended unemployment benefits—8$4,000,000,000

Congress recently passed, and the Presi-
dent signed into law, legislation to provide
up to 26 weeks of extended unemployment
compensation.

Although that measure did include provi-
sions to allow the Department to borrow
from the advances to the trust funds to pay
for benefits in the near term, the Depart-
ment of Labor advises that without the ap-
propriation of the $4,000,000,000 in this bill, it
will run out of money for these benefits dur-
ing the first part of April, leaving an esti-
mated 1.8 million jobless Americans without
unemployment compensation.

Federal-aid highways—3$2,976,250,000

The administration’s proposal brings the
1993 program level to that contained in the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act [ISTEA]. This amount will in-
crease obligations to $20,980,000,000, a 17-per-
cent increase. These funds will be directed to
fast-spending projects and will create an ad-
ditional 120,000 direct and indirect jobs in
1993 and 1994.

Mass transit capital grants—8752,340,000

Under this proposal, 9,000 direct jobs will
be created in 1993 and 1994. The funds will be
used to replace over-age buses and vans, and
to fund railcars and rail rehabilitation
projects. The sum of $270,000,000, or 36 per-
cent, will be devoted to quick-to-acquire bus
and van purchases, while the remaining
amount will be used for either bus or rail
capital purposes.

Airport grants—3$250,000,000

Many of the Nation's airports are con-
gested, resulting in unacceptable delays for
air travelers. Increased airport capacity can
help reduce delays, speed air travel, and in-
crease safety in many cases. This proposal
will enable airports to undertake safety and
capacity improvement projects that are
ready to go.

Amtrak capital projects—3$187,844,000

To allow Amtrak to purchase new train
cars and locomotives, modernize stations
and maintenance facilities, and to overhaul
aging equipment. This will help Amtrak to
improve its financial performance.
Community  development  block

32,536 ,000,000

The community development block grant
[CDBG] program is a formula-based program
designed to enable communities to carry out
a wide range of community development ac-
tivities: neighborhood revitalization, eco-
nomic development, and improved commu-
nity facilities and services.

There remains a tremendous unmet need
for these funds. The U.S. Conference of May-
ors puts the number of unfunded CDBG-eligi-
ble projects ready to begin at close to
$9,000,000,000. As a result, these funds will go
to begin many of them quickly. Among the
items for which these funds will be used are
housing construction and rehabilitation, and
public infrastructure like water and sewer
systems.

The administration estimates 60,000 direct
jobs will be created from this CDBG appro-
priation.

Small Business Administration loan guaran-
tees—32,575,558,000

A very real credit crunch is impacting on
small business in this country. Banks just
aren't lending to small business. This has led
to increased demand for SBA guarantees. In
fact, demand for SBA-loaned guarantees in-
creased by 37 percent from 1991 to 1992, and
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in the fourth quarter of 1992 demand ran 46
percent above the same period the previous
year. Appropriations have not kept pace.
Current SBA credit will run out by May. If
the Congress does not take action on this
bill the SBA loan guarantee program will
shut down. The administration estimates
that this proposal will create over 12,000 di-
rect jobs in 1993 and 1994.
Summer youth employment—E&1,000,000,000

This proposal will create an additional
683,000 summer jobs for economically dis-
advantaged youth ages 14 to 21 years old.
This will bring to nearly 1.4 million the total
number who could participate in this pro-
gram this summer. One-half of these funds
will be concentrated in the 100 American
cities with the greatest number of eligible
youth,
Pell grant unfunded shortfall—$1,863,730,000

The President's proposal seeks to elimi-
nate funding shortfalls in the Pell grant pro-
gram for 1993-94 and prior academic years.
These shortfalls occurred as result of an un-
anticipated surge in eligible applicants. The
number of Pell grant recipients increased by
29 percent between 1990 and 1993. The Pell
grant program now helps 4.4 million low-in-
come students attend school each year, and
eventually move on to become productive,
taxpaying citizens. The Pell grant funds in-
cluded in this package will help ensure that
we meet the costs of grants for these stu-
dents for the 1993-94 academic year.
Head Start—$500,000,000

The administration is proposing a new
Head Start summer program which would
eventually enroll 350,000 children. About
50,000 direct jobs will be created, mostly for
parents of Head Start participants and other
residents of low-income communities.
EPA sewage treatment construction—

$845,300,000

The administration proposal would provide
for States to capitalize their State revolving
fund loan funds for sewage treatment con-
struction. With only $2,500,000,000 appro-
priated for fiscal year 1993 and $2.400,000.000
in fiscal year 1992, these funds are vitally
needed to help meet the enormous need for
wastewater treatment construction nation-
wide—estimated at more than
$100,000,000,000. The funds will be spent in
every State for projects which are ready to
begin construction immediately, and will
create approximately 50,000 direct jobs.

Department of Veterans Affairs—$235,557,000

The bill provides $235,557.000 for mainte-
nance and construction projects in VA hos-
pitals in every State and six VA cemeteries.
This will approximately double VA's funding
for maintenance and repair projects in fiscal
year 1993 to meet VA's enormous backlog of
minor construction projects. It will generate
4,700 direct jobs.

More than 1,000 projects will receive fund-
ing—including modernizing patient treat-
ment areas and wards, repairing roofs and
windows, removing asbestos and lead-based
paint, installing important medical equip-
ment, and repairing and improving roads,
buildings and water supply systems in VA
cemeteries. These funds will enable VA to
provide higher quality medical care to the
Nation’s 27 million veterans.

National Science Foundation—8207,622,000

The bill includes funds for research and fa-
cility activities at the National Science
Foundation. This investment will create ap-
proximately 2,400 new direct jobs, and help
create ideas that will help promote and sus-
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tain our Nation's economic
growth.

NSF research is designed to improve our
country's productivity by generating new
ideas that will enhance our long-term com-
petitiveness. In addition, by training the
current and next generation of scientists and
engineers, the NSF is helping to provide the
intellectual infrastructure for America's

high-technology industries.

Water and waste disposal loans and grants—
$470,000,000

The bill proposes to add $450,000,000 in di-
rect loans. These funds are made available to
rural communities with populations of under
10,000 to provide basic service, alleviate
health and safety hazards, and promote eco-
nomic development. There is a current back-
log of $1.500,000,000 in loan applications and
$600,000,000 in grant applications. In terms of
job creation, about 2,500 direct jobs are cre-
ated for each $100,000,000 in expenditures for
infrastructure projects. These are primary
jobs and do not include secondary jobs cre-
ated as a result of the project.

Economic development grants—393,900,000

The President's proposal includes
$93,900,000 for the Economic Development
Administration [EDA] grants. These grants
will fund infrastructure—water and sewer
projects; utilities and industrial sites. Of
these funds, $48,900,000 will enable the admin-
istration to approve public works grant ap-
plications that are ready to go.

Of the funds requested, $15,000,000 will be
targeted to help victims of Hurricane Iniki
and Hurricane Andrew. Another $15,000,000 is
targeted to assist communities impacted by
Defense base closures and defense-related
contract cutbacks. This will enable these
communities to develop economic adjust-
ment strategies and to produce nondefense-
related jobs. The administration estimates
that 850 long-term jobs will be created
through this assistance.

Childhood immunizations—3§300,000,000

The request includes $300,000,000 to finance
vaccine purchases and education and out-
reach campaigns toward increasing the vac-
cination levels for all eligible children under
the age of 2 years. The administration’s goal
is to vaccinate 1 million children during the
summer of 1993.

Compensatory education for
taged—$734,805,000

The President has proposed a one-time sup-
plemental of $500,000,000 to expand summer
school programs in 1993 for educationally
disadvantaged children from prekinder-
garten through high school. Funds would be
allocated to schools with concentrations of
poor children. The equalvalent of 14,000 di-
rect education jobs would be created by this
request.

In addition, the proposal includes
$234,805.000 for a one-time adjustment for
local school districts whose allocations are
being decreased drastically as a result of
using the 1990 census. The funds would be
distributed to States based on the amount
needed to bring counties up to about 92 per-
cent of their fiscal year 1992 funding levels.
This supplemental is important because the
biggest cuts in allocations would hit States
with the highest unemployment rates in the
country. It will also allow States to retain
6,000 teaching positions that would otherwise
have been lost.

Set forth below is a table summarizing by
subcommittee the recommendations of the
Committee:

long-term

the disadvan-
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED APPROPRIATIONS

March 23, 1993

Subcommittee Budget authorty 102" uthoriza-
of A Rural D Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies $602,655,000 $707,623,000
Dewirmts of Commerce, Justice. and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 507,555,000  2.575.558.000
District of Columbia .. “ 28,177,000 ..
Energy and Water Develop 141,822,000
1 R g S S o N S Sy o [ § S A S S Ol S S e B 748,842 547
Deurimts of uw Health and Human Services, and Eduuim and Related lgennu 8.814,358,000
L on " " (302,000,0000)
Department of Transportation and Related Agencies 924334000 .
Limitation on obl 13,242.100,000)
Treasury, Postal Service, and General G 153,093,000
Departments of Veterans Attairs and Housing and Urban D and | L G R R LB R RS (ORGS0 SRS S 4,336,617.000
2 AT TTCT TVITTINL K 16,257 453,547 3.283,181,000
L on xp (302,000.000)
Limitation on (3,242,100,000) ..
LOW-PRIORITY PROJECTS Beltsville, MD ($10,000,000).—Renovate ized under the Public Law 566 and Public

During House of Representatives debate on
H.R. 1335, numerous assertions were made
that the President's economic stimulus pro-
gram earmarked funds for lower priority
projects. Included were such items as: (1)
community development grants for golf
courses and cemeteries; (2) fisheries atlases
and studies of the sicklefin chub; (3) con-
struction of whitewater canoeing facilities;
and (4) payments for a National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration class VI com-
puter.

On March 22, 1993, the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget wrote to as-
sure the Committee that these type of low-
priority projects were not proposed in the
legislation submitted by the President and
would not be funded. The Director commit-
ted to work with Cabinet members and the
Appropriations Committees to ensure that
economic stimulus funding is used only for
programs of merit and not for the type of
projects discussed during House debate.

TITLE I-EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL

APPROPRIATIONS

CHAPTER I

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG AD-
MINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

1993 appropriation to date $34,514,000
1993 supplemental estimate 37,569,000
House allowance . o 37,569,000
Committee recommenda—

tion . 37,569,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

An additional $37,569,000, the same as the
budget request and the House amount, is
provided for major modernization and repair
of Federal agricultural research facilities,
including cleanup of hazardous wastesites.
Many of the Federal agricultural research fa-
cilities are outdated in terms of fire/safety
and environmental codes and are unsuitable
for advanced research. The administration
estimates that 450 new jobs will be created in
1993-94. Additional jobs are created through
demands in the building materials industry
to supply these construction projects.

The Committee has been advised that the
Department has tentative plans to use the
funds for the following projects (amounts are
approximate):

Peoria, [L (813,200,000).—Renovate pilot
plant to provide facilities for industrial and
bioprocessing research and development ac-
tivities in cooperation with private compa-
nies.

building 001, a 1930's lab facility, to provide
modern research labs for natural resources
and weed science research.

Plum Island, NY (83,000,000).—Repair dock
and pier facilities at animal disease research
facility.

Ames, IA ($3,900,000).—Construct inciner-
ator and necropsy facility at animal disease
research lab to comply with environmental
codes,

Washington, DC ($2,000,000).—Replace dete-
riorated water lines at the U.S. National Ar-
boretum.

Albany, CA (3500,000).—Renovate west
annex building at the Western Regional Re-
search Center.

Various locations ($2,400.000).—Correct im-
mediate building deficiencies including roof
and plumbing repairs, painting, and other
maintenance.

Hazardous waste ($3,000,000).—Clean up
leaking underground storage tanks and other
environmental hazards at Beltsville, Plum
Island, and other ARS facilities.

FoOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

1993 appropriation to date $489,867,000
1993 supplemental estimate 4,000,000
House allowance . 4,000,000
Committee recommenda—

tion . 4,000,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

To hire an additional 160 meat inspectors
to improve the food safety of meat supplies,
the Committee recommends an additional
$4,000,000, the same as the House amount and
the budget request. The current meat inspec-
tion workload is being met with extensive
overtime and by putting processing inspec-
tors on the slaughter lines. Processing facili-
ties need to be inspected daily, but every
carcass must be inspected at slaughter.
While visual inspection will only detect a
relatively gross level of bacterial contamina-
tion, an adequate number of inspectors
assures that proper slaughter and processing
procedures are followed to reduce the inci-
dence of contamination.

S0IL CONSERVATION SERVICE

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

1993 appropriation to date $228,266,000
1993 supplemental estimate 46,961,000
House allowance . o 46,961,000
Committee racommenda.-

L (o T S T S SBO B T S 46,961,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
The Committee recommends an additional
$46,961,000 for watershed project construction
to address the more than $1,000,000,000 back-
log of planned but unfunded projects author-

Law 534 programs. These programs provide
financial and technical assistance to address
a variety of purposes including flood control,
water quality. erosion control, and recre-
ation. Work is accomplished through project
agreements with local sponsoring organiza-
tions. These local organizations are respon-
sible for operating and maintaining com-
pleted works of improvement on non-Federal
land. The administration estimates that 630
new jobs will be created by these funds in
1993-94.

Preliminary information from the Depart-
ment indicates the funds may be distributed
as follows:

State Project Funds
Alabama South Fourche ....... $1,500,000
iforni Beardsley, Liygas, Silva 8,000,000
Little River, Tallapoosa 500,000
Twelve Mile, Troublesome . 1,500,000
Lower Des Plaines .. 6,000,000
Honey Creek ... 700,000
Elk Creek, South Fork . 1,000,000
South Fork Little River 800,000
Bayou Mallet 800,000
Town Creek ... 2,000,000
Trouble, Grassy, U. Locust 2,000,000
Crabtree ... 3,000,000
New York Virgil Creek 2,500,000
Ohio .. Little Augling . 2,000,000
Oillhnrni Upper Elk, Dry Creek 1,500,000
Tennessee Hurricane Creek . 1,800,000
Teaas . Salado Creek . 3,500,000
Virginia .. Cedar Run _.... 800,000
West Virginia . White Stick-Cranberry .. 4,500,000
Washington Green River 2,600,000
Total! ....... 47,000,000

! Total does not equal actual appropriation due to rounding.
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

SECTION 502 GUARANTEED LOANS

Loans Subsudy
1593 approp to date $329,500,000 $6.096,000
1993 | estimate 234,805,000 4,297,000
House all 234,805,000 4,297,000
Committee recommendation ... 234 805,000 4,297,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

An additional $234,805,000 in loan authority
is provided for section 502 single-family
housing guaranteed loans at a cost of
$4,297,000. These are the same amounts as the
House provided and requested by the Presi-
dent. Loan guarantees of private-sector
mortgages are available for the purchase or
construction of single-family homes for fam-
ilies with incomes that do not exceed 115 per-
cent of median family income. Funds appro-
priated for 1993 are expected to be used by
May 1993, and this increase is expected to
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meet the remaining demand and would be ob-
ligated by the end of the fiscal year. The ad-
ministration estimates that these funds, to-
gether with the funds recommended for sec-
tégg 504 loans will generate 900 new jobs in
1993.

Estimates of the amounts States would be
allocated follow:

State Funds
BIEPAINR . cvainsominsinran $5,638,000
Alaska 938,000
Arizona 2,332,000
Arkansas 4,424,000
California .. 9,520,000
Colorado ....... 2,182,000
Connecticut .. 1,796,000
Delaware ...... 558,000
Florida ...... 6,047,000
Georgia ... 7,923,000
Hawaii .... 998,000
Idaho ...... 1,515,000
Ilinois .... 6,656,000
Indiana ... 5,612,000
TIowa ........ 3,692,000
Kansas ....... 2,762,000
Kentucky ... 6,743,000
Louisiana .. 5,052,000
Maine ......... 2,452,000
Maryland ......... 2,616,000
Massachusetts . 3,187,000
Michigan ......... 7,611,000
Minnesota ..... 4,237,000
Mississippi .... 5,034,000
Missouri .... 5,326,000
Montana .... 1,244,000
Nebraska ... 1,651,000
Nevada . 522,000
New Ha.mpshira = 1,565,000
New Jersey ......... 2,400,000
New Mexico .. 1,887,000
New York .. 8,409,000
North Carnllna 10,460,000
North Dakota ..... 995,000
[572% U T R T 8,947,000
Oklahoma . 3,536,000
Oregon ....... 3,466,000
Pennsylvania 10,897,000
Puerto Rico ..... 5,527,000
Rhode Island ....... 402,000
South Carolina ... 5,347,000
South Dakota ..... 1,326,000
Tennessee ..... 6,255,000
T 11,061,000
Utah ....... 856,000
Vermont .......... 1,255,000
Virgin Islands .. 750,000
Virginia ........... 6,499,000
Washington .. 3,952,000
West Pacific areas . 750,000
West Virginia ........ 4,087,000
Wisconsin ........ 5,106,000
WHOITIDE nosrnsinensbasnairsssssns 802,000

State totals ........coeeennen 214,805,000
General Ir'eserve ...........c..... 20,000,000
Rotal e amcareaging 234,805,000
SECTION 504 VERY LOW INCOME REPAIR LOANS
Loans Subsidy
1993 approp to date $11,330,000  $4,548,000
1993 | estimate 2818000 1,124,000
House all 2818000 1,124,000
C dati 2818000  1124.000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends an additional
52,818,000 for very low income repair loans at
a cost of $1,124,000, the same amounts as the
budget request and as provided by the House.
These loans are made to very low income
households to repair and rehabilitate exist-
ing housing units. The loans are made at 1
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percent interest and are repayable in 20
years. The increase reflects the estimated
level that can be obligated this fiscal year.
The administration estimates that these
funds, together with the funds recommended
for section 502 loans will generate 900 new
jobs in 1993.

Estimates of the amounts States would be
allocated follow:

State Funds
Alabama ..... $85,000
Alaska .. 14,000
Arizona .... 34,000
Arkansas ..... 62,000
California .. 102,000
Colorado ..... 22,000
Connecticut 14,000
Delaware .. 6,000
Florida 68,000
Georgia 106,000
Hawaii ... 12,000
Idaho ..... 18,000
Illinois ..... 74,000
Indiana .... 66,000
Iowa . 43,000
Kansas G 32,000
Kentucky 103,000
Louisiana . 76,000
Maine . 27,000
Mary}and e 29,000
Massachusetts 26,000
Michigan .. 83,000
Minneaoha 53,000
Mississippi .. 78,000
Missouri ...... 67,000
Montana .. 15,000
Nebraska .. 20,000
Nevada .............. 5,000
New Hampshire . 14,000
New Jersey ....... 19,000
New Mexico .... 29,000
New York .......... 78,000
North Carolina .. 136,000
North Dakota ... 12,000
DRI, e e 101,000
Oklahoma ... 50,000
Oregon ........... 36,000
Pennsylvania .... 113,000
Puerto Rico ...... 104,000
Rhode Island ..... 3,000
South Carolina . 73,000
South Dakota ... 16,000
Tennessee ......... 90,000
it 1 77 T 164,000
Utah . 11,000
Vermont N 11,000
Virgin Islands 10,000
Virginia .....cconee 91,000
Washington®............. 42,000
West Pacific areas .. 150,000
West Virginia .......... 58,000
Wisconsin ....... 58,000
WYOMENE ..cocevvcremrsrennssesnnssensansses 9,000

State totals .........cecvveernneeneen. 2,818,000
General PeBAIVE .......ccocvemenearennnssres sessssessansas
Polali it asesaaNaisiaisenin 2,818,000

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL LOANS

Loans Subsidy
1993 ion to date $600,000,000  $87,360,000
1993 sup estimate 470,000,000 66,821,000
House allowance ............ 470,000,000 66,821,000
Committes recommendation . 470,000,000 66,821,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
The Committee recommends an additional
$470,000,000 in direct loans, at a cost of
$66,821,000, for water and waste disposal
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loans. These funds are made available to
rural communities with populations of under
10,000 to provide basic service, alleviate
health and safety hazards, and promote eco-
nomic development. There is a current back-
log of $1,500,000,000 in loan applications. The
additional funding will reduce this backlog
by about one-third. The administration esti-
mates that this funding, together with that
recommended for rural water and waste dis-
posal grants will generate 2,100 new jobs in
1993 and 1994.
Estimated State allocations follow:

Region and State Funds
Region 1 (NE & VI):
Connecticut ...........ivevreee $2,783,000
diana ........ 8,719,000
Maine .. 2,961,000
Massachusett.a =X 4,120,000
Michigan ........... 12,680,000
New Hampshire . 1,863,000
New Jersey ........ 3,567,000
New York ..... 13,939,000
ORI ioivissansesvons 13,156,000
Pennsylvania .. 16,646,000
Rhode Island ... 558,000
Vermont ......... 1,603,000
Virgin Islands . 450,000
ROBOTVO ..oiciciceaicisuinsionisss: 27,681,000
SUbLOLAl .cveeiressivsermmssons 110,726,000
Region 2 (Mideast):
Delaware ........cccccevveereienn 842,000
Kentucky .. 10,880,000
Maryland ........... 3,699,000
North Carolina .. 16,287,000
Tennessee .... 10,504,000
Virginia ....... 8,635,000
West Virginia . 6,609,000
ROBBTVO o i aresine 19,152,000
Sabtotal v, 76,610,000
Region 3 (SE & PR):
AlaDAINA ....covevveverennnnsrensen 9,258,000
Florida .. 7,709,000
Georgia ..... 11,660,000
Puerto Rico ....... 16,744,000
South Carolina .. 7,985,000
REBOAIVE ......ocounmismmmnsmsnansas 17,786,000
Subtotal ....ccccccrerenreenees 71,142,000
Region 4 (Delta):
BTRBYNBRE s tidnidy 6,742,000
Louisiana . 8,084,000
Mississippi 9,526,000
REBOPVE o.vvvinsservovsiisinnrsie 8,118,000
BROEOERY coviviisiinasng 32,470,000
Region 5 (SW):
ATIZODA .ooovoivvviniariuannsannis 2,163,000
New Mexico 2,111,000
Oklahoma .. 5,038,000
Texas ...... Vi 15,572,000
REBOEVE .oiicirvsvariansornsssvnses 8,295,000
Subtotal ....eeviiiiiiinen. 33,179,000
Region 6 (NC):
Colorado . 2,526,000
Illinois ... 9,237,000
Iowa ..... 5,258,000
Kansas .... 3,551,000
Minnesota .. 5,871,000
Missouri .... 7,709,000
Montana . 1,822,000
Nebraska ... 2,666,000
North Dakota 1,670,000
South Dakota .. 2,075,000
Wisconsin ......... 7,067,000
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Region and State Funds
Wyoming . Pe 717,000
REBBEVE G iiviaiesetnen 16,723,000

Bubtotal :....aindum 66,890,000
Region 7 (WP):
v 4701 7 L] TR R 639,000
California 9,702,000
HEWRH coceeeiirerenrnssransre 582,000
i 011 To R e oy S S 2,161,000
NOVAARA. .. civversnssariionsinioms 493,000
DPORON it vincssiveek 3,983,000
g RS s ! 1,050,000
West Pacific area ............ 450,000
Washington ......c.ccceeeennen 4,927,000
TROBBIVE oviviiianesiiiorasvonsinie 7,996,000
Subtotal oaannas 31,983,000
POLRIS ovuiissesviiiasammaviiss 423,000,000
National reserve ................ 47,000,000
EROBRAY o irivisnsamisaisnmiioe 470,000,000
RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS
1993 appropriation to date $390,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 281,767,000
House allowance . 281,767,000
Committee recommenda-
tion . 281,767,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

An additional $281,767,000 is recommended
for rural water and waste disposal grants,
the same as the House amount and as the
budget request. These funds are used in con-
junction with the loan funds to reduce to
reasonable levels the per household cost of
repaying the loans. There is a current back-
log of $600,000,000 in grant applications which
would be reduced by one-half with the addi-
tional funding recommended. The adminis-
tration estimates that this funding, together
with that recommended for water and waste
disposal loans will generate 2,100 new jobs in
1993 and 1994.

Estimated State allocations follow:

Region and State Funds
Region 1 (NE & VI):
Connecticut .......ccocovneninn $1,661,000
Indiana ..... 5,203,000
Maine .. 1,767,000
Massachusetts 2,458,000
Michigan .......... 7,566,000
New Hampshire 1,112,000
New Jersey . 2,128,000
New York .. 8,318,000
)33 [ 7,851,000
Pennsylvania . 9,933,000
Rhode Island 375,000
VErmont . .....ccsaqeisinssninsrnen 957,000
Virgin Islands .........ccooee. 375,000
BRESEIVE .oovvivinivrnnvennnenes 16,568,000
Subtotal .......cccceenveennenn 66,271,000
Region 2 (Mideast):
Delaware ..... 503,000
Kentucky .. 6,493,000
Maryland ..... 2,207,000
North Carolina 9,719,000
Tennessee .... 6,268,000
Virginia ....... 5,153,000
West Virginia . 5 3,944,000
T R S I 11,429,000
Subtotal ... 45,716,000
Region 3 (SE & PR):
Alabama 5,524,000
Florida .. 4,600,000
Georgia ..... 6,958,000
Puerto Rico .... o 9,992,000
South Carolina ............... 4,765,000
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Reghm and State Funds
Reserve . S ) 10,613,000
Babtobl v 42,453,000
Region 4 (Delta):
Vs D 4,023,000
Louisiana .. 4,824,000
Mississippi . 5,685,000
ROBOTVE c.o scxnrsnsssresibrnnsanad 4,844,000
BObtotal ........cueereererens 19,376,000
Region 5 (SW):
AAEONE .o ciionsiamsninsiasvansiagi 1,291,000
New Mexico 1,260,000
Oklahoma .. 3,006,000
Texas ...... 9,292,000
RASETVE ..oviveriseisorsivinseiass 4,950,000
BOBEOEEL"  voisrviyerenakrss 19,799,000
Region 6 (NC):
Colorado ......cccviveimssvasniacs 1,507,000
Ilinois . 5,512,000
Iowa ..... 3,137,000
Kansas . 2,119,000
Minnesota .. ,503,
Missouri .... 4,600,000
Montana . 1,087,000
Nebraska ... 1,591,000
North Dakota .. 997,000
South Dakota . 1,238,000
Wisconsin .. 4,217,000
Wyoming 4 428,000
REBETVE ...coovrrvcmrnnancraanannes 9,979,000
(P17 7o) R ———— 39,915,000
Region T (WP):
Alaska .... 381,000
California 5,789,000
Hawaii .... 375,000
Idaho ... 1,289,000
Nevada . 375,000
Oregon 2,377.000
Utah . iR 627,000
West Paciﬁc area 375,000
Washington ..... 3 2,940,000
RBBEIVE <.oinierissisimvaisiassanne 4,843,000
Bubtotal. iuivrisiasisins 19,372,000
Totals . A - 252,900,000
National reaewe 28,867,000
Total .. 281,767,000

FARM'ERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
VERY LOW INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS

1993 appropriation to date $12,500,000
1993 supplemental estimate 5,635,000
House allowance . 5,635,000
Committee recommenda—

MR - s s 5,635,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee recommends an additional
$5,635,000 for very low income housing repair
grants, the same as the House and budget re-
quest levels. The grants are made in conjunc-
tion with very low income housing repair
loans and the maximum amount of a grant
cannot exceed 3$5,000. Grants are available
only to elderly households. The increase re-
flects the estimated level that can be obli-
gated this fiscal year, An estimated 90 new
jobs would be generated in 1993 by this in-
crease,

Estimated State allocations follow:

State Funds
AYADRAIMOA © il iviiasisnviossssmsinssssavsigiehs $163,000
Alaska .... 21,000
Arizona ... 63,000
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State Funds
California . 206,000
Colorado ..... 44,000
Connecticut 35,000
Delaware .. 13,000
Florida .. 160,000
Georgia . 200,000
HRWREY i viaviiisaeiie i 20,000
Idaho ...... 36,000
TRREEIRI . i isivmmmiaissinssidntnssronnineg 171,000
Indiana . 143,000
Iowa ...... 105,000
Kansas .. 81,000
Kentucky . 189,000
Louisiana . 142,000
Maine .... 57,000
Maryland 59,000
Massachusetts 65,000
Michigan 179,000
Minnesota 120,000
Mississippi 145,000
Missouri .. 151,000
Montana . 31,000
Nebraska 51,000
Nevada ........ 10,000
New Hampshire . 32,000
New Jersey .... 50,000
New Mexico . 50,000
New York ....... 180,000
North Carolina .. 262,000
North Dakota 28,000
Ol 213,000
Oklahoma 107,000
Oregon ....... 77,000
Pennsylvania 263,000
Puerto Rico ... 172,000
Rhode Island .. 8,000
South Carolina . 135,000
South Dakota ... 36,000
Tennessee ... 174,000
Texas .... 327,000
Utah ...... 20,000
Vermont ..... 25,000
Virgin Islands 20,000
Virginia ......... 170,000
Washington ...... 87,000
West Pacific areas 150,000
West Virginia .... 111,000
Wisconsin .... 133,000
WYOMINE i visiisisivisivessssiissiiivissnssne 18,000

BEate tOtAlE ......ccvcuimmsmimeraisrens 5,635,000
General reserve .
OVAY- v ssmsisrirmpmenimompmssarinsy, | DOSIIMI0

FoOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM

Available, 1993 . e $1,273,160,000
1993 supplement.al estlmate 56,000,000
House allowance ....... = 56,000,000
Committee recommenda—

tion . 56,000,000

GDMM!TTEE RECOMMEN‘DATIONS

The Committee recommends an additional
$56,000,000, the same as the House amount
and the budget request, for the Child Nutri-
tion Programs to increase funds available
under the Child and Adult Care Food Pro-
gram. This increase will fund meals for chil-
dren participating in the proposed new sum-
mer Head Start Program.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR

WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN [WIC]

1993 appropriation to date $2,860,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 75,000,000
House allowance ................ 75,000,000
Committee recommenda-

 # T TR s S R 75,000,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

An additional $75,000,000, the same as the
budget request and the House amount, is rec-
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ommended for the Special Supplemental State Funds State Funds
Food Program for Women, Infants, and Chil- Rhode Island .... 97,000 North Dakota ......... 51,000
dren. Participation will increase from 5.4 South Carolina 750,000 Northern Marianas . 4,000
million in 1992 to 6 million in 1993, with up to South Dakota .. 000" Okip L. 0] 922,000
300,000 new participants added by this in- lennessee ... 932,000 Oklahoma . 297,000
crease. WIC provides participants with cou- T€Xas ... 12,663,000 Oregon ......... 245,000
pons worth an average of $31 per month, for Utah .. 304,000 Pennsylvania 958,000
the purchase of specific supplemental foods Y ermon 69,000 Puerto Rico . 906,000
rich in nutrients known to be lacking in the YII&in Islands 31,000 Rhode Island ... 84,000
diets of low-income pregnant women and Virginia ... 922,000 South Carolina 323,000
their children. In addition, at an average ' ashington ... 1,701,000 South Dakota . 55,000
cost of $10 per month, participants are pro- est Virginia 247,000 Tennessee .... 462,000
vided with health care screening and refer- visconsin ... 1,261,000 Texas ..... 1,866,000
rals as well as nutrition education and VWYOMINE .o 146,000 gmonﬁ lig.%
breast feeding counseling. Recent studies of 2 L
WIC have documented that WIC reduces inci- Totall .........ccomrermsncenisseersens | T04010,000  Virgin Islands 9,000
dence of low birthweight babies and pre- !Total does not equal actual appropriations due to  Virginia ....... 463,000
mature births. In fact, for each $1 spent on rounding. Washington .. 372,000
prenatal WIC, at least $3 in Medicaid costs THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM gf::oﬁ:ﬁ“““ - @%
are saved in the first 60 days of the child's 1993 appropriation to date $165,000,000 yyorine o o0
life. 1993 supplemental estimate 23,481,000 20T g
The Committee concurs with hill_languase House allowance .. e 23,481,000 Total! 22,996,000
indicating that grants are available to Committee recommends.- 0,
States that maintain the standards for eligi- o pm T e TN el . 23,481,000 1"Total does not equal actual appropriation due to

bility which were in use on January 1, 1993.
The Committee notes that these standards
take into account changes in poverty income
guidelines issued by the Department of
Health and Human Services.

The Committee also concurs with bill lan-
guage allowing the Secretary to waive regu-
lations governing the allocation of funds and
notes that this authority extends to any al-
locations made during fiscal year 1993. The
Committee expects funds to be used in
States where the need is greatest and ex-
pects to receive prior notification of alloca-
tions that deviate from the current regula-
tions.

A distribution of funds based on the cur-
rent formula follows:

State Funds
ATADANAR ..« i ns S hvonmaiasaimebisas $699,000
Alaska ... 727,000
Arizona .. 2,383,000
Arkansas ... 379,000
California .. 17,710,000
Colorado ...... 1,143,000
Connecticut . 262,000
Delaware ....... 76,000
District of Co}u.mbia. 79,000
Florida .. e 6,364,000
Georgia .. 1,244,000
Guam ..... 205,000
Hawaii . 546,000
Idaho 160,000
Ilinois 1,328,000
Indiana 643,000
Iowa ..... 360,000
Kansas . 808,000
Kentucky 564,000
Louisiana . 731,000
Maine . 220,000
Mm‘y]and i 1,081,000
Massachusetts 584,000
Michigan .. 1,613,000
Minnesota . 398,000
Mississippi ... 543,000
Missouri .... 1,425,000
Montana ... 152,000
Nebraska 358,000

Nevada .
New Hampshire
New Jersey .....
New Mexico ..
New York ........
North Carolina
North Dakota ....
Northern Mariana:
Ohio

2,.35888.2
888888888

Ll

Oklahoma . 1,175,000
Oregon ......... 817,000
Pennsylvania ..o 1,254,000
Puerto Rico .......ciciciiaiuaan 1,849,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

An additional $23,481,000, the same as the
House and budget request levels, is rec-
ommended for the Emergency Food Assist-
ance Program for the purchase of easy to
consume and nutrient dense commodities to
be provided to needy low-income persons in
emergency distress. These funds will permit
additional commodities to be purchased and
allocated to States based on the number of
unemployed persons and the number of per-
sons under the poverty line. Through
TEFAP, the Federal Government purchases
and donates to the States a variety of whole-
some commodities, such as peanut butter,
raisins, rice, and dry bagged beans. Canned
foods such as peas, green beans, applesauce,
orange juice, and pork and beef products are
also provided. TEFAP operates through a
network of largely volunteer organizations
which distribute foods donated to them lo-
cally and by the Federal Government.

Estimated State allocations follow:

State Funds
AlBhama b snvaninninnioidag $444,000
AEABER i Sl b S irenair i 42,000
APIRORBIG < it St i maa bies 350,000
Arkansas .. 261,000
California . 2,795,000
Colorado .... 265,000
Connecticut 206,000
Delaware . 45,000
District of Columbla & 63,000
Florida . 1,187,000
Georgia 580,000
Guam .... 8,000
Hawaii 61,000
Idaho .. 81,000
Ilinois .. 1,019,000
Indiana . 402,000
Iowa ...... 195,000
Kansas .. 163,000
Kentucky . 384,000
Louisiana . 549,000
Maine ....... 91,000
Maryland ... 324,000
Massachusetts . 468,000
Michigan .... 876,000
Minnesota ... 292,000
Mississippi .. 364,000
Missouri ... 440,000
Montana .. 76,000
Nebraska . 96,000
Nevada . 90,000
New Hampahlra 72,000
New Jersey ...... 582,000
New Mexico . ¥ 177,000
IO YO v isissiiianivssansuansnnoaaininguss 1,638,000
North Carolina .......cccoceeeviveniiinnnns 547,000

rounding.
CHAPTER II

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

1993 appropriation to date $217,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 93,922,000
House allowance . £ 93,922,000
Committee recommenda-

O T i vn s R 93,922,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $93,922,000 for eco-
nomic development assistance programs.
This is the same as the President's request
and the House allowance.

This appropriation would make additional
funds available to the Economic Develop-
ment Administration [EDA] to make grants
to States, local governments, Indian tribes
and private and public nonprofit organiza-
tions to promote economic growth and cre-
ate jobs. These funds would provide grants to
fund infrastructure, such as water and sewer
projects, industrial site preparation, utili-
ties, and access roads.

Of the funds recommended, $48,922,000 are
provided to fund additional title I public
works projects which can be approved and
implemented expeditiously. The Committee
also concurs with the President's request in
recommending $45,000,000 for title IX eco-
nomic adjustment grants which can be used
for planning and project grants to assist eco-
nomically distressed areas. These funds
would be used to assist: (1) economic recov-
ery for communities in Hawaii, Louisiana,
and Florida that were devastated by Hurri-
canes Iniki and Andrew; (2) business develop-
ment in riot-impacted communities in Los
Angeles, CA; and, (3) communities adversely
impacted across the Nation by Department
of Defense base closures, realignments, and
cutbacks in military procurement.

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

1993 appropriation to date $37,889,000
1993 supplemental estimate 1,878,000
House allowance . S 1,878,000
Committee recommenda-

17 111 1 AR N Tt e i 1,878,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of §1,878,000 for minor-
ity business development. This recommenda-
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tion is the same as the President's request
and the House allowance.

These funds would provide the Minority
Business Development Agency with re-
sources to manage MBDA business develop-
ment centers and to develop new strategies
to stimulate private sector development and
business ownership in America's minority
communities. While 25 percent of the U.S.
population is minority, only 6 percent of all
businesses are minority owned.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES

1993 appropriation to date $1,521,416,000
1993 supplemental estimate 80,773,000
House allowance ....... 80,773,000
Committee recommenda.—

7o P e N 80,773,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $80,773,000 for oper-
ations, research and facilities. This is the
same level as the President’s request and the
House allowance.

These funds would be used as follows: (1)
$21,000,000 to accelerate modernization of the
National Weather Service through deploy-
ment of NEXRAD tornado detecting radars
at various sites, and acquisition of super-
computers to facilitate improvements in me-
teorological forecasting; (2) $15,000,000 for
NOAA's data modernization initiative at
NOAA facilities in Colorado, Maryland, and
North Carolina; (3) $9,000,000 for procurement
of computers at National Marine Fisheries
Service offices; (4) $10,773,000 for NOAA's par-
ticipation in the interagency High Perform-
ance Computing and Communications
[HPCC] Program; and (5) $25,000,000 for pro-
curement of environmental research equip-
ment and instrumentation for NOAA's Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Research laboratories.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND

TECHNOLOGY
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH AND
SERVICES
1993 appropriation to date $192,940,000
1993 supplemental estimate 14,088,000
House allowance . i 14,088,000
Committee recommenda.-
tion . 14,088,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $14,088,000 for sci-
entific and technical research and services,
the account which funds the National Insti-
tute of Standards [NIST] and ‘‘Technology’s
intramural research' account. This is the
same as the President's request and the
House allowance.

This funding supports NIST's role in the
multiagency High Performance Computing
and Communications Program. Other agen-
cies involved in this effort include the Na-
tional Science Foundation, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, and the
National Institutes of Health. One objective
of this NIST program is to accelerate the de-
ployment of high performance computing
and networking technologies. NIST would
expedite standards development for elec-
tronic networks, with attention to industrial
quality control and flexible computer-inte-
grated manufacturing. An advanced manu-
facturing systems and networking testbed
would be established at NIST laboratories to
enable research into advanced manufactur-
ing computer systems and networks. Most of
the HPCC effort would be performed at
NIST's laboratories in Boulder, CO.

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

1993 appropriation to date $86,067,000
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1993 supplemental estimate 103,315,000
House allowance ............. 103,315,000
Committee racommenda—

1 S RS FN S SR 103,315,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $103,315,000 for the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology's Advanced Technology Program
[ATP]. This is the same as the President's
request and the House allowance.

The Committee recommended funding
level enables NIST to aggressively expand
and support high-risk, generic technology
development by providing cost sharing coop-
erative agreements with industry. The ATP
has established itself as a key national pro-
gram to promote economic growth for Amer-
ican industry and to enhance competitive-
ness by accelerating the development of
critically important technologies. The pro-
gram is a cornerstone in the President’s
“Technology For America’s Economic
Growth, a New Direction to Build Economic
Strength.”

These funds will allow NIST to award an
additional 80 ATP projects. NIST will be able
to increase funding for the current competi-
tive solicitation in fiscal year 1993 and to
provide a second competition later in the
year. Because investment in NIST programs
produces jobs in new product areas utilizing
advanced technologies, these jobs tend to
offer higher paying, higher skilled employ-
ment. The administration estimates that the
increase in ATP funds will create 330 short-
term jobs, and potentially 20,000 long-term
jobs.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES,
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION

1993 appropriation to date $21,320,000
1993 supplemental estimate 63,867,000
House allowance ................ 63,867,000
Committee recommenda-

1 e A ot 63,867,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $63,867,000 for the
National Telecommunications and Informa-
tion Administration's Public Telecommuni-
cations Facilities, Planning and Construc-
tion Program [PTFP]. This is the same as
the President’s request and the House allow-
ance.

This funding would enable NTIA to provide
grants to promote the development and use
of broadband, interactive telecommuni-
cations networks linking the Nation's
schools, libraries, governments, and other
public information producers. Grants would
be competitively awarded to States, local
governments, universities, school systems,
and other nonprofit applicants.

The Committee concurs with House lan-
guage that urges the Department of Com-
merce to build upon the existing PTFP pro-
gram in the implementation of this program.

RELATED AGENCIES

EQuAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

1993 appropriation to date $222,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 8,629,000
House allowance ........ 8,829,000
Committee recurnmenda-

1ot (IS i, 8,829,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $8,829,000 for the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
[EEOC]. This is the same as the President’'s
request and the House allowance.
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This funding will enable the EEOC to more
effectively and efficiently process new cases
filed pursuant to the Americans With Dis-
abilities Act of 1990 and the Civil Rights Act
of 1991. Full implementation of these legisla-
tive mandates will enable all Americans to
develop their full potential in the workplace
and thereby increase the overall productiv-
ity of the American economy.

The Committee recommendation will en-
able the EEOC to hire an additional 156 in-
vestigators and enforcement personnel, all of
whom will be placed in field offices in 35
cities throughout the country. The EEOC of-
fices that would gain the most employment
include: Chicago, IL; Dallas, TX; Denver, CO;
Detroit, MI; Houston, TX; Miami, FL; San
Antonio, TX; and Seattle, WA.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

BUSINESS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

1993 appropriation to date $331,500,000
1993 supplemental estimate 140,883,000
House allowance ................ 140,883,000
Committee recommenda-

71 [ Sy e it it S 140,883,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $140,883,000 which
subsidizes additional Small Business Admin-
istration [SBA] section 7(a) loan guarantees
totaling $2,575,568,000. This is the same as the
President’s request and the House allowance.
Including fiscal year 1992 carryover, this ac-
tion would result in a total section 7(a) loan
guarantee program level of $6,193,589,000 for
fiscal year 1993.

The Committee also recommends inclusion
of House proposed language which provides
permissive authority to use up to $2,000,000
for program administration and oversight.

Demand for the section T(a) program has
increased substantially, since banks are not
extending long-term credit to small busi-
nesses. In fact, demand for SBA guarantees
increased by 37 percent from 1991 to 1992, and
in the fourth guarter of fiscal year 1992 de-
mand ran 46 percent above the previous year.
Without supplemental funding, the loan
guarantee program will run out of funds dur-
ing May 1993, and will not be activated until
after October 1, 1993.

The top five States which received section
T(a) loan guarantees in fiscal year 1992 were
as follows: California ($1,257,101,000); Texas
(8$519,293,000); New York ($263,881,000); Georgia
($223,362,000); and Wisconsin ($159,440,000).
The top five States experiencing increased
demand in fiscal year 1992 (as compared with
fiscal year 1991) for section 7(a) loan guaran-
tees were as follows: Mississippi (197 per-
cent); Connecticut (189 percent); Alaska (188
percent); New Hampshire (178 percent); and
Rhode Island (132 percent).

The administration estimates that the
credit extended to small businesses through
this additional subsidy appropriation will
create 12,100 jobs.

CHAPTER III
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE
AGENCIES

1993 appropriation to date
1993 supplemental estimate
House allowance .
Committee recomrnenda—

o1y ot bl SRS T Y

The Committee recommends no supple-
mental funds for energy conservation
projects for the Department of Defense, the
same as recommended by the House. In fiscal

$8,788,004,000
$5,541,000
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year 1993, the Congress provided the Defense
Department with authority to use $60,500,000
in the defense business operations fund for
this purpose. Therefore, the Committee be-
lieves adding another $5,541,000 for this pur-
pose is unneeded at this time.

CHAPTER IV
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
1993 appropriation to date $688,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 28,177,000
House allowance ........ 28,177,000
Committee recommenda-
A o) 1l PSS e e 28,177,000

The Committee concurs with the House al-
lowance and budget estimate providing an
additional $28,177,000 for the District of Co-
lumbia government. According to informa-
tion received from the District government
this additional Federal amount, which is not
an increase in the Federal payment but rath-
er is an additional Federal amount, will help
the District continue Mayor Kelly's youth
initiative. The authorized level of the Fed-
eral payment was set in Public Law 102-102
at 24 percent of the independently audited lo-
cally generated general fund revenue from
the second previous fiscal year. The General
Accounting Office reviews the amounts re-
ported as local revenue and makes a state-
ment to the appropriate committees.

CHAFTER V
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CoRPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

1993 appropriation to date $3,487,705,000
1993 supplemental estimate 93,922,000
House allowance ................ 93,922,000
Committee recommenda-

b s P e e U PP 93,922,000

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $93.922,000 for economic stimulus ac-
tivities of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
civil works program as proposed by the
President. The recommendation includes
$3,900,000 for construction, general; $76,497,000
for operation and maintenance activities,
and $13,525,000 for flood control, Mississippi
River and tributaries.

A key element of the administration’s
long-term investment package is improving
the Nation's infrastructure and providing
earlier realization of long-term benefits
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while at the same time increasing employ-
ment. The funds recommended in this bill
will enable the Corps to expedite construc-
tion of ongoing high priority water resource
projects and will provide funds for needed
maintenance of existing projects. In addi-
tion, this program will result in a long-term
savings by improving operational efficiency
and safety, and replacing antiquated me-
chanical and electrical equipment.

The majority of the work will be performed
by contract with the private sector. It is es-
timated that approximately 3,500 new jobs
will be created by the funding recommended.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

1993 appropriation to date $3,015,793,000
1993 supplemental estimate 47,900,000
House allowance . 47,900,000
Committee recommenda-

tion .. . 47,900,000

The Committee recommendation concurs
with the House action in providing $47,900,000
for energy supply, research and development
activities as requested by the President. The
amount recommended includes $46,961,000 for
cooperative research and development agree-
ments [CRADA's] and $939,000 for Depart-
ment of Energy, in-house energy manage-
ment activities.

The funding recommended for CRADA's
will be used to support non-Defense, multi-
laboratory collaborations to enhance U.S.
competitiveness and contribute to the cre-
ation and retention of jobs for U.S. workers.
This program will allow non-Defense na-
tional laboratory scientists and technicians
to work with industry, including small busi-
ness partners and industry consortia, and
will bring the resources of the Department’'s
laboratories to bear on the technology prob-
lems of American industries.

The proposed funding for the in-house en-
ergy management program will provide for
survey audits preparatory to retrofitting en-
ergy efficient technologies into Department
of Energy buildings.

CHAPTER VI
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES

The proposed fiscal year 1993 economic
stimulus package includes a total rec-
ommendation of $748,842,547 in additional
funds for programs under the jurisdiction of
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the Interior Subcommittee. Similar pro-
grams as those funded in the stimulus pack-
age are base funded at a level of $1,890,000,000
in fiscal year 1993.

In general, the funds provided in the stim-
ulus package will help the largest agencies
in the Interior bill address some of their crit-
ical maintenance and repair backlogs; as
well as provide for needed restoration of nat-
ural and cultural resources; address backlogs
of road maintenance and repair, particularly
on Indian reservations and in our national
parks; provide educational and economic op-
portunities for tribes; increase energy effi-
ciency; and accelerate use of alternative-
fueled vehicles.

The total number of jobs (calculated in
work-years) estimated to be created by the
programs under the subcommittee’s jurisdic-
tion is roughly 19,300. The actual number of
people hired may approximate 40,000, depend-
ing on the timing of enactment and progress
in complying with Federal employment and
contracting procedures.

The components of the President's eco-
nomic stimulus program for agencies under
the jurisdiction of the Interior Subcommit-
tee help to address long identified backlogs
or shortfalls. The estimated backlog of
maintenance repair and rehabilitation
projects for the six largest agencies under
the subcommittee’s jurisdiction approaches
$6,000,000,000. This is nearly one-half the size
of the subcommittee’'s annual funding level
for all 40 of the agencies funded in the bill.
Each year, funds are provided for mainte-
nance and repair, but the rate at which new
projects are added to the list each year sur-
passes the rate at which projects are re-
moved from the list upon completion. This
backlog addresses the physical infrastruc-
ture only. In addition, restoration of habitat
and other natural and cultural resources
under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction has
not kept pace with the demands placed by
ever-increasing use of our public resources.
The Department of the Interior supports
about 450 million annual visits to the na-
tional parks, refuges, and BLM lands. The
Forest Service supports an additional 500
million visits annually.

Based on information provided by the
agencies, it is anticipated that the funding
proposed in the stimulus package will be al-
located as follows:

ECONOMIC STIMULUS PACKAGE PRELIMINARY STATE-BY-STATE DISTRIBUTION

[in thousands of dollars]

Agency
: Bureau
State National  Fish and Depart- Total
b N gl o e
Service  Service ment. - Atairs Energy
Alabama $559 ] 1o TR $1.125 $691 33,150
Alaska 4,485 2,749 $54 $400 4257 515 12464
Arizona 11,928 1,500 86 23566 10845 505 48430
Ark 1,943 i) 36719 554 7210
California 27008 11,719 180 L107 39074 2555 81,644
Colorada ... 6,868 753 kL] 870 1559 17518
Connecticut 295 503 .. 9 1,592
Del 165 873 .. 182 1,220
Florida 4484 L | 871 124%0
Georgia 2811 2059 .. 854 6,334
Hawaii 1,298 4065 . o . T 107 5470
Maho 960 1,696 107 1133 13121 572 17,589
Hlinois 754 3 R 3,851 1519
Indiana 1,600 1,864 4034
lowa 1159 1413 3893
Kansas 481 45 1,907
Kentucky 2017 1262 4816
Loui 838 48 8078
Maine 798 832 2810
Maryl 1,769 864 9,825
6,990 1870 9941
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ECONOMIC STIMULUS PACKAGE PRELIMINARY STATE-BY-STATE DISTRIBUTION—Continued

[in thousands of dollars)
Agency
: . Bureau  Bureau
State Rltel Poud e atla riwtcDMeL Tl
: Manage-  dian Service
Service  Service o Affairs Energy
Michigan 4.79% 194 ... 1 2114 4237 138
Minnesata 1,639 3976 3357 3,145 2865 14982
Mississippi 3 3815 460 13569
Missouri 1667 6,052
Montana 79 22504
Nebraska 730 2776
Nevada 281 1357
New Hampshi 454 1718
New Jersey 1587 1218
New Mexico 528 28.29%
New York 5567 26,056
North Carolina 1170 21,067
North Dakota 702 1997
Ohig 3,764 6,246
Oktshoma 136 4,003
Oregon 868 42,135
Pennsyh 4057 14,032
Rhode Island 351 825
South Carolina 514 3492
South Dakota M2 14491
T 1,194 6,988
Texas 1784 11,041
Utah 675 20434
Vermont mn 1,546
Virginia 1,185 25165
Washington 1409 39966
West Virginia 865 6.888
Wisconsin 2,450 7,985
oning 341 14,934
Other:
Amernican Samoa 63 133
District of C 2 1% 13239
Guam 68 259
Micronesia (FSM) 07
Morthern Mariana Islands 137
Puerto Rico 2,014
Yirgin lslands 662
Unaliocated 35033 70461
Total 253591 87348 16906 102376 187844 100778 748843

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

1993 appropriation to date $540,246,000
1993 supplemental estimate 1,878,000
House alloWANCe ..........c..eee 1,878,000
Committee recommenda-

Lo T TR T P IR A NRe ot 13 1,878,000

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $1,878,000, the same as the budget re-
quest and the House allowance. These funds
are proposed to be used for riparian habitat
restoration projects in 11 States throughout
the western United States. When combined
with the funds in the ‘‘Oregon and California
grant lands" account, it is estimated that
the BLM programs in the stimulus package
will support between 350 and 450 work-years,
or 1,100 jobs, in fiscal year 1993,

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS

1993 appropriation to date $82,415,000

1993 supplemental estimate 15,027,547
House alloWance .........c...... 15,027,547
Committee recommenda-

Lo e e R SRR 15,027,547

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $15,027,547, the same as the budget re-
quest and the House allowance. These funds
will be used to address road maintenance and
reforestation backlogs in the forested
timberlands of western Oregon. Of the
amount recommended, $5,635,000 is for refor-
estation and $9,392,647 is for road mainte-
nance projects. It is expected that the refor-
estation funds will reduce by 70 percent the
backlog of reforestation projects on the Or-
egon and California grant lands. The road

funds will be used to repair 85 bridges and re-
duce stream sedimentation by replacing 40
culverts and resealing over 300 miles of
roads.
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

1993 appropriation to date $530,537,000
1993 supplemental estimate 87,348,000
House allowance ................ 87,348,000
Committee recommenda-

tion 87,348,000

The Committee recommends $87,348,000,
the same as the budget request and the
House allowance. These funds are proposed
to be allocated to all 50 States.

Endangered species.—The budget request in-
cludes a total of $19,900,000 for endangered
species activities, including candidate spe-
cies status surveys, habitat conservation and
restoration projects, permitting, and recov-
ery activities, including actions, planning,
and plan implementation. Prelisting activi-
ties will be conducted in support of species
stabilization and conservation for the ap-
proximately 3,800 species awaiting status
surveys.

Habitat conservation.—The Committee rec-
ommends $24,299,000, as proposed by the ad-
ministration, for habitat conservation work.
This amount includes $18,299,000 for habitat
restoration on private lands. The funds will
be used to restore over 50,000 acres of marsh
and prairie potholes, plant 18,000 acres of
bottomland hardwood forests and 35,000 acres
of prairie grasslands, and restore over 200
miles of riparian habitat which will provide
benefits to neotropical migratory birds, wa-
terfowl, endangered species, and native ani-

mal and plant communities. Additional fund-
ing of $4,000,000 will be provided for 20
projects in 9 existing bay and estuary pro-
grams, and $2,000,000 will be provided in Flor-
ida for the national wetlands inventory.
Refuges and wildlife.—The recommendation
includes $28,782,000 for habitat restoration
and improvement projects within the na-
tional wildlife refuge system. These funds
will be used for species population inven-
tories, habitat management and improve-
ment projects, protection of natural habi-
tats, and initiating and updating baseline in-
formation regarding fish and wildlife re-
sources on Alaska refuges. Slightly less than
one-half of the total recommended for ref-
uges and wildlife will be applied toward wet-
lands and other habitat projects, and the bal-
ance will go toward natural resource
projects. The Service has estimated that ap-
proximately 200 of the 490 national wildlife
refuges will receive funding under this pro-

gram.

Migratory bird management.—A total of
$3,000,000 is recommended to expand existing
partnership agreements to protect, enhance,
restore, and manage ecosystems for migra-
tory birds and other fish and wildlife. Seven
projects are proposed with a focus on urban
fish and wildlife monitoring and habitat im-
provement.

Fisheries.—A total of $7,872,000 is rec-
ommended for fisheries habitat restoration
and improvement, as well as other fisheries
project work to help implement a coordi-
nated, habitat-based fisheries program.

Research.—The administration has pro-
posed funding of $1,455,000 for fisheries re-
search and $2,040,000 for gap analysis. The
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gap analysis funds will support ongoing bio-
diversity data base development in 22 States,
and to begin demonstrations in the Pacific
Northwest and Great Basin, and expand work
in New England, Pennsylvania, Delaware,
and New Jersey. The fisheries research funds
will be distributed to 21 States with ongoing
fisheries research programs.
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

1993 appropriation to date $983,995,000
1993 supplemental estimate 146,519,000
House allowance . & 146,519,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 146,519,000

The Comrmtt.ee recommends $146,519,000,
the same as the budget request and the
House allowance. Of this amount, $79,519,000
is provided for cyclic maintenance and repair
and rehabilitation in the national parks. The
physical plant of the National Park Service
includes 15,000 buildings, 8,000 miles of roads,
1,400 bridges, 5,000 housing units, and ap-
proximately 1,500 water and sewer systems.
In fiscal year 1993, the regions of the Na-
tional Park Service identified repair and re-
habilitation needs of approximately
$400,000,000. Additional maintenance backlog
funding of $12,000,000 is recommended for cul-
tural cyclic maintenance. Of the 359 units in
the National Park System, 203 are predomi-
nantly cultural areas. Additionally, natural
resource restoration and preservation is
funded at a level of $20,000,000, which will
allow for over 350 projects nationwide to pro-
tect and preserve park natural resources. A
recent Interior inspector general report doc-
umented a backlog of nearly 4,000 natural re-
source projects totaling over $400,000,000.

Additional operating funds are provided for
exhibit rehabilitation ($5.000,000) and sea-
sonal operations ($30,000,000). The exhibit re-
habilitation funds will be used for 27 projects
upgrading park interpretive exhibits nation-
wide, such as fabricating and installing an
interpretive exhibit at Padre Island National
Seashore in Texas and completion of produc-
tion of an Acadian culture film for Jean La-
fitte National Historic Site in Louisiana.
The additional seasonal operational funds
will be used to help many park units main-
tain visitor and interpretive services during
the busy summer season, so as to prevent the
closure of park areas, including Shenandoah
Drive and Independence National Historical
Park.

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION

1993 appropriation to date $23,563,000
1993 supplemental estimate 1,409,000
House allowance ............. 1,409,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 1,409,000

The Committee recommends $1,409,000, the
same as the budget request and the House al-
lowance. This amount will allow for meas-
ured drawings of 28 historically significant
structures within the NPS to be completed
and recorded and deposited with the Library
of Congress. This work is traditionally done
by students. These projects are located in 23
different States and will be conducted using
cooperative agreements with the American
Institute of Architects and the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers, as well as using con-
tracts with private firms. At present, before
structures determined to be historically sig-
nificant through the National Register proc-
ess are removed or modified, measured drain-
ages must be completed so that the Nation's
architectural and engineering heritage are
preserved.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND
1993 appropriation to date $36.617.000
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1993 supplemental estimate 22,072,000
House allowance . 22,072,000
Committee recommenda-

BlOn s R e 22,072,000

The Committee recommends $22,072,000,
the same as the budget request and the
House allowance. Of the amount provided,
$12,472,000 will be allocated on a formula
basis to the States and tribes for historic
preservation activities determined at the
local level, consistent with the Historic
Preservation Act. The balance of $9,600,000
will be provided to the National Trust for
Historic Preservation to fund historic preser-
vation activities at 16 historic properties in
8 States and the District of Columbia. The
properties are: Aiken House, SC; Belle Grove,
VA; Brucemore, IA; Casa Amesti, CA;
Chesterwood, MA; Cliveden, PA; Decatur
House, DC; Drayton Hall, SC; Filoli, CA;
Lyndhurst, NY: Montpelier, VA: Oatlands,
VA; Shadows-on-the-Teche, LA; Woodrow
Wilson House, DC; Woodlawn, VA; and NTHP
Headquarters, DC.

CONSTRUCTION

1993 appropriation to date $229,831,000
1993 supplemental estimate 83,591,000
House allowance . 83,591,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 83,591,000

The Committee recommends $83,591,000,
the same as the budget request and the
House allowance. The recommendation in-
cludes $50,000,000 for road maintenance and
construction projects at 67 sites. Seven of
these projects ($30,000,000) are major recon-
struction projects that will be conducted
through the Federal Highway Administra-
tion program, and the remaining $20,000,000
will be provided for regional road mainte-
nance at 60 sites in 54 parks. The seven
major projects are located at Blue Ridge
Parkway, VA; Bryce Canyon National Park,
UT; Golden Gate National Recreation Area,
CA; Lake Mead National Recreation Area,
NV; Mesa Verde National Park, CO; Shen-
andoah National Park, VA; and Yellowstone
National Park, WY.

The remaining construction funds are allo-
cated for line item projects ($18,000,000), em-
ployee housing rehabilitation ($10,000,000),
and storm damage repair ($5,591,000). The
storm damage funds will be used to help five
units and the North Atlantic regional office
recover from damages as a result of the
strong, and slow-moving storm of December
1992. The high winds and coastal flooding
from the storm resulted in damages to ma-
rina facilities, boardwalks, parking lots, sea-
wall structures, and dune and beach front
areas. The funds will be used for debris
cleanup, resource stabilization, and building
repairs so that facilities can open in time for
the summer season, [t is expected that near-
1y two-thirds of these funds will be allocated
to the Gateway National Recreation Area in
New York and New Jersey. If additional re-
pairs are needed at Park Service units as a
result of the recent winter storm in the
southern and eastern United States, the
Park Service should identify these needs in a
reprogramming request.

The funding for employee housing will be
allocated for 65 different projects in 53 units
of the system. The line item construction
projects will be used for five major projects
that are ready to proceed to construction.
These projects are located at Cape Hatteras
National Seashore, NC (employee housing);
Gateway National Recreation Area, NY
(Jacob Riis Park); Grand Canyon National
Park, AZ (employee housing); John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway, WY
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(electrical lines for facility relocation); and
Yosemite National Park, CA (electrical sys-
tem).

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

1993 appropriation to date $1,342,391,000
1993 supplemental estimate 92,044,000
House allowance ................ 92,044,000
Committee recommenda-

tion ...... 92,044,000

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $92,044,000, the same as the budget re-
quest and the House allowance. According to
the Office of Management and Budget, these
funds are expected to generate additional
employment of approximately 1,000 work-
yvears. The actual number of jobs created
may be higher since many of the positions
generated are expected to be summer jobs.

For school operations and administrative
cost grants, a total of $48.844,000 is provided.
These funds will be used to cover shortfalls
which have resulted from a 5-percent in-
crease in student enrollment at Bureau-fund-
ed schools and which could result in early
closings of schools and layoffs of personnel.
The Committee understands that the addi-
tional funds for school operations will re-
store staff positions which would otherwise
be reduced, as well as provide needed sup-
plies, such as textbooks and library mate-
rials, and cover increased transportation
costs. Of the total of $22,587,000 provided for
the 1992-93 school year, $18,497.000 is for
school operations and $4,090,000 is for admin-
istrative cost grants. Of the total of
$26,257,000 provided for the 1993-94 school
year, $21,503,000 is provided for school oper-
ations and $4,754,000 is provided for adminis-
trative cost grants.

The Committee is concerned about the cur-
rent methodology for estimating and distrib-
uting funding for school operations, which
uses the Indian School Equalization Program
[ISEFP] formula. It is unclear that the for-
mula allocates educational resources effec-
tively and, as a result, the Committee is con-
cerned that the quality of Bureau-funded
education is being compromised. Given the
current budget situation, it is essential that
BIA education funds be allocated in a man-
ner that more closely matches funding with
identified educational needs and that allo-
cated funds be properly managed.

The Bureau should closely examine the
funding, enrollment, and staffing situation
at all schools and explore alternative fund-
ing distribution mechanisms and improved
accountability measures. As part of the
ISEP formula reauthorization this year, the
Committee encourages the Bureau to work
closely with the authorizing committees to
devise a funding distribution methodology
which will more effectively allocate and
manage resources.

The Committee recently concurred with
the administration's proposed transfer of
funding from the Indian Child Welfare Act
[ICWA] grant program to school operations
to prevent the closing of several Bureau
schools as a result of funding shortfalls for
the current school year. The reprogramming
was approved as a stop-gap measure on the
assumption that the stimulus package, as
proposed by the President, would soon be en-
acted. In order to restore the ICWA grants to
the fiscal year 1993 enacted level, it is the
Committee's intent that any funds trans-
ferred from the ICWA grants be replenished
by the funds provided herein for school oper-
ations and administrative cost grants for the
current year and that these funds be replen-
ished in the same manner that they were
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transferred to cover the shortfalls in school
operations.

For school facilities operations and main-
tenance, $4,700,000 is provided for summer
jobs to clean, paint, and upgrade Bureau-
funded Indian schools, many of which are de-
teriorating. These funds will be allocated on
a formula basis to 23 States.

For road maintenance, $23,500,000 is pro-
vided to upgrade school bus routes, medical
access roads, and rural routes on Indian res-
ervations. It is expected that these funds will
result in the creation of approximately 300
new jobs in 15 States,

For forest development, $15,000,000 is pro-
vided for tree planting and precommercial
thinning to increase future harvesting on
about 50 reservations, which have been iden-
tified as having the largest acreage of need.
According to a recent survey, approximately
1.7 million acres were identified as needing
forest development activities.

CONSTRUCTION
1993 appropriation to date $149,613,000
1993 supplemental estimate 4,696,000
House allowance . 10,332,000
Committee recommenda-
Blom il e R SR 10,332,000

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $10,332,000, the same as the House al-
lowance and an increase of $5,636,000 above
the budget request. Subsequent to submis-
sion of the stimulus package to the Con-
gress, the administration proposed transfer-
ring funds to this account from other BIA
programs included in the supplemental re-
quest. The construction funds will help ad-
dress the backlog of facility repair projects
which have been identified on the reserva-
tions, which is estimated to be $550,000,000. It
is estimated that over 325 jobs would be cre-
ated with the funds provided.

Within this amount, $4,696,000 is provided
to complete facility improvement and repair
projects, including education and law en-
forcement facility repairs, and closure of
certain solid waste landfills on Indian res-
ervations.

The remaining $5.636,000 is provided to
complete construction of two juvenile deten-
tion centers on the Navajo Reservation in
Arizona and one juvenile detention center on
the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota.
Funds provided previously for these three fa-
cilities are insufficient to complete con-
struction. The additional funds will allow
completion of the facilities.

GUARANTEED LOANS
1993 appropriation to date $9,687,000
1993 supplemental estimate 5,636,000
House allowance ........
Committee recommenda—

tion . PRI A0 e e SR ot S e

The Committee recommends that no addi-
tional funding be provided in fiscal year 1993
for guaranteed loans, a reduction of $5,636,000
from the budget request and the same rec-
ommendation as provided by the House. The
administration has requested that the guar-
anteed loan funds be shifted to the “‘Con-
struction” account to complete three juve-
nile detention centers.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

1993 appropriation to date $1,307,274,000
1993 supplemental estimate 150,000,000
House allowance ....... 150,000,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 150,000,000

The Committee recommends $150,000,000,
the same as the budget request and the
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House allowance. These funds will be used to
help reduce the backlog of cyclic mainte-
nance and rehabilitation of facilities, trails,
and recreation sites in our national forests.
When combined with the funding rec-
ommended in the “Construction’ account, it
is estimated that between 2300 and 4,000
work-years would be created. The Forest
Service has estimated that 4,000 work-years
would translate into approximately 8,000
jobs, most of them summer employment.

The recommended funds will be allocated
as follows: $75,000,000 for recreation manage-
ment, $25,000,000 for trail maintenance,
320,000,000 for facilities maintenance, and
$30,000,000 for a new line item called eco-
system restoration. The ecosystem restora-
tion funds will be used for a variety of activi-
ties, including but not limited to, rehabilita-
tion of watersheds and riparian areas, road
obliteration to reduce soil movement and
sedimentation, restoration and revegetation
of abandoned and inactive mines to help re-
duce nonpoint source pollution, restoration
of fish and wildlife habitat, protection of
threatened and endangered species, and
treatment of timber stands to improve forest
health and reduce the risk of damaging wild-
fire.

CONSTRUCTION
1993 appropriation to date $265,259,000
1993 supplemental estimate 37,844,000
House allowance . i 37.844,000
Committee recommenda-
tion . 37,844,000

The Committee recommends $37,844,000,
the same as the budget request and the
House allowance. These funds will be pro-
vided for reconstruction and rehabilitation
of existing Forest Service facilities, trails,
and recreation sites. The facilities funds will
be allocated principally to recreation sites
($19,844,000 in 21 States), but some funds will
also be used for Forest Service research fa-
cilities (33,000,000 in 14 States) as well as fire,
administrative and other buildings (87,000,000
in 13 States). The FA&O backlog is approxi-
mately $369,000,000. No new facilities are to
be initiated with these funds. The balance of
the funding, $7,000,000, is for trail construc-
tion in 23 States.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENERGY CONSERVATION

1993 appropriation to date $578,903,000
1993 supplemental estimate 100,778,000
House allowance . S 100,778,000
Committee recomrnenda.-

T T G e L L b s ot 100,778,000

The Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $100,778,000, the same as the budget
request and the House allowance.

Within the transportation program, a total
of $28,177,000 is provided to accelerate the
purchase of alternative-fueled vehicles for
the Federal fleet and to begin implementa-
tion of titles III, IV, and V of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 (Public Law, 102-486) re-
garding alternative fuels. It is expected that
an additional 10,000 vehicles will be pur-
chased with the additional funds.

For the Federal energy management pro-
gram, a total of $6,856,000 is provided. Within
this amount, $5,635,000 is provided to train
more than 550 new energy managers and per-
form energy audits at approximately 470
Federal sites around the country. The re-
maining $1,221.000 is provided to establish a
fund to be managed by the Federal energy
management program for energy-efficiency
improvements at all Federal agencies, except
for the Departments of Defense, Energy, Vet-
erans Affairs, and the General Services Ad-
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ministration, which receive direct funding
for this purpose.

For the weatherization assistance pro-
gram, $46,961,000 is provided for the weather-
ization of approximately 28,000 low-income
homes. For the institutional conservation
program, $18,784,000 is provided to weatherize
approximately 800 school and hospital build-
ings. These funds are expected to generate
approximately 1,000 jobs in over 1,200 com-
munities across the country.

CHAPTER VII

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

1993 appropriation to date $4,172,156,000
1993 supplemental estimate 1,000,000,000
House allowance ..............u. 1,000,000,600
Committee recommenda-

tion . 1,000,000,000

Summef youth employment

The Committee recommends $1,000,000,000
in supplemental funding for the summer
youth employment and training program. Of
that amount, $989,500,000 is provided for the
summer jobs, bill language has been included
to require that 30 percent of those moneys be
used for academic enrichment activities. Of
the remaining $10,500,000, $10,000,000 has been
included for the design and development of
models and demonstrations for the academic
enrichment portion of the summer youth
employment and training program, and
$500,000 for the technical assistance and
training programs.

Increased funding will provide an addi-
tional 657,000 summer jobs for economically
disadvantaged youths ages 14 through 21
years of age.

People with disabilities, particularly
youths with disabilities, are among the most
unemployed or underemployed population in
our Nation. It is the intent of the Committee
that eligible youth with disabilities be
among the targeted groups who are served
this summer by this program.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

The following table displays the Senate
formula allocation, which is based on cur-
rent law.

JTPA title I1IB summer youth program for 1993

State Current formula
AJBDAINA i $17,883,594
Alaska ... 2,543,158
Arizona ..... 13,671,699
Arkansas .. 10,801,745
California . 125,839,558
Colorado ... 10,846,287
Connecticut . 10,409,951
Delaware ..... 2,424,644
District of Columbia. 4,480,572
Florida ........... 52,148,184
Georgia .. 19,744,082
Hawaii ... = 2,424,644
151 e e e R 3,274,853
Ilinois ......... 47,933,718
Indiana .. 16,085,505
Iowa ....... 5,884,307
Kansas ... 3,848,665
Kentucky .. 15,513,700
Louisiana . 27,142,350
Maine ........ 4,845,819
Maryland ..... 14,201,499
Massachusetts 28,738,598
Michigan ..... 44,519,404
Minnesota . 11,007,359
Mississippi 14,482 310
Missouri 17,038,434
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State Current formula
MORVEIR: ...y 424
Nebraska . 2,424,644
Nevada ........... 3,389,206
New Hampshire 3,975,685
New Jersey .... 26,071,827
New Mexico .. 6,258,443
New York ....... 1,503,632
North Carolina . 19,186,138
North Dakota 2,424,644
(0]:5 s e Sl 38,103,424
Oklahoma 10,900,048
Oregon ........ 10,138,511
Pennsylvania . 42,315,415
Puerto Rico ... 35,383,287
Rhode Island .. 4,306,848
South Carolina . 11,781,254
South Dakota 2,424 644
Tennessee ... 17,405,692
Texas ....... 68,612,989
Utah ..... 3,338,288
Vermont .. 2,424,644
Virginia ...... 18,578,984
Washington ... 16,426,033
West Virginia 10,885,261
Wisconsin ... 12,038,221
WYOIMINE irisasatpasisiasiin 2,424,644

| BAC T 70T I R 969,857,711
American Samoa . 78,117
Guam ...... 915,138
Marshall Islands . 26,998
Micronesia ........... 63,979
Northern Marianas 35,138
PRIRN 5 cooemardss 10,595
Virgin Islands ... 519,463
Native Americans .............. 17,894,860

Subtotal .........ccoeeeeepees 19,642,289
I E]0 e Ty e R S e 10,500,000

Grand total .................. 1,000,000,000

COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT FOR OLDER
AMERICANS

1993 appropriation to date $390,060,000

1993 supplemental estimate 32,131,000

House allowance . S 32,131,000
Committee recommanda—

IO & s b 32,131,000

The Community Service Employment for
Older Americans Program provides employ-
ment opportunities for individuals 55 years
of age and older. To expand those employ-
ment opportunities, the Committee rec-
ommends $32,131,000 for community service
employment for older Americans. This fund-
ing will fund approximately 5300 additional
slots, for a total of 70,000 slots in 1993.

STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

1993 appropriation to date $3,160,388,000
1993 supplemental estimate 14,300,000
House allowance .. 14,300,000
Committee recommenda.-

O s i 14,300,000

The Committee recommends $14,300,000 for
the State unemployment insurance and em-
ployment service operations appropriation,
the same amount requested by the President.
These funds will be used to implement a na-
tionwide profiling system to identify struc-
turally unemployed workers and to establish
a national center to develop the profiling
system and provide technical support in de-
veloping new computer applications. The
profiling system is funded from State oper-
ations at $6,600,000; the center is funded from
national activities at $5,000,000, and the re-
maining $2,700,000 may be transferred to the
“Program administration’ account.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993,
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ADVANCES TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT TRUST FUND
AND OTHER FUNDS

1993 appropriation to date $665,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 4,000,000,000
House allowance . A 4,000,000,000
Committee recommenda.-

7 1) B R e et e 4,000,000,000

The Committee recommends $4,000,000,000
to cover the fiscal year 1993 costs of the ex-
tension of the emergency unemployment
compensation benefits from March 6, 1993, to
January 15, 1994. This is the amount re-
quested by the President. The extension of
the emergency unemployment compensation
program will provide benefits to an esti-
mated 1.9 million individuals who have ex-
hausted regular State unemployment insur-
ance benefits. The EUC program extension
would end October 2, 1993, for the filing of
new claims, but payments for persons in
claims status on that date may continue
until expiration of eligibility, but no pay-
ments may be made after January 15, 1994.
Claimants filing new EUC claims under the
extension will be eligible for up to 20 or 26
weeks of benefits, depending on the level of
unemployment in their State.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES

1993 appropriation to date $2,580,812,000
1993 supplemental estimate 200,000,000
House allowance . BN 200,000,000
Committee racommenda—

tion . 200,000,000

The Committee recommends $200,000,000 for
the Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS Re-
sources Emergency Act: $85,000,000 is pro-
vided for title I, for additional grants to 25
eligible metropolitan areas heavily impacted
by AIDS; $85,000,000 is provided for title II,
for grants to States for home and commu-
nity-based care, continuing health insurance
for people with HIV, purchasing pharma-
ceuticals, and other services; $25,000,000 is
provided for title III, for grants to commu-
nity-based organizations; and $5,000,000 is
provided for title IV, to foster collaboration
between comprehensive pediatric and family
service projects and clinical research pro-
grams.

The Committee expects the majority of
title IV funds will supplement ongoing pedi-
atric/family AIDS demonstration projects to
increase their capacity to support clinical
trials for children, women, and families. In
addition, the Committee understands funds
will be used to provide planning grants and
technical assistance to the 32 States that
currently have no organized capacity for re-
ferrals and where the benefits of such dem-
onstration projects can be identified.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE

1993 appropriation to date $104,184,000
1993 supplemental estimate 9,392,000
House allowance ...........c.... 9,392,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 9,392,000

The Committee recommends $9,392,000 for
the National Library of Medicine for its role
in a Government-wide supercomputer initia-
tive. Funds would be used to develop tech-
nologies for applications of high-perform-
ance computing and high-speed networking
in the health care sector. The supplemental
appropriations would support research, de-
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velopment, and demonstration projects to
create advanced methods of medical comput-
ing and communications. This is the same
amount requested by the President and rec-
ommended by the House.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
HEALTH
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

1993 appropriation to date $56,984,000
1993 supplemental estimate 300,000,000
House allowance ........... 300,000,000
Committee recommenda-

tion . 300,000,000

The Committee recommends $300,000,000 for
the childhood immunization activities with-
in the Public Health Service.

Of this amount, $282,800,000 is included for
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion [CDC]. These funds are provided to im-
prove the immunization rates among pre-
schoolers. This appropriation is intended to
fund the immunization action plans for im-
proving vaccine delivery that were developed
by the immunization grantees in 1992. The
Committee is aware that many of the immu-
nization action plans integrate the commu-
nity and migrant health centers in their vac-
cine delivery efforts, and the Committee in-
tends that the community and migrant
health centers be provided additional finan-
cial support for these activities through
funds provided to the States.

Also included is $4,200,000 for the National
Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases
and 57,000,000 for the Food and Drug Admin-
istration for vaccine research. The remain-
ing $6,000,000 is provided for the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Health for coordina-
tion and administration of immunization ac-
tivities. The Committee requests that the
OASH report to the Committee on the activi-
ties supported with these funds so that the
Committee can make informed decisions
about fiscal year 1994 funding for coordina-
tion activities in OASH.

The Committee has been reluctant to in-
crease funding for the National Vaccine Pro-
gram Office in the past. While the Commit-
tee acknowledges the need for administra-
tive funding to coordinate immunization ac-
tivities, it believes these funds should be
kept to a minimum and every possible dollar
should be directed toward the purchase of
vaccines and support of delivery activities.
The Committee also believes appropriations
for vaccine activities in other agencies
should be made directly to those agencies.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
PAYMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST FUNDS

1993 appropriation to date $35,242,000
1993 supplemental estimate 10,000,000
House allowance . 10,000,000
Committee recommenda.-

tion . St TN 10,000,000

The Committee concurs with the House in
recommending $10,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, to reimburse the old-age
and survivors insurance and disability insur-
ance trust funds for administrative expenses
expended from the “Limitation on adminis-
trative expenses” account for the Social Se-
curity Administration to process non-Social
Security casework under sections 9704 and
9706 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
amended by section 19141 of the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992.

The amount provided reflects the esti-
mated cost needed to reimburse the trust
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funds for the administrative expenses of car-
rying out the new functions in the Coal In-
dustry Health Benefit Act (established by
the Energy Policy Act of 1992) for which the
Secretary of Health and Human Services is
responsible.

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM

1993 appropriation to date $23,346,846,000
1993 supplemental estimate 150,000,000
House allowance . 150,000,000
Committee recommenda-

o) o T R AR e S o s 150,000,000

The Committee concurs with the House in
recommending an additional $150,000,000 for
fiscal year 1993 for the supplemental security
income [SSI] program.

The amount provided reflects the esti-
mated cost needed to reimburse the trust
funds for the SSI program's share of the ad-
ministrative costs for the proposed fiscal
year 1993 supplemental appropriation for the
limitation on administrative expenses. In ad-
dition, the bill language changes the date
from July 31 to June 15 for an indefinite ap-
propriation to finance any benefit payment
shortfall for the current fiscal year. This is
a technical change and will not change the
obligation or outlay pattern for the SSI pro-
gram.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

1993 appropriation to date $4,813,101,000
1993 supplemental estimate 302,000,000
House allowance ........... 302,000,000
Committee recommenda—

tion 302,000,000

The Committee recommends an additional
$302,000,000 from the Social Security trust
funds for administrative expenses of the So-
cial Security Administration, the same as
the administration request and the House al-
lowance. This bill provides $292,000,000 in ad-
ditional funding in fiscal year 1993 for dis-
ability case processing and for investments
in antomation and SSA facilities to stimu-
late the economy as well as improve office
habitability and service to the public.

The bill also includes $10,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to provide adminis-
trative expenses for the Social Security Ad-
ministration to process non-Social Security
casework associated with carrying out the
new functions in the Coal Industry Retiree
Health Benefit Act for which the Secretary
of Health and Human Services is responsible.
These functions are chargeable to Federal
funds. Thus the Social Security trust funds
will be reimbursed for these costs from the
payment to Social Security trust funds ap-
propriation.

The Committee has not yet received the
comprehensive report requested addressing a
number of issues relating to SSA's proposed
intelligent work station/local area network
[TWS/LAN] initiative. The Committee recog-
nizes that the Agency is continuing to pilot
IWS/LAN projects and supports these pilot
efforts and their evaluation prior to deciding
the appropriateness, timing, and other issues
related to national implementation. The
Committee looks forward to reviewing the
requested report and related budget jus-
tifications on the administration’s multiyear
investment proposal for this initiative.
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES SERVICES PROGRAMS

1993 appropriation to date $3,658,391,000
1993 supplemental estimate 500,000,000
House allowance . i 500,000,000
Committee recommenda»

BHOTY b vsmvaviiinisnmi sennvian 500,000,000
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The Committee recommends $500,000,000 to
fund a new Head Start summer program.
Most Head Start programs operate only dur-
ing the school year. Providing funding for a
summer program will help up to 350,000 dis-
advantaged children and their families to re-
ceive the program's comprehensive services
throughout the summer months and also
allow some of these children to participate
on a full-day basis. In addition, the program
will employ approximately 50,000 Head Start
staff, most of whom are Head Start parents
and other residents of low-income commu-
nities.

The Head Start program has a mandate
that no less than 10 percent of the population
served be children with disabilities. The
Committee expects that this mandate will
continue to be met by the Head Start pro-
geam as it expands to serve all eligible chil-

n.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993.

The following table displays the formula
allocation.

Head Start—Tentative estimates, fiscal year 1993
Summer increase

Appropriation ... $500,000,000
Alabama ......... 7,700,000
Alaska ... 1,000,000
Arizona .. 7,700,000
Arkansas .. 4,700,000
California . 62,500,000
Colorado . 4,900,000
Connacticut. 3,900,000
Delaware ....... 1,000,000
District of Columbm 1,500,000
Florida . 19,500,000
Geurgm. 13,100,000
Hawaii 1,400,000
Idaho ... 1,500,000
Illinois 21,300,000
Indiana 7,500,000
Iowa ..... 3,900,000
Kansas 3,500,000
Kentucky .. 8,200,000
Louisiana . 12,700,000
Maine ., 1,800,000
Maryland 5,900,000
Massachusetts 8,200,000
Michigan ........ 20,500,000
Minnesota . 6,200,000
Mississippi 8,000,000
Missouri ... A 8,800,000
MONGANA .....coovverererrnrnssrsnsen 1,500,000
NEebraska .......cocreeerenesnscensen 2,200,000
Nevada . 1,400,000
New Hampshire x 1,000,000
New Jersey . 9,200,000
New Mexico . 4,000,000
New York ..... 33,500,000
North Carolina .. 10,300,000
North Dakota .... 1,000,000
OB10 s s 21,400,000
Oklahoma . 6,100,000
Oregon ......... 4,400,000
Pennsylvania .. 18,000,000
Puerto Rico .... 19,200,000
Rhode Island ... 1,500,000
South Carolina .. 6,300,000
South Dakota .... 1,300,000
Tennessee ....... 9,400,000
Texas ... 37,500,000
Utah .... 2,700,000
Vermont . 1,000,000
Virginia .... 2 7,200,000
Washington .......c.cceeceemunnenn 7,900,000
West Virginia ......cocovvimennens 4,000,000
Wisconsin ....... 8,100,000
Wyoming 1,000,000
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION FOR THE
DISADVANTAGED
1993 appropriation to date $6,708,986,000
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1993 supplemental estimate 734,805,000
House allowance . 734,805,000
Committee recommend.a.-

HOB G 734,805,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $734,805,000 for chap-
ter I compensatory education programs. This
is the same amount as the House and the
same as the amount requested by the Presi-
dent. Under this program, formula grants to
local educational agencies [LEA's] are pro-
vided for supplemental instruction and to
help educationally disadvantaged children
attain the academic skills they need to suc-
ceed in school. This supplemental appropria-
tion for two chapter I activities will help
spur economic growth and will create new
jobs or retain jobs for many Americans who
are or who would have expected to be out of
work. This is a forward funded program with
fiscal year 1993 funds supporting activities in
the 1993-94 academic year.

These funds are available only for fiscal
year 1993,

Chapter 1 summer programs

Of the total amount provided by the Com-
mittee for chapter I compensatory education
programs, the Committee recommends a
one-time supplemental appropriation of
$500,000,000 for LEA's in the 50 States, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, to op-
erate 1993 summer programs that would en-
rich the education of disadvantaged children
at the prekindergarten through high-school
age levels. This amount is the same amount
as the President's request and the House al-
lowance and is the amount necessary to pro-
vide each State with adeguate funds to oper-
ate viable summer programs. Using these
funds, LEA's would either create new pro-
grams or expand existing summer programs
to provide access to disadvantaged children.
Funds may be used for educational activities
already supported by chapter I and may also
be used for additional activities such as arts
education, food services, school health serv-
ices, and transportation. Funds would be dis-
tributed using the chapter I concentration
grant formula, which provides allocations to
counties and LEA's with at least 6,500 chil-
dren from low-income families or with a pov-
erty rate of at least 15 percent.

The Committee is providing appropriations
language requested by the President and pro-
vided by the House that will require school
districts to obligate all of their funds by Sep-
tember 30, 1993, and also provide assurances
that at least 80 percent of their funds will be
liquidated by that date. This will ensure that
this supplemental funding will contribute to
an immediate economic stimulus effect. The
chapter I summer programs would provide
employment for up to 83,000 teachers, class-
room aides, and other related staff. Approxi-
mately 80 percent of these funds would go to
support salaries and other personnel-related
expenses,

The Committee is concerned about the
educational needs of children of migrant and
agricultural farm workers. Recent reports
found that there is a greater likelihood that
migrant children will be overlooked by a
school district in its assessment of service
needs of its educationally disadvantaged
population.

In order to fill the educational gap of mi-
grant children and provide these children
with needed compensatory education serv-
ices, the Committee directs the Department
of Education to provide guidance to school
districts to ensure that children of migrant
and agricultural workers participate in the
summer chapter I program.
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The following table displays the formula
allocation.

Chapter I summer programs!
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cent in comparison to their 1992 allocations,
and some of the biggest cuts will occur in
areas that have the highest unemployment
rates in the country. This supplemental ap-

i oo UROREE prupriat}on :ill dellay"me ?rfect ofgi the £e~
- cr n chapter I allocations to give dis-
:g:sh;;na 310.%.3;3 tricts time to plan a transition to a de-
ASHEARR 9204770 Ccreased allocation and a smaller compen-
AYEanEas 6437568 Satory education program. The supplemental
California . 62'570.693 apPropriation will provide an economic stim-
Colorado 4009018 Wus by preventing the loss in the 1993-94
Comectiont . 2'333'335 School year of up to 6,000 teaching positions
Delawara ‘330‘396 and services to up to 250,000 students.
Florida ..... 22 976,105 The following table displays the formula
Georgia 13.460,017 llocation. _
Hawaii . 1,024,226 Census adjustment?
Idaho ... 1,194,424 Proposed
Ilinois . 23,700,534 State supplemental?
Indiana 5,590,540 Alabama ...........ccccciiinmaiaanis $8,530,836
Towa ..... 1,827,062 Alaska ..... 186,938
Kansas . 2,454,058 Arizona ....
Kentucky .. 10,004,984 Arkansas . 2,954,438
Louisiana . 17,503,940 California 1,664,438
Maine ... 669,877 Colorado .........ccceeceiiieieninnes 194,687
Marylan 4,472,074 Connecticut .......cccooviiemmnnns 5,322,934
Massachusetts 7,107,806 Delaware . 1,837,369
Michigan ........ 21,596,907 Florida . 6,121,670
Minnesota . 4,034,082 Georgia . 9,238,125
Mississippi ... 11,296,806 Hawaii .. 1,140,251
Missouri ... 8,741,193 Idaho ... 420,309
Montana ... 2,085,232 Illinois .. 13,716,229
Nebraska .. 1,161,418 Indiana . 1,999,182
Nevada ............ 715,538 lowa ...... 2,105,089
New Hampshire . 250,000 Kansas .. 677,372
New Jersey ..... 8,236,881 Kentucky . 3,636,262
New Mexico . 5,456,280 Louisiana 837,210
New York ........ 47,649,582 Maine ....... 3,327,640
North Carolina i 7,349,933 Maryland ... 7,742,773
North DaKota .......cceceereeeess 833,355 Massachusetts . 10,387,615
ORI 21,774,927 Michigan ... 1,171,114
Oklahoma . 7,120,870 Minnesota .. 2,657,308
Oregon ......... 3,345,843 Mississippi 4,237,159
Pennsylvania .. 19,993,361 Missouri .. 2,710,520
Rhode Island ...... 1,563,847 Montana .. 275,635
South Carolina .. 6,862,683 Nebraska . 1,325,895
South Dakota . 1,330,478 Nevada .. . 174,206
Tennessee ....... 10,669,177 New Hampshire - 446,301
Texas ..... 51,182,070 New Jersey .. 19,347,011
Utah .. 1,310,544 New Mexico 131,596
Vermont 250,000 New York ... 41,739,548
Virginia .... 5928321 North Carolina 12,803,378
Washington .... 5.146.584 North Dakota ..... 559,114
West Vimma . 5,778,683 ghich...,........ ggg
Wisconsin .... 5,653,028 QOklahoma v
Wyoming ... 384,089 Oregon ........ 146,817
District of Columbia - 1,826,956 Fennsylvania 14,552,574
PUerto RICO .icvovvseiveesassisare 22,332,257 Rhode Island .... 1,457,990
South Carolina ... 5,843,009
South Dakota .. 1,000,448
S oot e o LS si57ass
formula, with minimum State allocation of $250,000. '(I;::;'s l‘m'g
2 Amounts shown are estimates. Ver'mc;r.l.t.: 652.045
Census adjustment Virginia ..... 9.165:89‘?
The Committee recommends a supple- Washington .. 71,740
mental appropriation of $234,805,000 to help West Virginia .. 1,044,648
reduce the impact on districts that will lose Wisconsin ..... 1,409,012
chapter I funds in fiscal year 1993 as a result Wyoming . 58,440
of the first-time use of 1990 census data in District of Columbia. . 2,701,787
making chapter I allocations. The amount Puerto RicO ........ccccoeeveininne 16,034,560
provided by the Committee is the same as
the President’'s request and the House allow- PORL i amsar i 234,805,000

ance.

The 1990 census showed that while the
number of poor children in each State in-
creased between 1980 and 1990, the distribu-
tion of those children shifted so that there
are relatively more in the Western States
and fewer in the Eastern States. This results
in sharp decreases in the 1993 allocations,
compared to the 1992 allocations, for all
Eastern and many Midwestern States. In
fact, the 1993 allocations for several Eastern
States will be reduced between 13 and 18 per-

1 Funds will be provided to States based on alloca-
tions to counties that, from the regular chapter I al-
location, are receiving less than 92 percent of their
fiscal year 1992 allocation for basic and concentra-
tion grants combined. Each State's allocation will
be determined based on the amount of funding nec-
essary to increase county allocations to 92 percent.

2 Amounts shown are estimates.

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

1993 appropriation to date $7,546,109,000
1993 supplemental estimate 1,863,730.000
House alloWANCE ...........ceees 1,863,730,000
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Committee
tion 1,863,730,000

The Committee recommends a supple-
mental appropriation of $1,863,730,000 for the
Pell grant program within the “Student fi-
nancial assistance’ account. This allowance
is the same as the House allowance, but
$160,000,000 less than the total amount esti-
mated by the administration as needed to
pay off the Pell grant shortfall. The addi-
tional $160,000,000 will be considered as part
of the regular supplemental the Congress
will take up later this fiscal year. The reduc-
tion will not decrease the number of jobs es-
timated to be created by the supplemental
package.

Pell grants, considered the foundation of
the student aid programs, provide need-based
grants to low- and middle-income students
to help remove financial barriers to a post-
secondary education. Grants are based on
statutory need analysis and award rules.
Over one-half the recipients in the 1993-94
award year are projected to have incomes
below $10,000 and over 90 percent are pro-
jected to have incomes below $30,000. Ap-
proximately 6,600 postsecondary institutions,
including public, private, and proprietary
schools, participate in the Pell grant pro-
gram.

The supplemental appropriation is pro-
vided to pay off accumulated Pell grant
funding shortfalls. These shortfalls result
from the difficulty in projecting program
costs, which vary according to external eco-
nomic and behavioral factors affecting stu-
dent enrollment decisions. The annual appro-
priations cycle requires the projection of
costs 2 years in advance of award year obli-
gations and 3 years before actual award year
costs are known. Recent growth in the num-
ber of qualifying Pell grant applicants has
resulted in a growing multiple-year funding
shortfall. When current year appropriations
are insufficient to support current year
award levels, the Department is authorized
to borrow funds from the next year's appro-
priation. This borrowing, occurring over a
number of years, has resulted in the current
cumulative shortfall.

The supplemental is provided to defray
program costs already accounted for in prior
vear and current year obligations and out-
lays. The supplemental will provide
$1,370,730,000 to pay off prior year shortfalls
accumulated through fiscal year 1992, and
$493,000,000 to partially cover the currently
estimated shortfall for fiscal year 1993, which
funds awards for the 1993-94 academic year.
The supplemental will ensure that no stu-
dent's grant will be reduced in the school
year starting next fall.

CHAPTER VIII
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

recommenda-

1993 appropriation to date ($2,000,000,000)
1993 supplemental estimate (250,000,000)
House allowance . w“ (250,000,000)
Committee recommenda.-

tion . (250,000,000)

The Committee has provided the full
$250,000,000 in liquidating cash requested by
the administration and recommended by the
House for the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion’s Airport Improvement Program.

In addition, the Committee has increased
the limitation on obligations by $250,000,000
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as requested. This is in addition to the
$1,800,000,000 already appropriated for fiscal
year 1993 for the Grants Program, and sets
the obligation limitation at the fully author-
ized level of $2,050,000,000. This represents an
almost 8 percent increase over the 1992 fund-
ing level.

The Federal Aviation Administration esti-
mates that 75 percent of the funds would be
allocated for pavement work, which includes
construction, extensions, rehabilitation, and/
or general improvements to runways,
taxiways, apron areas, and access roads.
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

1993 appropriation to date .. ($15,326,750,000)
1993 supplemental estimate (2,976,250,000)
House allowance ........ccc.uuee (2,976,250,000)
Committee recommenda-

D) O U i (2,976,250,000)

March 23, 1993

The Committee has provided the full in-
crease requested by the administration for
the Federal-aid highways obligation ceiling.
The supplemental amount, when combined
with the previously made available funding
ceiling, fully funds the obligation ceiling at
$18,303,000,000 as authorized in the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 [ISTEA].

The table below provided by the Federal
Highway Administration depicts the dis-
tribution of the increased obligation limita-
tion.

CURRENT FISCAL YEAR 1993 OBLIGATION LIMITATION INCREASED BY $2,976,250,000

Current formula s Revised in-
State limitation plus I"cmm"m"a' creased total
discretionary limitation

Alabama $224,069,313 $47,154 401 $271,223714
Alaska 176,082,420 37,008,028 213,090,448
Msizona 179,309,277 37,729,331 217,038,608
Arkansas 141,107,908 29,686,981 170,794,889
California 1,237,599,457 260,488,228 1,498,087,685
Colorado 190,775,723 40,163,072 230,938,795
Connecticut 297,526,421 62,598,956 360,125,317
Delaware 57,893,755 12,169,455 70,063,210
District of Columbia 78,687,211 16,539,253 95,226,464
Florida 480,490,621 101,154,774 581,645,395
Georgia 375,045,182 78,939,851 453,985,033
Hawaii 221,640,626 47,006,788 268,647,414
Idaho 94,116,384 19,785,929 113,902,313
lllinois 523,452 461 110,123,140 633,575,601
Indiana 279,959,053 58,987,068 338,946,121
lowa 175,611,931 36,909,206 212,521,137
Kansas 160,254,387 33,681,425 193,935,812
Kentucky 200,485,160 42,202,599 242 687,759
Louisiana 213,999,477 45,023,338 259,022,815
Maine 70,920,919 14,909,794 85,830,713
Maryland 213,613,659 44,948 654 258,562,313
Massachusetts 879,166,033 184,783,747 1,063,949,780
Michigan 358,067,293 75,412,901 433,480,194
Minnesota 277312314 58,569,006 335,881,380
Mississippi 153,798,812 32349818 186,148,630
Missouri 296,322,724 62,364,634 358,687,358
Montana 136,200,280 28,625,771 164,826,051
Nebrask 122,960,805 25,869,732 148,830,537
Nevada 86,820,669 18,248,767 105,069,436
New Hampshire 67,951,261 14,283,066 82,234,327
New Jersey 410,597,479 86,328,262 496,925,741
New Mexico 148,380,594 31,185,495 179,566,089
New York 777,798,754 163,571,009 941,369,763
North Carolina 324,853,893 68,351,291 393,205,184
North Dakota 87,258,701 18,340,574 105,599,275
Ohio 471,655,989 99,330,013 570,986,002
Okiahoma 181,953,697 38,277,754 220,231,451
Oregon 168,543,880 35,436,156 203,980,036
Pennsylvania 580,483,136 122,116,499 702,599,635
Rhode Island 88,759,644 18,656,000 107,415,644
South Carolina 194,057,933 40,898,583 234,956,516
South Dakota 93,666,275 19,687,141 113,353 416
Tennessee 274,684 451 57,805,103 332,489,554
Texas 861,611,004 181,322,202 1,042,933,206
Utah 105,253,997 22,124,005 127,378,002
Vermont 62,091,624 13,051,643 75,143,213
Virginia 264,384,320 55,654,807 320,039,127
Washington 272,800,209 57,402,395 330,202,604
West Virginia 132,962,603 27,947 671 160,910,274
Wisconsin 245,124,059 51,573,063 296,697,122
Wyoming 94,250,356 19,809,887 114,060,243
Puerto Rico 67,612,742 14,316,413 81,829,155

Subtotal 13,880,026,936 2,920,803,685  16,800,830,621
Administration 423,092,000 ... 423,092,000
Federal lands 438,000,000 . 438,000,000
104(a) setaside 283,795,732 283,795,732
Reserved for discretionary 301,835,332 55,446,315 357,281,647

Total 15,326,750,000 2,976,250,000  18,303,000,000
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FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS TO NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION [AMTRAK]

1993 appropriation to date $496,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate . 187,844,000
House allowance ................ 187,844,000
Committee recommenda-

1 037y o PRRRER S 187,844,000

The Committee has provided $187,844,000 in
supplemental funding for Amtrak capital im-
provements as requested by the administra-
tion. This supplemental funding, together
with funds already appropriated, will bring
total grants to Amtrak to $683,844,000 for fis-
cal year 1993, including capital funding of
$352,844,000. The supplemental funding will be
used for a wide variety of Amtrak improve-
ment projects including equipment over-
hauls, improvements to maintenance facili-
ties, improvements to passenger stations,
track and right-of-way improvements, pur-
chases of small equipment, and purchases of
locomotives. The Committee is supportive of
Amtrak's plans to distribute funding among
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these projects in a manner that will maxi-
mize employment opportunities in the near
term.

Consistent with the directives of the House
Committee, the Committee concurs that
none of the supplemental funds shall be used
for the development or evaluation of high-
speed rail systems. Contrary to the direc-
tives of the House Committee, the Commit-
tee directs that not less than $120,000,000 of
the supplemental funds made available shall
be used for capital projects on or along right-
of-way owned by Amtrak or State transpor-
tation authorities including the Northeast
corridor. The Committee believes that Am-
trak has a primary obligation to the capital
infrastructure of taxpayer-owned right-of-
way.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
FORMULA GRANTS

1983 appropriation to date $650,975,000
1993 supplemental estimate 466,490,000
House allowance ................ 466,490,000
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Committee recommenda-

tion 466,490,000

The Committee has provided the full
amount requested, $466,490,000, in new budget
authority for the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration's Formula Grants Program. The
Committee has included the requested bill
language which would distribute the funds as
follows: $17,423,000 for section 16; $26,420,000
for section 18; and $422,647,000 for section 9.
In addition to the additional formula grant
money from the general fund, the section 9
program would receive $15,850,000 in supple-
mental contract authority from the trust
fund, making a total of $438,497,000 in new
funds available for the section 9 capital pro-
gram.

The total amount of new transit formula
capital funds, a combination of general funds
and trust funds, contained in the supple-
mental is $482,340,600. The table below, pro-
vided by the Federal Transit Administration,
depicts the distribution of the additional
capital funds.

IMPACT OF ADDITIONAL FISCAL YEAR 1993 SECTIONS 9, 18, AND 16, FORMULA FUNDING OPTIONS

[By State]
i Fiscal year 1993 enacted (apportionments) Fiscal year 1993 proposed stimulus at $482 340,000
i}
Section 9 Section 18 Section 16 Total Section 9 Section 18 Section 16 Total

Mabama $8346608 $2182650  $844,035 $11,373302  $2348426  $631,093  $306335  $3,285454
Maska 1,348,700 325,481 167,262 1,841,843 319474 9,110 135,693 609,217
American Samoa 46,391 51,664 5G5S ....ilab 13414 50,421 63,835
Arizona 17253409 1,000,993 748,998 19,003,400 4358470 289,427 282,889 5,426,786
Ark 2665150 1,744,945 602,032 5,012,127 49,874 504,533 245,702 1,500,109
California 237322538 4258842 4392269 245973649 66773771 1231400 1204738  69,209.909
Colorado 16,691,713 909,003 590,113 18,190,919 4,696,430 262,855 242686 5,201,971
Connecti 24,468,068 824633 670,249 25,962,950 6,884,408 233434 262,963 7,385,805
[ 2,742,571 205,726 231,683 3,179,980 771,658 59,484 151,994 983,136
District of Columbia 15270290 ciicinioiis 230,267 15,507,561 4298465 .o 5 151,636 4,450,101
[ 68918832 2731771 2977168 74633771 19,391,206 791,598 B6677 21,029,481
Georgia 5509322 3191279 1,082,347 30,782,948 7458741 922,726 367235 8,748,702
Guam 132,065 130,535 2500 el L, 38,185 126,400 164,585
Hawaii 12,964,659 358,172 283614 13,606,445 3,647,775 103,562 165,134 3916471
Idaho 1,606,180 722,602 289,287 2,618,069 451,920 208,933 166,569 827422
linois 119546843 2904577 1938956 124390376 33,636,053 839,828 583981 35,059,862
Indiana 18426828 2828208 1036716 22,291,152 5,184,627 817,747 355,689 5,358,063
lowa 4740497 1,819,131 644,144 7203712 1,333,800 525,983 256,358 2,116,141
Kansas 4345416 1,447,061 546,615 6,339,092 1222639 418,403 231,680 1812722
Kentucky 9,112,366 2,388,782 810,590 12,311,738 2,563,882 690,692 298,473 3,553,047
Louisiana 14667485 197569 813,081 17,456,262 4,126,887 571,252 299,103 4,997,242
Maine 1,152,122 953,350 351,484 2,456,956 324,164 275,851 182,307 82,122
M 39488031 1190212 816,733 41494976 11,110,469 344,138 300027 11754634
Massachusett 51,057,986 1275546 1158405 63491937 17,179.456 368,811 386480 17,934,747
Michigan 33495615 3454396 1664814 38,614,825 9,424,425 998,803 514615 10,937,843
Minnesata 14,108,268 1,987,805 821673 16,923,146 3,960,544 514,753 302,795 4,847,092
Mississippi 2,521,115 1939840 586,048 5,047,003 709,348 560,885 241,658 1,511,891
Missaun 16969688 2315281 1,050,767 20,335,136 4,774,642 669,440 359,244 5,803,326
Montana 1,215,400 585,365 268,783 2,069,548 341,969 169,252 161,381 672,602
4,593,414 883241 397,435 5,874,090 1292417 255,380 193933 1,741,730

Nevada 5,421,701 288,365 306,129 6,016,195 1,525,466 833718 170,831 1,779,675
New Hampshi 1,704,081 763,515 291,460 2,759,056 479,465 220,762 167,119 867,346
New Jersey 93741371 10915664 1382549 96.215584 26375350 315,643 43194 27,134,187
New Mexica 3,720,714 858,213 354,455 4,933,382 1,045,871 248,144 183,058 1,478,073
New York 295818929 3842789 3,149,851 302811569 83232489 1,111,103 890370 85233962
North Carolina 13092410 40821717 1225375 18,399,912 3683719 1180319 03412 5,267,450
Morth Dakota 1,184,785 432,903 2348715 1,852,563 333,355 125,170 152,801 611.326
Nocthern Mari 2,91 51,520 AN s 12,430 50,385 62,815
Ohio 46,72279% 4155940 2,021,747 52900483 13146084 1201647 604929 14,952,540
Ohlah 5892893 1753873 705,104 8,351,870 1,658,042 507,114 211,782 2,436,938
Oregon 12836383 1410653 658,401 14,905,437 3,611,683 407,876 259,965 4279524
Pennsylvania 85638376 4635994 241585 93590226 24376830 1,340,450 704543 26,421,929
Puerto Rico 13637229 1385381 626,680 16,649,290 3837,011 400,563 251,939 4489519
Rhode Island 5,569,630 177470 312,337 6,064,437 1,567,088 51,313 173,666 1,792,067
South Carolina 5219407 2,043,150 682,925 8,945,482 1,749,911 590,756 266,170 2,606,837
South Dakota 854,645 521,675 250,375 1,632,695 240,465 152,512 156,723 549,760
(O A ARG 12,330,742 2637473 989,220 15,957,435 3469414 762,598 UIEN 4,575,683
Texas 11268678 5568443 2493726 85330847 21740544 1610,057 724352 24,074,953
Utah 10,354,241 400,007 333,095 11,087,343 2,913,300 115,658 177,654 3,206,612
Vermont 429513 4,787 214,054 1,115,354 120,849 136,812 147,533 404,79
Virgin Islands 100,978 132,027 BIN0S ociias 29,197 126,778 155,975
Virginia 25303071 23383715 1027439 28,668,885 7,119,347 676,117 353,342 8,148,806
Washingt 37437582 1638470 925,674 40,001,726 10,533,549 473,47 27592 11,334,888
West Virginia 2010763 1393172 510,022 3,973,957 582,636 402,821 222421 1,207,878
Wisconsin _..... 18074989 2,407,238 944210 21,426,431 5,085,632 695,028 332,282 6,113,942
Wyoming 593,465 336,679 188,177 1,118,321 166,979 97,347 140,986 405,312
Tatal 1558474512 91374518 48636000 1698485030 438497000 26420000 17423000 482,340,000
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TRUST FUND SHARE OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

1993 appropriation to date $1,134,150,000
1993 supplemental estimate 15,850,000
House allowance . 15,850,000
Committee recomrnenda—

tion . e 15,850,000

The Committee has approved the requested
increases of $15,850,000 in liquidating cash
and the limitation on obligations for the
transit portion of the highway trust fund.
These additional funds will be apportioned
for section 9 urban formula capital grants.

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

1993 appropriation to date $1,725,000,000
1993 supplemental estimate 270,000,000
House allowance . 270,000,000
Committee recommenda-

(e e bR R PR TR A | 270,000,000

The Committee has provided an additional
$270,000,000 in new budget authority specifi-
cally for discretionary bus grants, as re-
quested by the administration and rec-
ommended by the House.

CHAPTER IX
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
INFORMATION SYSTEMS

1993 appropriation to date $1,480,341,000
1993 supplemental estimate 148,397,000
House allowance ....... 148,397,000
Committee racommenda-

tion . TSR 3 148,397,000

The Committee bill includes an additional
amount of $148,397,000 for the Internal Reve-
nue Service's ‘“Information systems" ac-
count in fiscal year 1993, as requested by the
President and approved by the House. These
supplemental funds will be used by the IRS
to replace outmoded information, tax, and
telecommunication systems with state-of-
the-art eguipment. These funds will permit
the IRS to respond more rapidly and accu-
rately to taxpayer requests for account in-
formation and result in improved tracking of
account receivables. The Committee is ad-
vised that contracts are currently in place
which will permit the Service to obligate
these funds in fiscal year 1993. The Internal
Revenue Service indicates that an estimated
850 jobs will be created as a result of this
supplemental funding in such areas of the
country as San Jose, CA; Austin, TX; Pough-
keepsie, NY; and Oklahoma City, OK.

INDEPENDENT AGENCY
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL BUILDINGS FUND

(LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF REVENUE)

1993 appropriation to date $330,501,000
1993 supplemental estimate 4,696,000
House allowance . A 4,696,000
Committee recommenda.-

: [T IR S AR 4,696,000

The Committee bill includes an additional
$4,696,000 as requested by the President and
approved by the House for the General Serv-
ices Administration's Federal buildings fund.
These funds will be used to undertake energy
conservation projects in Federal buildings
throughout the United States. The General
Services Administration estimates that an
additional 250 jobs will be created as a result
of this supplemental funding at various Fed-
eral office building sites in the United
States.
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CHAPTER X

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
MEDICAL CARE

1993 appropriation to date $14,642,723,000
1993 supplemental estimate 202,684,000
House allowance ................ 202,684,000
Committee recommenda-

BYOM s Sivitabamiiaerainsissssomnte 202,684,000

The Committee has provided $202,684,000
for the ‘“Medical care’ account, as requested
by the President and provided by the House.
The funds provided will significantly aug-
ment VA's current budget of $229,626,139 for
nonrecurring maintenance projects in VA
medical facilities.

These funds will provide for maintenance
and repair projects, including modernizing
patient treatment areas and wards, repairing
roofs and windows, removing asbestos and
lead-based paint, and installing important
medical equipment. The Department has nu-
merous aging facilities which require main-
tenance and repair projects in order to cor-
rect code and critical operational defi-
ciencies. According to the Department, there
is a backlog of approximately $800,000,000 for
nonrecurring maintenance projects. The
funds provided will enable VA to provide
higher quality medical care to the Nation’s
veterans.

The amount provided includes $751,000 for
energy efficiency projects, as requested by
the administration.

The following table provides a breakdown
of the administration’'s request by State:

State Amount
AlBDAINA .....cocrnmsmvanssosmansanas $1,411,000
Arizona ... 2,305,000
Arkansas ... 4,237,000
California .. 2,229,000
Colorado .... 545,000
Connecticut 16,076,200
Delaware ...... 404,000
District of Colum‘bia 3,347,000
Florida . 1,506,000
Gﬁorgia. 3,056,000
Idaho ... 387,000
Illinois .... 17,675,000
Indiana ... 9,995,400
TIowa ........ 3,185,000
Kansas .... 5,444,500
Kentucky ... 2,252,000
Louisiana .. 3,289,000
Maine .. 584,000
Mm:and AN 2,546,500
Massachusetts . 5,716,703
Michigan ...... 6,074,000
Minnesota ..... 806,000
Mississippi .... 1,748,000
Missouri .... 6,481,000
Montana .... 59,000
Nebraska ... 4,248,000
Nevada .........c.ce 284,000
New Hampshire 105,000
New Jersey ...... 5,164,000
New Mexico .. 28,000
New York .. x 18,726,983
North Carolina 1,081,000
North Dakota .. 1,314,000
2+ 13,508,668
Oklahoma .. 1,798,000
Oregon .......eeens 2,638,500
Pennsylvania ... 9,995,271
Puerto Rico ..... 121,000
Rhode Island .... 253,000
South Carolina 2,136,000
South Dakota .. 5,382,201
TENNESSEE ..cvvevnrerecrrenssansenns 2,107,